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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
QFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

FEB 2 & 2018

William D. Strampel, Dean
Michigan State University
965 Fee Road

Room A309 East

East Lansing, MI 48824

Dear Dean Strampel,

Thank you for your letter to U.S. Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos (Secretary)
acknowledging your support for the American Osteopathic Association (AOACOCA)as a
nationally recognized accrediting agency, which is currently going through the recognition
process. Your letter has been forwarded to the Accreditation Group within the Office of
Postsecondary Education, and I am pleased to respond.

Leiters of acknowledgement and support for accrediting agencies that are being reviewed by
Department of Education (Department) staff for recognition as a nationally recognized
accrediting agency are considered third-party written comments. In order for third-party written
comments to be considered during the review of an accrediting agency's petition for recognition
or compliance report, they must be submitted via email to a specified address. Instructions for
submitting third-party written comments are provided in a Federal Regijster Notice (FRIN}
announcing all accrediting agencies undergoing review for purposes of recognition by the
Secretary. The solicitation of third-party written comments conceming the performance of
accrediting agencies under review by the Secretary is required by § 496(n)(1)(A) of the Higher
Education Act {(HEA) of 1965, as amended. The AOACOCA is tentatively scheduled for the
spring 2018 National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity meeting agenda,
which will occur in late May of 2018. The meeting date has not been determined, but will be
announced in a separate FRN. '

The Department is legally bound to consider all third-party written comments that are submitied
in accordance with the instructions provided in the FRN notifying the public regarding the
accrediting agencies that are undergoing review. Unfortunately, the third-party writien conunent
period closed on February 21, 2018, Although the comment period has closed. AOACOCA did
submit copies of numerous letters of support directly to the Department as evidence in their
compliance report 1o demonstrate wide acceptance. These letiers will be included and
considered by the Department as part of ACACOCAs petition for recognition.

400 MARYLAND AVERUE, S.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20202
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission Is to promuote student achievernent and preparation for global competitiveness
by fostering educational excellence and ensuring & ual access.
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I hope that this clarifies the Department’s legally specified process for considering third-party
written comments. Thank you for your interest in the recognition process.

Sincetely., A
(b)(8) 4

Herman Bounds, Jr., E4.S.
Director, Accreditation Group
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Honorable Betsy DeVos
Secretary

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Attn: Rachel Schultz, EAD

RE: American Osteopathic Association - Commission on
Osteopathic College Accreditation

Dear Secretary DeVos:

I am writing to express support and acceptance for the accreditation of the
American Osteopathic Association - Commission on Osteopathic College
Accreditation (AOA-COCA). The AOA-COCA is the only accrediting agency
for predoctoral osteopathic medical education. It is the counterpart to the Liaison
Committee for Medical Education (LCME), the accrediting agency for
predoctoral allopathic medical education.

In 1952, the Department of Education recognized the American Osteopathic
Association (AOA) as the accrediting agency for predoctoral osteopathic
medical colleges. In 2004, the AOA re-organized the accreditation of
predoctoral osteopathic medical education into the Commission on Osteopathic
College Accreditation (COCA), a single-purpose committee that functions as the
final decision making body for predoctoral osteopathic medical college
accreditation. In 2011, the Department awarded continuing recognition to the
AOA-COCA as the only accrediting agency to accredit predoctoral osteopathic
medical colleges in the U.S.

Currently, the COCA accredits 34 colleges and schools of osteopathic medicine
in 49 sites in the United States. For the 2017-18 academic year, there are
approximately 7,500 first-year medical students enrolled in COCA-accredited
osteopathic medical schools. Upon graduation and successful completion of the
requisite postdoctoral graduate medical education, these osteopathic physicians
will be eligible for licensure in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The
first employment opportunity for a physician completing a medical school
program is enrollment in a postdoctoral graduate medical education (residency)
program. In 2016, 99.7% of eligible osteopathic medical school graduates



obtained a graduate medical education placement through the national match of
medical school graduates and residency programs. In 2017, 99.4% of eligible
graduates were matched into a postdoctoral graduate medical education
program.

Upon completion of the initial graduate medical education program, osteopathic
physicians may either enter subspecialty training or commence their medical
practice as actively licensed physicians. Fourteen states license osteopathic (DO}
and allopathic (MD) physicians through separate licensing boards, while 37 state
boards (including the District of Columbia) license both DOs and MDs through
a combined board of medicine.

As the Dean, our organization, MSU College of Osteopathic Medicine, is an
active stakeholder in the accreditation process for osteopathic medical schools
and we support the Department’s accreditation of AOA-COCA.

Sincerely,

(b)(6)

William D. 8trampel, DO, MACOI
Dean
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

FEB 2 8 201

Elizabeth Heiiman, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Michigan State University
316 Erickson Hall

East Lansing, M1 4891¢
cheilman@msu.edu

Dear Dr. Heilman:

Thank you for your letter to Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos. Your letter has been
forwarded to the U.S. Departmient of Education’s (the Department’s) Office of Postsecondary
Education, and | am pleased to respond.

Thank you for sharing your concerns about the dissertation published by Michigan State
University. However, the Department has no authority to intervene in matters pertaining to
curriculum. The Department’s authority in postsecondary education matters is limited to issues
relating to Federal student financial aid, the use of Federal funds, and the specific programs
administered by the Department. We have no jurisdiction in this matter and encourage you to
contact Michigan State with your concerns.

1 appreciate you taking the time to write us, and I wish you luck in your future endeavors.

Sincerely,
(b)(®)

Gail McLamon
Senior Director,
Policy Development, Analysis, and Accreditation Service

400 MARYLAND AVENUE, 5.W., WASHINGTON, DC 20202
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student schievement and preparation for global competitiveness
by fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.



Subject: EW: teachers having sex with kids is ok

Greteman dissertation.docx

From: DeVos, Betsy

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 7:50 AM

To: Kegler, Tarkishia

Subject: FW: teachers having sex with kids is ok

This acknowledgement is sent on behalf of Secretary DeVos

From: DeVos, Betsy

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 7:11 AM

To: 'eheilman@msu.edu’

Subject: FW: teachers having sex with kids is ok

This acknowledgement is sent on behalf of Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos.

Dear Dr. Heilman:

Thank you for your e-mail to Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos. We appreciate hearing from you.
Your communication has been forwarded to the appropriate staff member for review and further handiing.
Thank you again for contacting us.

Sincerely,

Edgar Mayes

Director of Correspondence and
Communications Control Unit
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Department of Education
Washington, DC 20202

From: Heilman, Elizabeth [mailto:eheilman@msu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 3:06 PM

To: DeVos, Betsy

Subiject: teachers having sex with Kids is ok

Dear Ms. DeVos,

Can you please investigate why a dissertation (attached) advocating teachers having with sex with kids was
ok at Michigan State University s department of teacher education?

THE ABSTRACT: -

In this dissertation, | seek to imagine alternative ways in which particular refationships or intimacies that are
often positioned as perverse or immoral might be read reparatively to see schools and the relationships that
are and are not allowed in schools in a different, stranger light. Working out of queer and poststructural
thought, particular queer models are brought out from the sexual underground and past to see what lessons



they might teach and what intimacies their queerness might offer schools and education. Looking at the
models of intergenerational relationships between men {gay teachers) and boys (male students), sadists,
and queer school shooters, this dissertation attempts to illustrate non-paranoid ways of understanding
alternative sexualities and the ways such altemative sexualities when thought through, rather than simply
about, open up complex ethical frameworks that challenge and offer a different purpose to education and the

practices of schools.

Elizabeth Heilman, Ph.D,
Associate Professor

316 Erickson Hall
College of Education
Michigan State University
Phone: (517) 432-4860
Cell: [0)6)

Mary M. Juzwik

Professor

Departments of Teacher Education and English
Michigan State University

308 Erickson

East Lansing, MI 48910

UsSa

"The intelligence can only be led by desire. For there

to be desire, there must be pleasure and joy in the work.

The intelligence only grows and bears fruit in joy. The joy

of learning is as indispensable in study as breathing is in running.”
-- Simone Weil



REPARATIVE THERAPY: QUEER MODELS, QUEERNESS, AND EDUCATION

By

(b)(6)

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to Michigan State University
In fulfillment of the requirements
For the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Curriculum, Insiruction, and Teacher Education

2011



ABSTRACT

REPARATIVE THERAPY: QUEER MODELS, QUEERNESS, AND EDUCATION

By

(b))

In this dissertation, I seek to imagine alternative ways in which particular relationships or
intimacies that are often positioned as perverse or immoral might be read reparatively to see
schools and the relationships that are and are not allowed in schools in a different, sﬁ'anger light.
Working out of queer and poststructural thought, particular queer models are brought out from
the sexual underground and past to see what lessons they might teach and what intimacies their
queerness might offer schools and education. Looking at the models of intergenerational
relationships between men (gay teachers) and boys (male students), sadists, and queer school
shooters, this dissertation attempts to illustrate non-paranoid ways of understanding alternative
sexualities and the ways such alternative sexualities when thought through, rather than simply
about, open up complex ethical frameworks that challenge and offer a different purpose to

education and the practices of schools.
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Prelude: A Meditation on Old Gay Gentlemen and a Gay Sensibility

I moved to Chicago the year I wrote this dissertation in the hopes that I would find
inspiration and prepare myself for what would come — whatever that may be — when I finished
such a momentous task. Upon arriving in Chicago, I began volunteering at the Center on Halsted
(COH) — a Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) Center — for a program that served
the elderly LGBT community. I choose to volunteer in this program because it would provide me
with a responsibility every week outside of working on my dissertation. As I began volunteering
and getting to know the program, its staff, and the community members, I found myself writing
about and thinking about nostalgia. I was finding myself quite nostélgic for a past — a rather queer
past — that I had only ever read about or seen in the movies. I think looking back on this time
I'was interested in the mode of being and thinking that seemed to be present in the queer archives.
And, as I got to know some of the elders in the program, I found myself having access to
their stories, their memories of that past I was exploring, providing me with a lesson in the gay
sensibility. These elders allowed me to not simply think about the past, but to think through the
past.

I would on Tuesday afternoons for the duration of the writing of this dissertation slowly
develop relationships with these men and have the chance to listen to their life experiences. This
allowed me to see the past in a different way that further pushed my ideas in this dissertation and
provided me with an education of my own. This education started with flirting as the older
gentleman and I would flirt - casting glances and comments back and forth. One particular
gentleman, I will call him Jimmy, was one of the first men to flirt with me — telling me that I was
pretty — and initiating my education with old gay men. Jimmy was not the only one who taught

me, as many of the gentlemen would flirt with me also, telling me I looked good in whatever |



was wearing or asking when I was going to dance (read “strip™) for them. I was quite flattered by
all of this — and would over the course of months receive an education in the gay sensibility and
its intimacy that emerged out of such flirtatious moments. It is this education and the intimacy
that developed through it that I meditate on briefly here at the beginning of my dissertation —a
dissertation itself that might be read as a meditation on intimacy in education.

1 learned during those afternoons about a gay sensibility — about an ability of gay men to
banter with one another, use flirtation to communicate, and to take anything and make it sexual.
This was not done solely for comedy’s sake, but also, 1 would learn to create a shared sense of
intimacy and survival. While some of my friends — mostly younger gay men — were confused as
to why I wanted to work with “creepy old gay men,” I found what they termed “creepy” to be a
vital part to this gay sensibility. It made me laugh. It also challenged divisions between
generations — opening up space for intergenerational contact —and the assumed propriety of
communication — illustrating the complexity of what might be called harassment. I learned this in
the contrast | noticed between the “policy” of the Center to avoid conversations of a sexual
nature and the practices of the elders of infusing conversations with the sexual. The tenston
between policy and practice came to light when months into my time volunteering, an
announcenent was made about “respecting” the volunteers and not making inappropriate
comments to them. As the announcement was being made, 1 could not help but feel the
announcement directed at the comments I received while volunteering and felt sad that such an
announcement might disrupt the relationships that we had developed and the education [ was
recelving.

Moments after the announcement was made, I had several of the gentlemen come over to

me and apologize to me for having potentially made me feel disrespected or uncomfortable.



They informed me that that was never their intention and how much they appreciated my
presence. [ responded that I did not know what the announcement was talking about and cannot
think of a time that I felt disrespected or uncomfortable while with them. 1 told them each that I
appreciate their concern, but that I volunteer at a gay center precisely to have the ability to have
such banter and believe having such banter is a sign of our mutual appreciation of one another.
We all smiled and went on with the day.

I, of course, could not simply go on with my day but became fascinated by what had
happened. For me, the announcement illustrated the push to “straighten” out the ways gays
communicate to be in line with propriety, but also and I think more importantly illustrated the
intimacy that had developed precisely because of the “inappropriate” comments. The gay men I
had come to know and enjoy, the gay men who flirted with me and I with them had developed an
intimacy. This intimacy was not named as such, but it had emerged as we bantered back and
forth. We, or at least I, felt a connection, a bond with these individuals. We came to recognize
when someone was missing and asked about to see if anyone had heard anything about the
missing person. There was something in the air — in the time and space of our time together —
that I am not sure I can put in words. There was concern, compassion, joy, and love. They would
ask me to “dance” for them — stripping. 1 would bashfully reply that I am no dancer and that no
one needs to see me with my clothes off ~ the fantasy is much better than reality. And in these
moments, we would look into one another’s eyes, laugh, and enjoy the smiles such comments
elicited.

Yet, upon hearing such “inappropriate” comments those in charge could see them as
nothing but potentially disrespectful and damaging. There was it seemed to me, an inability to

recognize the intimacy — through respect and admiration - that had developed through such



“inappropriate” or “disrespectful” comments. For those of us implicated in this, we felt
something akin to a momentary loss that was transformed into further developing our intimacy.
Our momentary loss was felt as | was fearful that they might view such an announcement as me
having “told on them” while they viewed such an announcement as illustrating that they might
have “crossed the line” with me, We were scared that we had “lost” the other in some way.
However, in these responses, our shared intimacy was further made apparent. We sensed a need
to address this potential “disrespect” and make sure our shared understanding of our
relationships were still improperly proper or in line with our sensibility of gayness. The intimacy
that had developed was not simply about sexual banter and flirtation, but also about a concern for
one another’s sense of wellbeing. These men were concerned that I had not felt disrespected by
them and [ was concerned that they not feel betrayed by me. We all felt some sort of
responsibility to one another so that our space and time together continued on gaily.

Yes, some might have seen such banter as “childish” because “old people” should know
better, but these men, all who were members of the “lost generation,” having survived the HIV
epidemic after losing lovers and friends were not childish. They had survived and thrived despite
the violence against the gay body. In surviving and thriving, these men became my teachers,
transferring their knowledge and understanding of “gayness” to me. They embodied, for me,
Crimp’s contention that “AIDS didn’t make gay men grow up and become responsible. AIDS
showed anyone willing to pay attention how genuinely ethical the invention of gay life had been”
(16). These men each showed me in different ways, an ethics of life that emerged out of gayness,
an ethics that built from the sensibilities that allowed them to survive and thrive despite the lack

of governmental intervention and the fears that filled the air around issues of HIV and



homosexuality in the recent queer past. And it is with their lessons that I move into my

dissertation.



Chapter One

An Introduction; Toward Queerness in Education
As writers, researchers, and teachers, pretty much all we do is make other people
possible, or hope to, and the best of us don't look for results that look like us.
Neither no future nor the future can encompass all that that entails.
- Elizabeth Freeman
If we can laugh at the worst things that happen to us because of our sexuality,
we’ll be the strongest minority of all, proud to be iliegal, proud not
to be like everybody else. Instead of “act up,” I'm for “act bad.”
Let’s embarrass our enemies with humor.

- John Waters

In the anonymous leaflet entitled Queers Read This, distributed during the 1990 Gay
Pride March in New York City, the anger and hatred feit by queers was made explicit. One of the

targets of queer hatred and anger was public education. As one of the anonymous writer(s)

proclaimed:
I hate that in twelve years of public education I was never taught about queer
people. I hate that I grew up thinking I was the only queer in the world, and I hate
even more than most queer kids still grow up the same way. I hate that | was
tormented by other kids for being a faggot, but more that I was taught to feel
ashamed for being the object of their cruelty, taught to feel it was my fault. (8)
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The assaults against queer bodies in education were and still are appalling. Education has not yet,
if it even can, in its current manifestations, grapple with queers and queerness in its classrooms
and hallways. Multicultural education and struggles for social justice bring issues of sexuality to

the field of education, allowing for gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) students and

protection, While such improvements have
teachers some semblance of recognition and 1

protection.

occurred, in varying ways, in the field of education, allowing for students and teachers to
experience “less” harm due to their sexual orientation or perceived sexual orientation, these
changes have often neglected the messiness of queerness. In the current dissertation, I seek to
wrestle with queers and queerness to explore what it might mean to learn to grow queerly. How
does queerness challenge ways of growing — growing intimate with others, growing in
knowledge of the self, others, and the world, and growing in ways to respond to the violence in
the world? How might contemporary schooling move beyond the improvements of the last two
decades that have more often assimilated LGBT students into the main “straight” student body?
Can queer theory disrupt this project and challenge the project of schooling — a project of social
reproduction and socialization that inculcates students into particular ways and sensibilities — to
allow students to learn from (an issue of curriculum), by (an issue of pedagogy), and with (an
1ssue of bodies) queers and queerness.

It 1s a strange thing to write about “queers” or “queerness” in schools. I think this

strangeness comes from the competing, dare I say, contradictory ways that “queer” as a concept

has been taken up in educational scholarship. Some utilize “queer” as a synonym for LGBT

1 This can be seen with anti-bullying legislation, the rise of Gay-Straight Alliances at the
collegiate and high school levels, and the slow emergence of Lesbian and Gay issues in pre-
service teacher education programs. As recent scholarship has shown, within education there has
been a lack of attention to bisexual and transgender students and teachers although this is
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changing. See Bilodeau, 2005; 2009.



persons taking up a project that is rights based — seeking inclusion and access to benefits. Such
work embraces “identity politics” — even as it often recognizes the limitations of such politics. I,
one could say, takes a pragmatic approach arguing that rights and benefits are necessary and
important to the material well being of queer, read LGBT, persons. Others utilize “queer” in
what might be seen as a more “radical” way whereby queer is not an “identity” category, but a
tool used to question and challenge “identity” and the process of normalization. It is “anti-
identitarian”. This work embraces a radical politics that does not seek access to “rights” and
“benetits”. Rather, it seeks to question the ways such rights and benefits, even if granted to
LGBT persons maintain injustice and oppression by further stigmatizing those individuals who
still do not have a “place at the table”. And within each of these two broad uses of “queer,” there
exists of plethora of camps that engage queer in diverse and divergent ways.

Queer, we can seg, is quite contested. Some even refuse to use the word “queer” finding
its violent history impossible to redeem or reclaim. It is this contested-ness of queer that I find
most compelling, but also most difficult because I am not sure where I fit into - if I even do fit
into — this queer picture. As a teacher educator who is charged with training pre-service teachers
to enter the complex and strange space of teaching, I cannot help but think about, what feels to be
very the “real” issues that thinking about “queer” as an identity category. It is an identity
category that many of my students have never extensively thought about while for other students
who claim such an identity, thinking about it often brings about a traumatic past in schools. I
believe, the claim to a “marginalized” identity is a claim that warrants critical attention even if
“identity politics” has gone out of style. After all, the evidence is quite compelling that LGBT
students, students perceived to be LGBT, and gender non-conforming students face an uphill

battle in surviving school, but at the same time live quite fulfilling and fabulous lives. High



suicide rates, high drop-out rates, and experiences of harassment and discrimination are not a
joking matter. These students are wounded on a daily basis in the phobic space of the classroom
and hallway either because they actually lay claim to a queer identity OR are perceived to be a
part of such a “community”.

However, the plight of LGBT students has been known for some time. Scholarship
investigating the issues that impact LGBT students is entering its third decade — showing some
changes but also illuminating that much has remained the same. It is here that I find the more
radical use of “queer” to be quite compelling as it challenges the strategies that have been tried
and seemingly failed to offer its own queer agenda. This queer agenda seeks to undo the
normative categories of sexual and gender identity and their intersections with racial, national,
and religious identities. It seeks to do this by exposing how such identities become naturalized or
10 be more in line with the lingo of this strand of queer theory - it seeks to do this by exploring
the process of how subjects are formed. How does the “subject” become thinkable, what does
such a process expose, and how might such exposure open up new avenucs for becoming in the
world? This may sound like a rather serious project, but as Richard Ford reminds us “queer
theory embraces, even celebrates transgression; it seeks the sublime not in resistance — that’s too
damn bristly and self-serious — but in blithe and gleeful disregard for social convention” (122).
This part of the queer project does not seek to “act up” to resist, but rather to “act bad” and not
abide by conventional wisdoms.

Both of these “queer” projects are concerned about time. The former is interested in the
present, the here and now where material student bodies are being violated for claiming a LGBT
identity. The latter is interested in the past — the then and there — in order to explore how the

present “categories” have become possible and how they might learn from the past to do
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something different. Both though are interested in creating different worlds as some imagine a
world of liberation while others imagine a world transformed. I want to imagine a world that is
transformed, that has transgressed or moved into forms but still recognizes the need to grapple
with the limitations of such forms. I cannot believe in liberation, nor can I buy into notions of
progress. I can only buy into the contingent and fleeting possibilities where the world
experiences moments of disorientation that may alter its form ever so slightly and make a
different horizon visible and touchable.

Queer utilizes many different words to do its work. Queer theorists have quite often been
charged with obtuseness and excessively difficult language. Identity and subject, identification
and subjectivation are words most often thrown about by various camps of queer theorists. These
critical terms are useful, but also confusing. I will throughout this dissertation utilize the concept
of the “subject” while also at times discussing “the individual”. Judith Butler provides a nice
explanation that I think is illustrative here at the outset to differentiate the use of these terms. She

writes:

“The subject’ is sometimes bandied about as if it were interchangeable with ‘the
person’ or ‘the individual.” The genealogy of the subject as a critical category,
however, suggests that the subject, rather than be identified strictly with the
individual, ought to be designated as a linguistic category, a placeholder, a
structure in formation. Individuals come to occupy the site of the subject (the
subject simultaneously emerges as a ‘site’), and they enjoy intelligibility only to
the extent that they are, as it were, first established in language. The subject is the

linguistic occasion for the individual to achieve and reproduce intelligibility, the
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linguistic condition of its existence and agency. No individual becomes a subject
without first becoming subjected or undergoing ‘subj ectivation.” (Psychic Life 10-

11)

We see with Butler’s eloquence that the subject and individual are not interchangeable but are
interrelated. The individual, or the ability to claim an individual identity, is tied up in the process
of becoming subjected to the discourses that exist within any given space and time. In order to
claim an identity one has to have access to language and the language which one has access to is
always tied up in history, knowledge, and powet. We cannot simply choose an “identity,”
because our choices are always already limited. At the same time, there is always the possibility
that language will fail and in failing open up new possible ways of claiming an identity. It is in
these failings that it is possible to “transgress” or “subvert” (other famous queer words) gleefully
the conventions of identity but in doing so one might become unintelligible, unrecognizable
(even more queer words). It is a tenuous process indeed.

We claim an identity as an individual to be recognized and for many the ability to lay
claim to an identity is not difficult. But as Butler reminds us “the thought of a possible life is only
an indulgence for those who already know themselves to be possible. For those who are still
Jooking to become possible, possibility is a necessity” (“Global Violence” 209). It is with this that
we are able to see the complex interplay between those who utilize “identity” and those who
utilize the “subject”. Those who utilize “identity” are in many ways concerned about the
immediate material survival of those who have laid claim to marginalized identities. What
policies or interventions can be made to assist in helping such persons in the immediate? Yet,

this project, while important, negiects those bodies that cannot even lay claim to an identity
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because they do not “fit” because they “are still looking to become possible”. It is here that the
project of thinking about the “subject” becomes important in exploring the process by which it is
possible to lay claim to an identity and expose the limits of such a strategy. It is this type of
queer work that often utilizes “history” in order to propose a “future” that is yet to be. But in
doing so such work has been seen as ignoring the present.

This is problematic, of course, because those who take up any of the above approaches
engage with the past, present, and the future - even those queers who embrace the anti-social
thesis. The choice of time frame makes a difference. And it is this difference that this current
project will implicitly struggle with extensively. I am concerned with the very real lives of
students who do not fit in the desks of their classrooms or who in claiming an identity are
violated by their peers, teachers, or the curriculum itself. Yet, while I am concerned with these
students (they are always on my mind) I align myself with work that is interested in exploring the
“past” in order to offer alternative ways to imagine the future. I am not “interested” in LGBT
students per se, but how various conceptions of “queerness” might open up space that has been
foreclosed by the incessant focus on “LGBT identity”. I am, I suppose, interested in allowing for
different subject positions to become possible in order to allow those who do not “fit” into the
LGBT identity or who refuse to claim such identity to become recognized.

Deborah Britzman and Jen Gilbert mapped out this strange space when they asked “what
will have been said about gayness in teacher education?” (81). They asked such a question in
order to explore conceptualizations of gayness in teacher education and how new
conceptualizations of gayness may allow for new ways to imagine teacher education. With this,
they imquire into “how teacher education narrates gayness” proposing three temporal narratives

of gayness — the time of difficulty, the time of relationality, and the time of hospitality (83-84).
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Teacher education, they note, often narrates “gayness only as a problem of fighting
discrimination and rescuing disparaged identities” whereby homophobia is the prevailing way to
conceptualize gayness — deferring the times of relationality and hospitality (84). The other times
— of relationality and hospitality — open up teacher education to thinking differently about
gayness, “shiff{ing] the difficulty from disparaged identities to reading practices” and “rais[ing]
the problem of leamning to be normal as a place of inquiry” (85). Britzman and Gilbert’s time of
relationality helps me to “reconsider the question of education...in its largest sense: as
socialization, as legitimization, as convention, as culture, as theory, as upbringing” (85). It isin
this time that queer theory’s role in teacher education is found, illuminating that “sexuality is
never far away from education” (85). Education and schooling are rather intertwined. However,
education as Britzman and Gilbert inform us is a broader concept while schooling is situated in
the particular space of schools. Schools “school” children, and while education might occur in
schools, it also occurs outside in other spaces. I ask that you keep this distinction in mind, while
being kind when I fail at distinguishing adequately.

For this current project, I am concerned about education — as learning and coming to
know or not know — and at times will think about incidents in schools that ifluminate the
problems with learning. Specifically, I will look to queer models from the past that have been
negated or neglected to explore what queerness offers education and the possibility for the
student body to grow queerly. This is to help me think about issues of relationality and intimacy
i1 order to illuminate how queerness might educate and be educated to transform horizons
forever in the distance. It is my belief that the models we have available to us have an important
impact on our ability to relate and develop intimacy. These models impact what and how we are

able to relate, perceive, and experience the self and other. They illuminate practices that assist us
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in actively fashioning the self. As Foucault notes “these practices are nevertheless not something
invented by the individual himself,” rather “they are models that he finds in his culture and are
proposed, suggested, imposed upon him by him culture, his society, and his social group” (“The
Ethics of the Concern™ 291). The politics of models is one that often privileges normative or
“positive” modes of being that maintain particular moralistic frameworks while perpetuating
forms of violence against bodies that are disruptive of or challenging to the social world those
models make intelligible. Or, put more simply, the models we often hold up as moral exemplars
are always already limiting possible ways of engaging our ethical responsibility to the self and
other. My use of queer models to explore possibilities in education is partially ironic, but
partially an attempt to utilize such models to think through ethics.

I eritique the reliance on “positive” models while proposing different models that many
may find offensive, distasteful, but even so suffer from limitations. Yet, it is with offense and
distaste that T believe new insights might be made because moments of offense or distaste push up
against what is considered “normal” or “tasteful”. Queer itself has been viewed as offensive, a
pejorative hurled at LGBT persons, that has been reclaimed to offend further. In doing so, the
limits of taste and propriety are exposed to produce or propose something else. “Such queerness
proposes” following Lee Edelman “in place of the good, something. .. ‘better,’ though it promises,
in more than one sense of the phrase, absolutely nothing” (5). Invoking these models and
their queerness does not promise illusions of progress. Instead, they challenge the values that are

held up to violate queer bodies in the present moment to offer a glimpse of a different world.

On Ethics: The Haunting Presence of Foucault
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1 have learned that ethics is a rather tricky subject. The common understanding of ethics
ties it to morality and ideas about “good” and “had”. This often consists of universalized notions
of values and good behavior while placing judgment on those practices and ideas that exist
outside the set moral framework. This common understanding will not be how I understand
ethics throughout this dissertation project. Ethics, for this project, will emerge out of the work of
Michel Foucault who simply (although complexly) asked, “couldn’t everyone’s life become a
work of art” (“On the Genealogy of Ethics” 261). It is Foucault’s ethics — what he calls “care of
the self” — that will haunt these essays — as I seek to illustrate the potential of education to help
us “escape as much as possible from the type of relations that society proposes for us and try to
create, in the empty space where we are, new relational possibilities” (“Social Triumph™ 160).
Fthics is, as I see it, a relational endeavor that seeks to constantly create the self in different
ways. Such an endeavor is never isolated to the individual, but always tied up with others and the
need to constantly remain vigilant about the wellbeing of the self and the other in the intimacy of
these relational encounters.

I will not constantly refer to Foucault even though it is his ethical project that undergirds
my own thoughts in this dissertation. In order to help the reader see Foucault, despite his
absence, I want to provide a brief introduction to Foucault, as [ understand him in relation to this
project.

Foucault's work has always been concerned with the ethical. His is a project that sought
to expose the limits of the subject and the possibility of moving beyond such limits. His History
of Madness was his first attempt to analyze the question between the subject and truth whereby
“madness lies at the heart of that question, since the stakes of madness are the stakes of rational

subjectivity” (Huffer 258). Madness is a complex figure that becomes associated with, as
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Foucault's later work in History of Sexuality illustrates, sexuality. Madness and sexuality become
associated with one another allowing for distinctions between reasonable and unreasonable
forms of sexuality and relationality. The modern sexual subject then was founded by a denial of
eros post-Descartes whereby not only does the “cogito” of Descartes exclude madness, but also
refuses the transformative potential of the erotic (Huffer 260). The Enlightenment (or Age of

Reason) simultaneously allowed for the production of the sexual deviant while excluding that

deviance through confinement illustrating the birth of biopower.2

The ethical vision of Foucault plays with biopower by returning to the erotic. This erotic
ethics relies on transformation, which is “the basic ethical principle in Foucault,” but a principle
that is not prescriptive but “a poetic attitude and practice” (Huffer 243). This poetic attitude and
practice is one that seeks a “becoming-other” that strips “away the structures of thought that
produce reason and madness: an unlearning or releasing of the rational subject” (243). The ethical
project of Foucault is one that has an “openness to change, mutability, the capacity to shape-
shift” and he offers this ethics through reading the archival voices that have been hidden or
ignored, not because these voices are without their own problems, but because they offer
evidence to the limits that exist around subjectivity and help in Fougauit's “trying to find a way
out from under those modes of subjectivation that keeps us, and others, unfree” (247). Foucault’s

ethical imagination seeks to open up ways to relate and engage intimately in the process of

2 Biopower is a modality of power, proposed by Foucault that “is situated and exercised at the
level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population” (History of
Sexuality, p.137). This modality of power emerges and develops during the Classical age where
“there was a rapid development of various disciplines — universities, secondary schools,
barracks, workshops; there was also the emergence, in the field of political practices and
economic observations, of the problems of birthrate, longevity, public health, housing, and
migration” (140). It was through these “techniques” that “that subjugation of bodies and the
control of populations” was achieved — seen in contemporary times with the use of
demographics. See Lynn Fendler (2010) for a comprehensive account on Foucault’s biopower.
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living.

This is a difficult ethical project to be sure. It is one that challenges the ways in which life
has been ordered through the techniques of biopower - pushing the subject to the limits in an
attempt to undo the self where “the possibility of going beyond the limits is, in this perspective,
not only something we are ethically called to do, but part of the modem ‘politics of ourselves’
we are called to practice” (266). This ethics represents “an attitude that characterizes a present
disposition" that "is both ancient and always changing” (268) requiring “thinking-feeling”. As
Huffer explained “this kind of thinking-feeling. ..constitutes, for Foucault, a ‘useful” knowledge
that can help us in our ‘effort to think [our] own history’” (275). This that might allow us “to
become again what we never wetre by “free[ing] thought from what it silently thinks and so
enable it to think® — and feel — ‘differently” (275; Foucault as quoted by Huffer). Foucault
refuses to accept a separation of thought from feeling, seeing them as intimately connected to this
project of “how to live”. This is illustrated wherein the emergence of the modern rational
subject came to rely on knowledge and the knowing subject while neglecting the "care of the
self”. Knowledge of the self, conditioned by modern biopower, privileged knowledge and
repudiated eros because eros, in Foucault's genealogical project, transformed the subject,
removing the subject from its current status or condition (260). Eros undoes the subject and seeks
to transform the subject, perhaps only fleetingly, from the regimes of the normal.

It is Foucault's project and dedication to “limit experiences” that altow him “to interrogaie
a culture about its limit-experiences” which “1s t0 question it at the confines of
history about a tear that 18 something like the very birth of its history” (Madness xxix). I (try to)
take up, problematically to be sure, this interest in limits. Like Michalinos Zembylas’s “pedagogy

of passion” I too want to explore how “the art of being oneself through leaming is the
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transgression of one’s habitual self and beliefs and the shattering of *normal’ identity in order to
invent one’s self differently” (53). Such a pedagogical project is one “in which teachers and
learners are endlessly producing new relations to themselves” but to do so Zembylas contends
“we need to explore the ways in which passional experiences, the kind that are usually regarded
as sensational experiences, might be re-framed and turned to useful and transformative political
ends” (55; 56-57). How might re-framing the sensationalism around inter- generational erotic
relationships in education ifluminate new relational potentials for students and teachers? How
might the Marquis de Sade’s extremely pornographic pedagogical dialogue, relegated to
disciplines outside of education, point to the potential of a sadistic pedagogy that allows the
female student-subject to undo or strip away (literally and fi guratively) her previous leaming and
seif - challenging contemporary pedagogical practices? How does the representation of violence
and intimacy, as seen in Gus Van Sant’s Elephant, touch upon the fear of intimacy in
contemporary schools that is “the elephant in the (class)room”? How do these three engagements
allow for us to re-think possible ways of becoming in the world to offer up queer mode(l)s of

relating to the self and other?

The Lessons of Queer Models

Queer models are no doubt sensational. Education’s gaze at queers — defined most
frequently as LGBT students — is one that seeks to make such experiences understandable and
reasonable. For instance, creating safe spaces for such students and including LGBT issues in the
curriculum does this. While a noble project, making LGBT students and issues safe stabilizes
queerness and eliminates its challenges to the process of normalization. It sanitizes queerness and

the threats that queerness offers to the status quo. Education, as such, seeks to understand LGBT
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students and issues to create them as objects of knowledge to be known while refusing to grapple
with the challenges of queerness as a model of relating to the self and other. Education is, as
McWilliam’s notes, “stuck in the missionary position” that has severely limited the ways in
which students and teachers might relate to the self, the other, and the curriculum (“Stuck in”).

Eric Rofes noticed that one particular strategy of anti-homophobic education had been in
fact, presenting positive role models of openly gay and lesbian teachers. Along with this, he
noticed another strategy of providing books, films, and other curricular materials that present
positive representations of gay and lesbian individuals so that they are recognizable to the social
world. Of interest in such an approach were the positive representations of “gay” men —namely
representations of gay men that are not promiscuous, not pedophiles, not flamboyant, not drag
queens, not men who seek out anonymous sex in bathrooms and parks, not male hustlers.
Positive representations seem to be representations that de-sexualize and neuter the “gay” male
community to make them appear rather sterile and respectable. These representations provide
what Britzman (1995) called a “double remedy”. This double remedy allowed homophobic or
hostile individuals who could not imagine difference to see positive images that they might find
more appealing and those “queers” who lack self-esteem because they cannot imagine
themselves as having a “self” beyond the pathological model are shown positive ways of being
gay (158). The homophobic and queer individuals are seen as being cured by this remedy of
positive representations.

One of my main concerns in this current work is thinking through the valuable lessons
that can be drawn from queer models that are not considered “positive” in order to imagine new
ways students might be able to invent themselves. To do this, I draw upon the “family values” of

queers. As Douglas Crimp reminds us “yalues are, in fact, just what we need, but they must be
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the values of our actual communities, not those of some abstract, universalized community that
does not and cannot exist” (Melancholia 77). Throughout this dissertation, 1 will rely on the

values and lessons expressed by and espoused in queer practices, relying on a number of

negative affects and sensibilities.3 This is not, however, a project to normalize such models but
to illuminate how such models and the values they rest on open up radical potentials for new
ways of being and thus relating in the world. These models are my objects of inquiry, the
subjects of my intelflectual imagination. However, once [ utter such potentials and write them into
intelligible existence for education, their queerness might be erased — as Gayatri Spivak

pointed out when she asked if the subaltern could speak (1 995). These models and the ideas they
allow me to think through may themselves be taken up and straightened out to fit in. This 18,
pethaps, unavoidable. The devices for straightening out bodies and ideas are ever-present and
our task, or my task, is to watch for how such straightening occurs and what mi ght be lost and
gained in such a move. How the forward march of time erases the queer past cannot be avoided,
but can be re-birthed with imagination and an ethical stance towards those bodies left silent or
unintelligible.

While I find the positive representations education has utilized problematic, I do not want
to negate their importance for providing alternatives to students. I want to instead offer different
models that are not better or worse, but allow for a different engagement with the issues of
inclusion and diversity. You might say, I am nostalgic for different models. One model that
inspired this dissertation was the gay men who courageously fought and died while positive.
These men were my first role models as a queer child. My first role models of gayness were

positive as I understood homosexuality through issues of HIV/AIDS, | see it apropos to find

3 For discussions on queerness and negative affects see Ann Cvetkovich (2003); Heather Love
(2007); David Halperin & Valerie Traub (2010).
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inspiration in these figures that, at moments, I myself derided, to pay homage to their courage in
the face of immense hostility. During the writing of this dissertation, I befriended an elderly gay
man who acquired HIV in 1985 — mentioned in the prelude. It is in the stories he told me while
writing this that T was simultaneously saddened by the immeasurable loss of life that continues to
this day but also immense amazement at the beauty of my friend who lost his lover and friends in
the matter of months. This sadness and amazement led me to, in many ways, become even more
nostalgic for the past that my generation of “gay” men often only read about and are faulted for
in our own apathetic attitudes towards what is now for the privileged a “manageable” illness.
This friendship has allowed me to learn from a model, an elderly positive model about the queer
sensibilities that helped him survive, thrive, and become my teacher. He and the men of his
generation that became positive were trying to care for themselves and others like them while
Jiving and dying in a hateful, homophobic, racist, classist, sexist, and violent world, They in
being positive, created and maintained a “positive” queer sensibility that this dissertation thinks
about and perhaps feels toward. Yet, these positive men are rarely seen as “positive” role models
in the proper sense of the word. They are instead viewed as negative models — models to learn
from by not doing what they did.

The models T will explore in the following essays are not considered positive role models
within traditional school curricutums — a rather conservative and even reactionary enterptise.
These models are, in many ways, erased from the archive to be replaced by role models that did
not live such lives, but played their cards “right,” “survived,” and “fit in”. | seek to bring these
models — negative models for many — back in order to contribute to the archive of queerness
often lost or ignored in schools while also seeking to do justice to these models and the lessons

they provide. My task here is perhaps an impossible one, for Sade might never be acceptable to
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the field of education, intimacy might always be feared in favor of violence, and
intergenerational relationships might always be looked at suspiciously. But, I hope to see what
they might teach us about life, about living and dying, about caring for the self and the other to
learn ways of growing queer in the world. Perhaps, just perhaps, 1 might contribute to Eve

Sedgwick’s recognition that lesbian and gay studies, and I would add queer studies since

distinctions are often made, are about survival (ZTendencies).4 But along with survival this is
work that is also about thrival — about producing space and time that allows students to thrive in
a million different ways. The significance of this project is to imagine, incite, and engage the
imagination in order to allow the bodies of education to no loﬁger survive their 12 years of
mandatory schooling, but thrive in the queerness of education.

I' move now to provide an introduction to queer theory to situate my reader within the
realm of queer scholarship that I draw from extensively. This introduction is limited, but

provides a view into the work that is always implicated in the current project.

Queer Theory: An Introductory View

A theory is, in many ways, a model. A theory offers a particular way or ways to look at or
think about the world. A model (or theory) provides us with specific ways to explore the world
or how to see and explore it. And they are also always under construction, giving us a starting
point that can be altered depending on the contex;. Mﬁ&els change over time allowing “us” to see

the world in different ways. My essays here work broadly with Queer Theory, which, depending

4 Distinctions are often made between “lesbian and gay studies” and “queer studies.” Such
distinctions are problematic, but usually point to different theoretical and political commitments.
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ways.
on which queer theorist one reads, teaches us about “x” in very different 5 Because queer
ways.
theory is a contested and complex territory, and because the idea of “queer” — both in substantive
and methodological ways - is so fundamental to this study, I want to provide a brief introduction
to queer theory and the different, albeit related ways, queer operates in major theorist’s work that

has played a role in my own development as a scholar and in my explorations in this dissertation.

Queer theory, it seems, has potentially become normal — an irony, to echo Michael
Warner, that might be called “The Trouble with Queer”.6 David Halperin expressed concern

with the normalization of queer theory, providing a rather concise history of its descent into
normality (“Normalization™). I want to begin with an engagement with Halperin’s piece as it is, in
my readings, the most thoughtful and challenging take on the normalization of queer theory in the
new millennium. Teresa de Lauretis coined the phrase “queer theory™ for a conference held at the
University of Santa Cruz and in her opening remarks of that conference mentioned doing so

to provoke and unsettle (339). Queer theory began as a joke that was meant to provoke and
“unsettle the complacency of ‘lesbian and gay studies.”” (340). It was also to challenge “the
erstwhile domination of the field by the work of empirical social scientists” (340). Furthermore,

as Halperin explained:

She hoped to make theory queer (that is, to challenge the heterosexist
underpinnings and assumptions of what conventionally passed for ‘theory’ in

academic circles) and to queer theory (to call attention to everything that 1s

s This “x” echoes the “x” of Lauren Berlant and Michael Warner’s (199 5) essay “What Does
Queer Theory Teach us About X?”

6 This is a reference to Warner’s book The Trouble with Normal: Sex, Politics, and the Ethics of
Queer Life that provides one of the most trenchant critiques of mainstream gay rights polites.
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perverse about the project of theorizing sexual desires and sexual pleasures).

(340)

In this provocation, de Laurtis hypothetically birthed a new school of theory but there was such a
demand for this “queer theory” that its “hypothetical knowledge-practice not yet in existence”
had to be birthed backwards. This came in the form of canonizing texts — particularly Judith
Butler’s Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity, Eve Sedgwick’s
Epistemology of the Closet, and Halperin’s own 100 Years of Homosexuality — as the models of
queer theory that challenged the academy — particularly through literary theory, philosophy, and
the classics — to engaged with the unruliness of sexualify,

Upon its emergence, queer theory became trendy in the academy and accomplished what
“lesbian and gay studies” had not brought about — “namely, the entry of queer scholarship into
the academy, the creation of jobs in queer studies, and the acquisition of academic respectability
for queer work™ (340). Such accomplishments while noteworthy, brought problems and

challenges. Halperin writes:

There 15 something odd. . . about the rapidity with which queer theory — whose
claim to radical politics derived from its anti-assimilationist posture, from its
shocking embrace of the abnormal and the marginal — has been embraced,
canomzed by, and absorbed into our (largely heterosexual) institutions of

knowledge, as lesbian and gay studies never were” (341)
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Queer theory has been abstracted from its specificity with lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
and transgressive content and “turned into a generic badge of subversiveness, 2 more trendy
version of ‘liberal’” (341). This de-specification and diffusion of queer has caused Halperin to
ponder “what’s so very queer about it [queer theory]?” (342). While the struggles of “queer
theorists” such a Butler, Sedgick, Halberstam, Edelman, and Halperin himself have sought to
make work that engages sexuality possible, it has in its evolution perhaps lost its edge. It has

become blunted as the academy has disciplined it. As such, Halperin leaves us with a thought:

If queer theory is going to have the sort of future worth cherishing, we will have to
find ways of renewing its radical potential —and by that I mean not devising

some new and more avant-garde theoretical formulation of it but, quite concretely,
reinventing its capacity to startle, to surprise, to help us think what has

not yet been thought. (343)

I am not sure if I have been able to renew this radical potential here. After all, Halperin notes
specifically “those working in English, history, classics, anthropology, sociology, or religion
would now have the option of using queer theory...to advance the practice of their disciplines —
by ‘queering’ them” (342). Absent from Halperin’s list is education. This is not surprising as
education is not considered a discipline and has perhaps come late to this project of “queering”.
Yet, it is my hope that 1 will be able to build upon the queer work in education to perhaps offer
something new and surprising to use queer theory to queer education.

I came to queer theory through feminism — particularly through a reading of an excerpt

from Judith Butler’s Gender Trouble. As already noted, her text was backwardly birthed as
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“queer” — perhaps a fitting way to be birthed. Butler does not utilize the critical term “queer” nor
provide a definition of “queer” or “queemness”. Rather, her text subverts identity and challenges
feminism’s commitment to “women” allowing me to begin to grasp the challenges queerness
offers to taken-for-granted identity categories. Significant attention has been given to Butler’s
Gender Trouble so I do not feel the need to recapitulate it here, What 1 would like to do instead is
engage another oft cited piece by Butler - her engagement with “queer” in her essay, turned
book chapter, “Critically Queer”.

Queer is a contested term, one with a violent history, Yet, its uptake in youth cultures,
AIDS activists, and the art world in the 80’s pointed to the possibility of its reparative capability.
As such “here it is not only a question of how discourse injures bodies, but how certain injuries
establish certain bodies at the limits of available ontologies, available schemes of intelligibility”
(Butler, Bodies 224). Queer is a term that “emerges as an interpellation that raises the question of
the status of force and opposition, of stability and variability” where this interpellation or calling
some other “queer” produces that subject through shame as it “derives its force precisely through
the repeated invocation by which it has become linked to accusation, pathologization, insult”
(226). Queer works because of its performative nature and is successful as such, provisionaily,
“because that action echoes prior actions, and accumulates the force of authority through the
repetition or citation of a prior, authoritative set of practices” (227). The task of queer in queer

theory is, in Butler’s use, to question the constitutive identities of the present. She writes:

The genealogical critique of the queer subject will be central to queer politics to

the extent that it constitutes a self-critical dimension within activism, a persistent
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reminder to take the time to consider the exclusionary force of one’s activism’s

most treasured contemporary premises. {227)

Queer is not a stable signifier but one that is empty, shifting over space and time to allow fora
politics that encounters the “queer,” the shamed bodies, in the hope to open up space to do
justice. The political and ethical project of queer is to never be too self-congratulatory or too
self-righteous but to continually expose the limits and invent new forms of becoming and
relating.

The “progressive lefi” has used Butler’s work as an argument against identity polifics, but
such use is, in my reading of Butler, a limited reading of her politics. Queer vacillates for Butler,
between, what Eve Sedgwick called the universalizing and minoritizing positions (which I will
discuss later). Queer is partially a mood of self-critique that remains vigilant about the
exclusionary power of discourses. But queer’s mood resides in queer bodies. It relies on, or I
might say lives in, those bodies that do not fit within the heteronormative and homonormative

logics. As she argues:

The political deconstruction of ‘queer” ought not to paralyze the nse of such terms
[identity categories], but, ideally, to extend its range to make us consider at what
expense and for what purposes the terms are used, and through what relations of

power such categories have been wrought. (229)

My own work here wants to acknowledge this vacillation. I will write about students, students

who identify as a sexual minority and experience life in particular ways, while seeking to open
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up space beyond such subject positions to imagine what has yet to be thought possible for
students. I will rely on specific queer models and their practices as analytic categories — seeking
to recognize the specificity of subject positions while also wanting to, dare I say, generalize out
to bodies outside those particularities. For Butler, and for my own work, identity is a “necessary
error” and an error that simultaneously allows for the production of livable lives and limits the
production of other possible lives.

Eve Sedgwick, the “soft-spoken queen” of queer theory according to Rolling Stone,
concerns herself with this tension between how sexuality impacts specific identity groups —
namely sexual minorities and how sexuality impacts everyone. This is apparent in the first lines
of her Epistemology of the Closet where she “proposes that many of the major nodes of thought
and knowledge in twentieth-century Western culture as a whole are structured — indeed fractured
— by a chronic, now endemic crisis of homo/heterosexual definition” arguing that “an
understanding of virtually any aspect of modern Western culture must be, not merely incomplete,
but damaged in its central substance to the degree that it does not incorporate a critical analysis
of modem homo/heterosexual definition” (1). Similar to Butler, Sedgwick never uses the
terminology of queer, queerness or queer theory — something she notes in the preface to the 1998
edition to Epistemology of the Closet. But she does offer, as I noted earlier, her helpful distinction
between the minoritizing and universalizing position. The minoritizing position on
one hand sees the definition of homo/heterosexuality “as an issue of active importance primarily
for a small, distinct, relatively fixed homosexual minority” while the universalizing position, on
the other hand, sees this definition as “an issue of continuing, determinative importance in the
lives of people across the spectrum of sexualities” (1). These two positions illuminate the

vacillation of queer between its particular importance to the “queer” community, but also its
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general importance to the world writ large. As such, she writes in Tendencies that “queeri1s a
continuing moment, movement, motive — recurrent, eddying, troublant” (xii). It is
“inextingnishable,” “relational and strange” (xii). Later on she writes queer “can refer to: the
open mesh of possibilities, gaps, overlaps, dissonances and resonances, lapses and excesses of
meaning when the constituent elements of anyone’s gender, of anyone’s sexuality aren’t made
(or can’t be made) to signify monolithically” (8). Queer for Sedgwick is rather playful as it seeks
to do justice not only to the specificity of a “homosexual” minority but to all sexualities that
people live.

Queer’s playfulness is not without a sense of responsibility. Play has a history. And
history plays a significant part in queer theory as the ghosts of HIV/AIDS, youth suicide, and
violence against the queer body haunt it. Such hauntings, according to Sedgwick, create a sense
of survival for those of us left, those of us who made it and now devote our lives to queer

scholarship. While uncomfortable with this generalization, she writes:

Many adults . . . are trying, in our work, to keep faith with vividly remembered
promises made to ourselves in childhood: promises to make invisible possibilities
and desires visible; to make the tacit things explicit; to smuggle queer
representation in where it must be smuggled and, with the relative freedom of
adulthood, to challenge queer eradicating impulses frontally where they are to be

so challenged. (3)
[ cannot remember promises I made to myself as a child. In fact, I was but a child when Butler’s
and Sedgwick’s books were published. I have arguably benefited from such queer work, that had
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by the time I made it into college become part of some collegiate curriculums. Yet, while I may
have come late to the queer party and experienced a different relationship to my sexuality than
those who birthed this field, I am still haunted by the same voices silenced by the
heteronormativity and the new homonormativity that are pervasive in today’s cultural climate. I
am haunted by the deaths of school children that have committed suicide because of the
harassment they experienced. I am haunted by the bullies who themselves lose their lives in the
act of violence against the “queer” body. But, I am also haunted by the joys and pleasures I have
experienced as a gay man who has benefited from the struggles of those who came before me,
who fought for and made it possible to do the work that I do today. Thus, for me my survival is
haunted not only by the negative archive of queerness but also the positive archive of queerness.
It is difficuit to write about the positive and negative archives of queerness. It would
seein to write about one or the other limits, as any choices do, the stories one can tell. To some
extent, as sociologist Laura Essig notes, the negative archive, in one sense, dominates the stories

we tell about “queers”. She writes after the spate of youth suicides in the fall of 2010:

The fact that way more than five queer teens had an amazing month, had their first
love, their first encounter with the richness of queer culture—from drag to
politics—is not a story we want to hear as a culture. The fact that hundreds or
even thousands of queer kids stood up to a bully, injected queer consciousness
into a classroom or a family dinner, and generally lived Technicolor lives over the
rainbow rather than locked down in some black and white Kansas is lost in the
news cycle. We prefer our queers as victims. They're easier to support and much

less scary that way. (np)
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And queers might be less scary as victims. But, it is victimization through shame, the insult, and
violence that has constituted the queer subject.7 Insults, shame, negative feelings have the

strange potential to become “positive,” illuminating ways in which queer subjects find
possibilities in the abject. Michael Warner astutely explores this queer ethics asking, “what will
we do with our shame?” (3). Mainstream gay rights speaks of the dignity and respectability of

the gay community while queer culture recognizes the potential in shame where

everyone’s a bottom, everyone’s a slut, anyone who denies it is sure to meet
justice at the hands of a bitter, shady queen, and if it’s possible to be more
exposed and abject then it’s sure to be only a matter of time before someone gets

there, probably on stage and with style. (34)

Warner’s queer ethics - an ethics of shame or where there is dignity in shame - is one that does
not seek to become or remain respectable. Rather, it revels in the states of debasement as
opposed to trying to achieve some Jevel of dignity by appealing to the mainstream or dominant
culture. This ethics “begins in an acknowledgement of all that is most abject and least reputable

in oneself” where “shame is bedrock” (35).8 Warner writes:

7 See the work of Didier Eribon (2004) where he engages the concept of the “insult” and the
“making of the gay self”. See also Judith Butler (1997), Heather Love (2007), and Leo Bersant
(1995) for thoughtful engagements with these issues.

& While shame is bedrock to queer culture, I might argue following the brilliant Iyrics of hip-hop
group Young Money, that in their shame queers make the “bed rock.” :

32
32



Queers can be abusive, insulting, and vile toward one another, but because
abjection is understood to be the shared condition, they also know how to
communicate through such camaraderie a moving and unexpected form of
generosity. No one is beneath its reach, not because it prides itself on generosity,
but because it prides itself on nothing. The rule is: Get over yourself. Put a wig on
before you judge. And the corollary is that you stand to learn most from the

people you think are beneath you. (35)

This queer ethics, ] imagine reads rather strange in education. Education seeks to be a respectable
profession — seen poignantly in the professionalization movement of teaching and comparisons
to the “professions”. Education’s — via schools — project is one that seeks to make

students intelligible and productive within the given socio-political context. Education directs its
students towards particular futures — orienting them towards some futures and away from others
all related of course to their racial, economic, gendered, and geographic positions. Might
queerness and thinking through it, inhabiting queer positions, teach us about how the world looks

and might look to challenge such futures?

Models: Intentions in tension

Nel Noddings contends:

Students may object that not all gays and lesbians are ordinary, decent folks. Look
at the way some dress and behave in public. Look at the disgraceful displays in

so-called gay parades. It can be admitted that many of us find these antics
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distasteful. We don’t have to romanticize a group by creating a false, positive
stereotype. There are many displays and habits in all kinds of people (even in our
friends) that we find distasteful or even offensive, but we do not usually feel

justified in abusing those who so offend our sensibilities. (Critical Issues 243)

1 agree with Noddings that not all gays and Iesbians are ordinary folks — thankfully — and while
these “folks” might be distasteful, we have no justification to abuse them because their
distasteful antics teach us about alternative ways to conceive of and exist in the world. I am not,
however, satisfied with Nodding’s contention because it seems she seeks mere tolerance of taste
without seeing, as John Waters does, that “bad taste is a great freedom if you have it”. The
current project does not seek to be ordinary or decent. Tt seeks to embrace those “disgraceful
displays” that are distasteful and offensive so not to create a “false positive stereotype” that
might “romanticize” the gay and leshian population. I have no desire to be romantic. Rather, |
have immeasurable desire to find the freedom Waters speaks of in bad taste through three
particular models that I have found allowed me to “gleefully disregard social conventions”.

The collection of essays engaged below draws upon different queers — from queer school
shooters to the Marquis de Sade and intergenerational relationships. I believe that the issues I
discuss are critical issues, but the manner 1 engage them may be viewed as inappropriate for
educational research and rather distasteful at a time when education is in yet another crisis. [
engage these models at a time of crisis in order to illuminate how appropriateness and taste in
education are complex and might be challenged to offer altemative tastes for students to develop.
And 1 will, ironically, propose another crisis education is experiencing but will not name.

I take an intimate look at the following three models, in order to explore what such
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models offer education and how they might challenge schooling. To call upon the epigraphs that
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open this introductory chapter, I hope to think and write about ways to make other people
possible that are different from me. My approach is to focus on, play with those models that
many might see as the “worst” representations or models of the “queer” community not viewed
as “ordinary, decent folk”. In doing so, my project is not primarily an epistemological project,
although I cannot avoid such issues becoming a part of this project as many may read this and
see it as offering a view of a “better” mode of thinking about queerness. However, I am not
concerned with knowledge and what we “know” in order to produce more “accurate” or “better”
knowledge. Rather, the primary focus of these essays is ethical. I am interested in how these
models allow “us” to see how we relate to one another and the self. In exploring these issues, 1
hope to minimize paranoid readings in the hope of maximizing reparative readings — a method of
reading more fully explored in the next chapter. Simply put though, I want to look at
representations or “models” that have been ignored, avoided, or seen negatively and read them
not to further expose how they are “bad” or “negative” or “set the movement back,” but rather to
allow them to surprise me by opening up avenues for relating to the strange bodies in the world
and creating a new horizon of potential within that world. I guess, I could say T am reading
against the grain...

models.

Of particular interest to my overall project are models that are not seen as a part of the educational
canon or frame. Another way to put it would be that my concern is with queer models, queer “role”
models, that open up unseen or ignored practices and subcultures that have a lot to teach us about
becoming in the world. I write thinking through these models’ queerness — inhabiting them — rather
than writing about them to create a curriculum of queer 9

o Ellen MeCallum in Object Lessons: How to Do Things with Fetishism takes this approach
writing “the change from thinking about fetishism to thinking through fetishism calls for a
change in attention, from fetish objects to the use subjects make of fetishes and fetishism.” This

models.
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I want to dwell momentarily on the notion of models because I think it is a generative
term. The notion of a model is seen ofien in educational scholarship. Math and science teachers
use models to help students understand complex concepts in those fields. English teachers often
have a model for different types of paper writing. Education talks about the importance of
modeling “good behavior”. Teachers are thought to be role models for their students. Students
are called upon to be role models for their peers and younger students. In scholarship on
inclusive education on sexunality the common view is that “one should attempt to ‘recover’
authentic images of gays and lesbians and stick them into the curriculum with the hope that
representations — in the form of tidy role models — can serve as a double remedy for the hostility
toward social difference” (Britzman, Lost Objects 86). Models abound 1n education. Students
and teachers also model for one another - new fashions or styles that allow their “self’s” to be
seen in particular ways (e.g. a hip teacher, a goth student, a hipster, preppy, etc.). The school is,

in some regards, an incredibly large and complex catwalk where modeling fashion has serious

consequences for students and teachers.10 Models matter. And the task is to create models to
make such queerness survivable while not subsuming such models into the regimes of the
normal. Thinking the improbable then is key and I hope that the improbable coupling of my

queer models with education might, oh just might, do something interesting, adding to the

change in thinking has an aim “to show how thinking as a fetishist leads us to a more
complicated and nuanced view about sexual and ontological differences and . . . more creative
and productive interpretations of subjects and objects can emerge” (xvi). I am, obviously, not
engaging fetishism, but find McCallum’s distinction between thinking about versus thinking
through assists in my aims here.

10 See Glorianne Leck (2000) for an essay that addresses the issue of uniforms in schools and

the implications on queerness. See also Kathryn Bond-Stockon (2006) who provides a
fascinating analysis of “queer clothing”™ as a form of skin in “Cloth Wounds Or When Queers are
Martryed to Clothes: Debasements of Fabricated Skins” in Beaqutiful Bottom Beautiful Shame.
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growing literature around queer theory in education, and allowing us to move from thinking
about queers to thinking through queerness.

There are different ways of conceptualizing my work here. 1 could write about it in
relation to “Queer Theory” as that is broadly the theoretical frame I draw from and address later.
I have found it useful to shy away from using “ queer theory” to using that of “queer models” - in
part because it allows me to maintain my relationship to “theory,” but also because it is a versatile
word that implicates the “body” (e.g. the model’s body) and an “idea” (e.g. the model citizen).
I hope to, in the essays that follow, think through different queer models - that navigate the

tension between a minority practice/identity and a universal concern/issue.

A Note On Humanities-Oriented Research

These essays rely on the humanities - broadly literary and film theory, philosophy, and
history. They are a humanities-oriented collection of essays, though I myself am not situated ina
humanities department or discipline. I situate my work in the humanities because “if the
humanities has a future as cultural criticism, and cultural criticism has a task at the present
moment, it is no doubt to return us to the human where we do not expect to find it, in its frailty
and at the limits of its capacity to make sense” (Butler, Giving an Account 151). In these essays,
oriented in this way, I seek to explore the human in moments that are often avoided, neglected,
or viewed as -phobic instances of representation. I explore these moments because they
lluminate moments of failure and fragility that expose the precarity of relating to one another.
What happens when we dwell in those others that we marginalize or find strange? What lives are
uncovered or made possible in such dwelling? What lives become inhabitable in reading these

moments as opportunities to see the human, the subject in new, generous light?
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Humanities-oriented work is relatively new to educational research. It was not until 2009
that the American Education Research Association (AERA) released its “Standards for
Reporting on Humanities-Oriented Research in AERA Publications”. In this document, AERA

created:

A framework of expectations providing guidance for writers, readers, reviewers,
and editors, rather than to define the conduct of humanities-oriented research, to
specify its acceptable modes or formats, or to suggest that acceptability can be

determined through application of a checklist of guidelines and procedures. (481)

The following collection of essays takes this approach to exploring, problematizing, and
critiquing particular educational practices (e.g. multicultural educations use of “good”
representations) and phenomena (e.g. school violence) and how such issues frame the student or
make the student possible. In light of this, these essays seek to, as the standards note, “foster
dissonance and discomfort with conventional practice” (482).

I'want to dwell on this type of research for a moment because of its recent acceptance
into education research. I do this particularly to further discuss the “orientation” of these essays
and the concept of orientation. It is curious that the AERA, after extensive debate and politics,
named this type of research “humanities-oriented”. This research is not “humanities-based” or
simply “humanities” research. It is specifically “humanities-oriented,” implying that such
research is oriented towards the humanities, but perhaps not entirely humanities research. This
may be because education recognizes the necessity for the humanities and is making it possible

for those interested to orient their research gaze towards the humanities, but maintaining some
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relationship to the empirical social scientific realm that dominates education. What of this
orientation and what might the use of “orientation” provide in thinking about research and
education in my work here?

My work seeks to provoke thought within the general field of teacher education and,
specifically 1 suppose, within Educational Philosophy and Curriculum Theory. I am situated
within a College of Education and am responsible for teaching courses primarily for pre-service
teachers. At the outset, my project here might seem like it does not relate to teacher education or
have anything “practical” to offer education. It is my sincere belief, though, that this project will
have something to offer education — beyond how it has helped me develop as a scholar and
engage in my own teaching practices. It will not offer solutions. It will not offer a list of best
practices to be an ethical or “queer” teacher. Rather it will do what humanities-oriented research
has the potential to do — to open up space for questions and create discomfort in the hope that
such discomfort brings “us” to a different space and time. My hope is that my “humenities-
oriented” reporting will “orient” the reader in different, surprising ways that may not be practical
but useful nonetheless.

And orientation is important. Sara Ahmed was nostalgic for the orientation of sexual
orientation (“Queer Phenomenology™). Her nostalgia is not to go back to some romanticized past,
but to utilize such a term to open up or provoke new possibilities of engaging how bodies are
situated in time and space. Orientation is important because “being oriented in different ways
does matter, precisely because of how spaces are already oriented...Orientations affect what
bodies can do” (563). In re-engaging sexual orientation, particularly the “orientation,” questions
emerge about what it means to be oriented both spatially and temporally and how such

orientation impacts the bodily horizons, the possibilities that bodies have when oriented or
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disoriented. In this analysis, orientation is in part about directions...we are oriented through
directions (and teachers enjoy giving directions) and such directions produce particular bodies as
being more visible, more possible than others.

) My task in this dissertation, beginning here with Ahmed's engagement with “orientation,”
and the AERA's standards for reporting “humanities-oriented” research, is to utilize queer models
that may orient bodies within education differently and how an encounter with such
models opens up ways to think about the ethical task involved in orienting bodies. How does
research oriented towards or by the humanities as opposed to the more dominant paradigms in
education (e.g. social scientific) put education on a different path or orient the project of
education toward different futures? And how do the queer models that the texts and stories I
utilize to produce my essays orient my own investigation in a way that is not on the straight-and-

narrow? Can this project and its orientation toward queer models open up space and time to

imagine new pedagogical and ethical possibilities within the realm of teacher education?

Chapter Sightings

In this dissertation, I look to explore a “queerer” pedagogy that explores the historical
shifts since the mid-90s when a “queer pedagogy” was first theorized. I engage the disreputable
Marquis de Sade - utilized more in French and Literature than Teacher Education - to see if his
work, particularly La Philosophie dans le Boudoir, can provide a different route in educational
philosophy and pedagogical studies. [ utilize a film that chronicles a mundane school day tumed
horrifying to explore the scene of the school, including the school shooting, and what can be
extrapolated about intimacy and violence in contemporary schools from such a filmic

representation. Throughout these essays, 1 rely on work that is sexual in nature or concepts
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related to sex and sexuality in order to illuminate alternative modes of relationality in society at
large and in schools particularly.11 I will do so, as 1 explain in the next chapter, by reading
reparatively or exorbitantly in order to counter - though not replace — the dominance of paranoid
reading practices in critical theory and education.

There are a number of words — eros, erotic, intimacy, passion — that scholars utilize to
intervene in the dull and mundane state of contemporary education. These words will be bandied
about at different moments in this work. However, cach word points to different but closely
related issues. Particularly, the concerns for a pedagogy of eros, an erotic, passionate, or intimate

pedagogy seek to explore the ways in which education is embodied and how the challenges the

body brings into the space of the classtoom, while dangerous, cannot be denied or repressed.12

| The hope of such work is to open up space and time in the classroom and research to TECOGNIZE
and engage the issues brought forth by the body and to illustrate how we can learn from such
issues if we are able to move out of a position of judgment. Doing so is, of course, rather
challenging and some believe controversial because such words are aimost always thought about
in terms of the sexual. But as hooks writes “to understand the place of eros and eroticism in the
classroom, we must move beyond thinking of those forces solely in terms of the sexual, though
that dimension need not be denied” (Teaching to Transgress 194).

I contribute to this scholarship and depending on the chapter, I utilize different words —

eros, erotic, intimate, passionate — not necessarily grappling with the distinctions between such

words, but with their similarities. I suppose I could say 1 do so promiscuously, caring less about

1] While there is often a knee-jerk reaction when sexual minorities hear the phrase “alternative
Jifestyles,” 1 find the notion of “alternative lifestyles” to be quite important and useful because
such alternatives allow for the possibility of a much richer tapestry of relationships.

12 See Jane Gallop, 1997; Jim Garrison, 1995; bell hooks, 1994; Erica McWilliam, 1999; Tara
Star-Johnson, 2008; Zembylas, 2006
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what word I am using and more in what using different words allows me to do. In my opinion, the
common denominator between these terms is that through their relationship with the body

they challenge the pervasive privileging of the mind over the body. These words illustrate that
bodies can touch in more ways than one. That intimate touch cannot be equated as always violent
or improper, but can also be construed as pleasurable and proper. Eros, the erotic, the intimate and
passionate all touch upon the unreasonable demands the body places on the mind -

disrupting the mind's reasoned and logical functioning. As Foucault aptly showed in the The
History of Madness the erotic (or eros or passion as Foucault uses them all at some point) after
Descartes becomes associated and tied with unreason. Reason via the cogito is reasonable, while
the erotic, the passionate, become associated with the body and makes unreasonable demands on
the mind. When passion or eros come to play, they overpower the mind, seen quite simply in the
phrase afier an intense sexual experience that we say was “mind-blowing”.

Theorists of eros, erotic, passionate pedagogies, in part, illustrate is that education is
about more than knowledge acquisition or transmission, It is also about inventing modes of
relating to the self, the other, and the world — for both teachers and students. Bodies matter in
education and to ignore the bodies of education, is to ignore the ways in which such bodies are
produced in relation to one another and in relation to the context in which they are being
educated. As McWilliams so aptly noted “for better or worse, a school teacher is still some body
who teachers some body™ (107).

Significant popular and academic attention has been granted to the student body around
"eros” — often producing the student as the victim of sexual abuse and teacher misconduct.
However, recent work by Star-Johnson, Cavanaugh, and Sikes has begun “investi gating the

phenomenon descriptively from the teachers' perspective” (From Teacher to Lover 2).
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Interestingly all this work has focused on teacher-student sexual relationships between a female
teacher and male student — mostly because those are the cases that have captivated international
attention. And this work, while complicating the “line” between teachers and students, has
maintained that it is always improper and inappropriate for teachers and students to have sex. As
Star-Johnson writes “let me say unequivocally — because  have discovered that it does not g0
without saying, as I used to naively presume — that I do not in any way condone teachers having
sex with students” (7). It happens, but it should not, appears 10 be the explicit message. We
should look at the issues from the teacher’s perspective to understand their position, but we
should do so to learn how not to cross that sexual line. We must dance the dance of the erotic
while not allowing that dance to become horizontal.

This project will take a less “pragmatic standpoint” (Star-Johmson 7). I will not outright
deny the potential in teacher-student sexual relationships, leaving space for my reader to accuse
me of condoning such relationships. Allan Ginsberg supports this saying that “the best teaching
happens in bed” because “its healthy and appropriate for the student and teacher to have a love
relationship whenever possible” (426). Attraction is, after all, quite complicated. Whilel leave
open the possibility of such relationships, the relationships I might condone are probably quite
rare. Abuse of power - both student and teacher — is an issue that 1 cannot deny. And the abuse of
power, is | hope to show (perhaps implicitly) is related to the inability of bodies to honestly relate
to one another. The abuse of power is, I think, related to the lack of or fear of intimacy
within education where teachers and students look at each other frightened for what may or may
not happen. The essays that follow then seek to explore the connections between violence and
intimacy within the pedagogical relationship and how various intimacies might allow for new

possibilities for becoming while simultaneously not negating the possibility of violence.
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In the next essay, I provide the methodology for the dissertation by exploring the reading
strategies — namely reparative or generous reading — that I privilege throughout this dissertation.
In providing these reading strategies, I then perform them later in the chapter to ask, “is there a
queerer pedagogy”. Re-reading Deborah Britzman’s iconic Educational Theory article “Is there a

Queer Pedagogy: Or Stop Reading Straight” I provide a generous reading to bring Britzman’s

21 Century after significant amount of queer work has taken place. In many
piece into the st2I

ways, this chapter can be seen as paying homage to an article that provided the impetus for my
own explorations here around queerness, pedagogy, education, and ethics. Particularly, this
chapter reads a moment in a Teacher Education course where the figure of the “twisted” teacher
emerges along with Jane Rule’s (1978) article “Teaching Sexuality” that explores the
controversy around the North American Man-Boy Love Association (NAMBLA). Looking
across these two moments, I conclude asking what possibilities are opened up when the taboo
issue of intergenerational relationships is explored outside of a paranoid framework? Can erotic
encounters between generations offer possibilities for relating and learning?

Following my initial exploration of a queerer pedagogy and my reading strategies, I read
Gus Van Sant’s Elephant to propose a fear of intimacy that exists within the school space. This
fear contributes to the ever-present crisis in intimacy in schools. While the film has often been
discussed for its representation of the school shooting, 1 want to extend the reading to show that
the “elephant” in the room is not solely the possibility of a school shooting. Rather, the film
horrifyingly represents the crisis in intimacy that one can aptly see in contemporary schools. To
explore this issue, [ look specifically the infamous shower kiss that occurred in the film, its

relationship to the school shooting, and the overall lack of any touch in the film. I want to ask,
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particularly, what happens when we do not seek to negate the negativity of these teens, these
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lonely, unhappy subjects of school that do not know how to survive the world they inhabit? What
happens when we instead inhabit that position and see what it might teach us about how we are
oriented in the world toward the self and others? Might the lesson of Elephant’s queered
observation be about the state of intimacy in education and how the “elephant” in our
schoolrooms is our own phobia of intimacy?

1 end by exploring the Marquis de Sade as an improper pedagogue. Sade, a rather reviled
and censored novelist — pormographer in some individual’s estimation — is rarely taught or seen
within the world of Teacher Education “proper”. Yet, his boudoir philosophy offers insights into a
rather queer pedagogy — one I call Sadean — that offers a challenge to poisonous and permissive
pedagogies. Sade’s work has caused quite disparate opinions as he is seen as a “sexual liberator,”
“woman hater,” and often associated with “fascism”. His work is, in no way easy to read as it
confronts the reader the scenes of sexual intimacy and violence. It is precisely his insistence on
exploring and wrestling with the relationship between intimacy and violence that provides the
ground for his boudoir philosophy of education. Sade cannot separate lessons for the mind, seen
in his libertine instructors dissertations to the young ingénue Eugenie, from lessons for the body,
seen in the sexual practices explored throughout the instruction. Sade’s pedagogy opens up space
to further theorize the relationship between violence and intimacy that seems to always exist in
the space of schools. But, he offers up a way to engage such issues head-on.

Throughout these essays, I want to ask what might the queer models presented bring
together? Might they touch upon new alliances for students and teachers to build? Are there
commonalities across these models, aside from their queerness, that mi ght be politically
productive and provocative? In the concluding essay, I hope to return to the issues of each essay

and see just what might have become possible. What have these queer models illuminated for
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contemporary education to play with? Can queer models be played with or is the fear of the

infecting potential of such play too risky and serious in a rather risk-averse field?
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Chapter 2
Is there a Queerer Pedagogy?
It should be evident by now that, as readers, the attitude
we adopt in relation to the labile, incomplete, open-ended
text is precisely the attitude that we are invited to take
up in relation to the subject/other.
- Sarah Salih
In an odd turn of events, curricula that purport to be inclusive
may actually work to produce new forms of exclusivity
if the only subject positions offered are the tolerant
notmal and the tolerated subaltern.
- Deborah Britzman
Introduction
Strange looks often accompany confessions that one is working with sexuality in
education. It is, it seems, rather queer to talk about sexuality — in any form — in schools. Deborah
Britzman in her now canonical article “Is there a Queer Pedagogy? Or Stop Reading Straight”
notes these strange looks at the beginning of conversations in the early days of queer thought in
education. She explained, “one difficulty that borders these conversations is that for many of my
colleagues, questions of gay and lesbian thought are, well, not given any thought” (151). Having
worked with queer theory for the past five years of my graduate studies, I am not familiar with
this look around thinking about gay and lesbian thought. It seems “questions of gay and lesbian
thought” are given, perhaps not extensive, but at least some thought, This thought is seen notably

around issues of gay and lesbian identity (e.g. coming out and inclusive curriculum) and
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“victimization” (e.g. bullying and discrimination).13 Such thoughts are, of course, quite
important and have contributed to what some might see as progress for “gay and lesbian rights”.
With this rise of thought around gay and lesbian subjects, however, we see the simultaneous
movement of normalizing such thought and subjects. For a significant part of such “thought” or
“scholarship” there is a conceim, dare I say desire, to create spaces, safe spaces, for the gays and
lesbians among us {or within us).

I do not want to contest this scholarship as it has allowed me to do the work that I seek to
do in this essay (and the rest of this dissertation project). Queer educational thought has brought

attention to the queer subject figured most frequently as gay and lesbian students and teachers

teachers.
with some scholarship emerging focused on bisexual and transgender students and 14

teachers.
This work has created spaces in education to think about LGBT persons — seen in struggles for
various forms of protections and the emergence of Gay-Straight Alliances —and LGBT topics —
seen in struggles for including LGBT issues in the curriculum. Yet, as we move nto new
territory the subjects — both the material and curricular — of education must continually be re-
thought and re-imagined. It is here where the issue of queerness as 2 “verb,” as a process of
doing, comes into play. How does or might education imagine new subjects within its classrooms
_ both curricular and embodied — and what does such a project of the imagination challenge and
implicate?

The current essay serves three purposes. First, I provide a brief introduction to queer

thought(s) in education to situate my work. Second, I will provide an exposition of the reading

13 For work on issues of identity and curriculum in schools see: Carlson, 1998; de Castell &
Bryson, 1998; Harris & Bliss, 1997, Herr 1997; Jordan, Vaughn & Woodworth 1997; Letts &
Sears 1999; Mayo 2009; McLaren 1999; Morris 1998; Sears, 1999). For work on bullying and
violence see Elizabeth Meyers, 2009; GLSEN, 2008; Herr, 1997; Rey & Reed Gibson, 1997.
14 See Bilodeau, 2005; Steinberg and Talburt, 2000; Rodriquez and Pinar, 2007.
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strategies or positions that I will utilize and occupy throughout this essay and the remainder of
this dissertation to follow Britzman’s call to “theorize how one reads” (163). Third, I will
perform a reading in order to illustrate how I understand and engage in reparative or exorbitant
reading around the issues of student/teacher relationships. Specifically, I will read two
pedagogical moments that mirror moments Britzman read herself, that illuminate the potential in

the intergenerational relationship that exists between the student and the teacher. Together, these

three purposes, I hope, will point to a “queerer pedagogy.”15
Queer Educational Thought

Britzman's article, as one of the first theoretical excavations of queer potential in
educational thought is, in my estimation, one of the premier examples putting queer to work in
education. She proposes three methods queer theory insists on ~ the study of limits, the study of
ignorance, the study of reading practices - utilizing the subjects of queerness particularly gay and
lesbian students and the issue of HIV/AIDS. She creates space to imagine education in
strange ways helping gay and lesbian students come into educational thought and be recognized
while in doing so challenging the grounds of education. As such, I want to, 15 years later, ask “Ts
there a queerer pedagogy” that allows us to “stop reading queer” in order to explore what has and
has not changed in education around queer issues and the radical potential of queer theory.

My intentions in utilizing Britzman are not to contest her brilliance. After all, her work is
foundational to my own work in queer educational thought. I have no intentions to, “kill
15 I ask “is there a queerer pedagogy™ with a sense of irony. To ask for a queerer pedagogy
assumes progress where a “queerer” pedagogy is better than a “queer” pedagogy. Britzman may
have had a queer pedagogy, but I will have a queerer pedagogy. And of course, you the reader
might get the idea to propose the queerest pedagogy of them all (at which point you will be

labeled a size queen). Queer theory contests the notion of progress, A queerer pedagogy, as I set
it out here, is a recognition of the changes that have occurred without negating the work that

occurred “back there”.
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momuny,” rather, I want to attempt to “break with the oedipal deadlock that creates and sustains
intergenerational conflict” (Halberstam 69). | hope to create conversations across generations —
across the span of time — in order to recognize “queer studies varied and complex past” which “is
a history that we need to teach, pass on, and learn from” (69). This is not an attempt to illustrate
the shortcomings of previous queer work, despite my own boredom, at times with such work.
Rather, I want to work through or with my boredom to build from the previous work in queer
educational thought that in its time was quite “queer.” I do this to pay homage to those who
charted paths before me, in order to propel such thought into new directions and possibilities for
the various bodies of education — from the student and teacher body to the body of knowledge
utilized in the curriculum.

Central to Britzman's queer project is the work of psychoanalysis, with a dash of
Foucault. This Freudo-Foucaultian framing of queer theory allows her to ponder the “relations
between a thought and what it cannot think™ (Britzman, Queer Pedagogy 151). Her project is
concerned with the history of thought, along with the psychic troubles of learning whereby the
“it” of her statement operates as both the “history of thought” and the “subject that cannot think”.
Education was, at the time of Britzman's writing, unable to think about the “gay or lesbian
student,” particularly outside of issues of pathology and the appropriateness of gay and lesbian as
matters of content. Along with this inability in the history of thought emerges the inability of gay
and lesbian students to think of themselves as subjects in the educational space. Gay and lesbian

students are to some extent, since the early 90°s, more able to “think™ themselves — seen quite

simply, by the vast cultural shifts in education with regards to Gay-Straight Alliances 16

What matters for Britzman is “more interestingly, what if gay and lesbian theonies were
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16 See Blumenfeld, 1995; MacGillivray, 2007.
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understood as offering a way to rethink the very grounds of knowledge and pedagogy in
education?” (151). Britzman's concern is about what can be thought, what can be known, and
simultaneously what are the structures of disavowal that refuse “to engage a traumatic perception
that produces the subject of difference as a disruption” (152). Hers is an epistemological project
that explored queer theory’s challenge to knowledge and knowing. Yet, such a project also hinted
at the role of ethics and the necessity for ethics in engaging queer potential in education.
She writes “at the very least what is required in an ethical project that begins to engage difference
as the grounds of politicality and community” (152). It is Britzman's nod towards
ethics that my re-reading will focus on because [ find her epistemological project quite
persuasive. My reading will exploit Britzman’s methods by thinking about a particular limit
(student/teacher sexual relationships) plagued by ignorance (the resistance to engage childhood
sexuality) while utilizing reading practices that produce a different relationship (non-paranoid)
toward knowledge about teacher/student sexual relationships, the bodies involved in such
relationships, and the body of knowledge produced about student/teacher relationships. Or put
differently, I am interested in utilizing Britzman to open up space to contemplate the relationality
of bodies in education by exploring what I see as one of the limits of thought. These questions
propel an investigation, like Britzman’s, into “what counts as anyone’s sociality” as education
and its subjects experience redefinitions and new possibilities in becoming.

Issues related to sexuality have existed in the education of youth, particularly boys, since
ancient times. One could conclude from this that queer issues have always been present in the

pedagogical space.17 However, in contemporary education there has been for some time a

17 Attention has been given to “eros” in education by scholars such as Jim Garrison, 1997; Roger
Simon, 1995; Erica McWilliam, 1999; and of course, Michel Foucault discusses this in his
History of Sexuality, 1978. ‘
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reticence to discuss issues of sexuality, particularly homosexuality. This reticence is due to fears
that discussing sexuality will lead students to become sexual or worse, discussing homosexuality
will recruit students into the homosexual lifestyle. In the 1990°s, scholarship on sexual minorities
in education came into its own with studies proliferating that looked at the homophobia and
heterosexism present in education. Yet, “homophobia (not to mention heterosexism) is especially
intense in the field of education, a highly conservative and often reactionary field” which made it
complicated to address issues of sexuality (Pinar, Queer Theory 2). William Pinar’s collection

Queer Theory in Education was the first significant collection of essays on queer theory’s

potential in education.18 It had the hope that the field of education would "hear us,” the queers,
allowing for a less homophobic(?) less heterosexist(?) less reactionary(?) less conservative ideas
and bodies to exist and survive. This first collection was not a “coming out” but a demand that the
field “come to” its senses and responsibility towards queers. Noting the concern about
normalization and assimilation, Pinar wrote about the queer potential in disrupting claims to
identity. For him, identity is something that we need strategically, but is also Isomething that must
be challenged because “identity” and “identification” always operate with exclusion. The task of
“queer theory” in education, in this regard, is to help students become aware of who they are
AND, along with that what they are not, what they have repudiated in order to be who they are.
Or as Pinar notes “we must teach our students their inextricable relation to those they fantasize as
other” (7).

The queer, in Pinar’s estimation, is figured as doing this work around identity as “queer
decenters, it deconstructs, it disrupts, it displaces.” Queer does this to expose injustice(s) and

open up new potential ways of identifying. However, he contends:

18 There were other book length engagements with sexuality in education, however, Pinar’s
book was the first to expressly engage sexuality via Queer Theory.
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Despite the explosion in scholarship and an apparent and slight clearing in the
public space, we remain in a defensive position: trying to teach tolerance, trying to
teach the truth, trying to find ways to decenter and destabilize the heterosexual
normalization that so constructs the students we teach, indeed the public world we

inhabit. (italics mine, 6)

So, while queer theorists in education hoped to move education to come to the potentials of
queer, such a process has been slow-moving, It has placed queer theorists in the defensive
position, in need of defending their work, their goals, their hope, in order to maintain the space
that has been cleared and work towards clearing more space.

One could suggest that the defensive position that “we” remain in is because of the
horrors that still exist in the hallowed halls of schools. We must be defensive, defend ourselves
or those bodies we feel need defense (those unintefligible, marginalized bodies of the LGBT
student) because such bodies are still routinely violated - either physically or psychically. We
cannot help but be paranoid that violence is about to be inflicted or suicides about to take place
because of the homophobia that pervades the spaces of schools. In fact, at the time of this
writing, the US experienced an “unprecedented” number of teen suicides related to bullying and

harassment due to perceived or actual sexual orientation. 19 These suicides have reminded “us”

19 Of course, suicide related to sexual orientation or perceived sexual orientation is not a new
phenomenon. It is a phenomenon that has been documented for decades, seen poignantly in
Eric Rofes {1983) / Thought People Like That Killed Themselves: Lesbians, Gay Men, and Suicide.

New York: City Light Books.
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better.”
of the need to be defensive about our existence and recognize that “it gets 20 Yet, in

being defensive, in remaining in the defensive position, “we” limit ourselvest;flt;;réigining other
possibilities outside of the homophobic, heterosexist and, I would add, homonormative logic that
festers in contemporary educational spaces and thought. By maintaining the subjects produced
under the logic of victimization and utilizing them to make change, we simultaneously close off
producing new subjective possibilities that operate outside of or alongside victimization.

In 1998, Pinar pondered, “perhaps for now it is enough to assert difference, to theorize
queer curriculum and pedagogy, and to watch the horizon” (44). And, perhaps then in the late
90’s, that was enough, but I want to believe that over a decade after the publication of Pinar's
provocative and much heralded collection that we might be able to move away from the
defensive position - not entirely of course - in order to open up multiple ways in which we might
teach “tolerance,” teach the “truth,” and find ways to “decenter and destabilize the heterosexual

normalization.” The defensive position that dominated queer theory in the 90°s and early 2000’s

is a position that sought to expose, to destroy, to deconstruct, to destabilize the norms, and

education.

challenge the injustices and the horrors associated with (homo)sexuality in 21 In ]
education.

Pinar’s early collection we see various anthors expose different normative ways of thinking or
normative cultural productions - with each exposure or deconstruction allowing the reader to

pause and see the world slowly become more and more complex. And, in such complexity, we

20 Pan Savage’s viral Youtube campaign “It Get’s Better” that emerged out of these suicides
illuminates this defensiveness as adults seek to “defend” youth against their bullies by asking
queer youth to defer their happiness for a later time when “it gets better”.

21 I magine that when Pinar’s collection was published it had the potential to offend and be
taken offensively by particular readers — namely conservative moralists. As such, Pinar et al. had
to defend the importance of their work, offensive as it may be and it is this need to be or remain
defensive that I want to move away from in this essay. This is of course reco gnizing the necessity
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and importance of the defensive position.
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are able to see who or what has been out to get us and stop us from becoming something
fabulous. Such work has been done, as Pinar hopes, so that we might, converse across and within
differences. After all, for him queer theory 1s a “conversational discourse” (4). It does not merely
seek to destroy and deconstruct, but also to converse, to produce new ways of understanding and
becoming in the world. This conversational discourse will require speaking, listening, and in my
imagination, an openness to occupying other positions beyond the defensive or “paranoid”
position. |

What is of interest in this is the possibility to move from the defensive position to the
possibilities that have emerged on the horizon of Pinar’s imagination because of the insights

gained from the defensive positions. This work done before me that I build on has shown:

the explicit and implicit homophobia in mainstream scholarly discourses and
political movements can lead to the continuous violence perpetrated upon LGBT
individuals and groups, the dismissal of LGBT historical legacies, and
contemporary contributions, and the failure to forge meaningful coalitions based

on combined vision and politics. (Coloma 645)

Recognizing such violence, dismissals, and failures, I ask if queer theory might occupy an
explicitly offensive position to build from what has been learned from the defensive position?
Of course, offense is often scandalous and once one offends, one often becomes defensive and
asks for others to come to their defense. Yet, as Edelman so nicely illustrated, defensive

maneuvers “serve only to compromise further one’s immunity and to stimulate greater virulence”
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(Homographesis 83). To offend and not defend such offenses might open up and challenge
violence or hatred into a conversational space, rather than driving such hatred or violence deeper.

However, to be offensive usually is not something one aspires to be. It is rather difficult
to offend and not be asked to take up the defensive position in order to “defend” one’s honor.

Yet, James Kincaid argues:

We are drawn to scandal by our desire to trip up the cultural censors, by a dream
of escaping culture or transforming it...Let me assume, then, what draws us to
scandal is the energy and promise of scandal itself...It’s the offense that matters,

that holds out promise, gives us hope. (26)

Scandal and the offense it produces is hopeful as it points to a different horizon that might
transform culture — a “fact” that will induce fear in some and joy in others. Scandal also requires,
in my view, a position that is open to the surprises that emerge with the scandal. The work [
build on here that I now call “defensive” was, of course, in its day quite offensive. I do not in

calling it defensive seek to denigrate the scandal and hysteria such work provoked or confinues

to provoke.22 Rather, I want to ask more explicitly if queer theory take up an offensive position
by constructing stories, within the homophobic, heterosexist, heteronormative, and

homonormative logics, to make such logics livable in rather strange, perverse, offensive ways?

272 Kevin Jennings — founder of the Gay Lesbian Education Straight Network (GLSEN) — who
wrote the foreword for Queering Elementary Education a decade earlier in 1999 faced scandal in
2009 for his involvement with that project. Upon his nomination by President Barak Obama to be
the Assistant Deputary Secretary for Safe and Drug Free Schools Jennings faced scrutiny for

his involvement in the book as conservatives accused him as condoning the statutory rape of a 15
year-old boy in a gay relationship with an older man. Jennings and the Obama administration
stayed silent on the scandal, See the editorial in the Washington Post “At The President’s
Pleasure” that discusses this scandal.
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Might queer theory in education fashion, style, and model ways of becoming that no longer rely
solely on defending our right to existence and the defensive position that pleads with its readers
to recognize the importance of such issues? Can queer theory in education draw upon alternative
reading practices, soon to be explored, that propose to read the world in reparative, generous, or

cxorbitant ways?

Part I: Reading Strategies.

Almost two decades ago, Sedgwick claimed “seemingly, this soctety wants its children to
know nothing; wants its queer children to conform or (and this is not a figure of speech) die; and
wants not to know that it is getting what it wants” (Tendencies 3). Such a staterhent rings true
despite what might be seen as “progress” in the civil rights movement for LGBT persons and
particularly LGBT students. A queer pedagogy was necessary in the mid-90’s in order to assist in
the survival of queer subjects (students and teachers) and create a space for queer curricular
issues to be incorporated. Survival is still the name of the game for these queer subjects, but this
survival, as Sedgwick pointed out, is multilayered. Being a survivor in the 80’s and 90’s was
“surviving info threat, stigma, the spiraling violence of gay-and-lesbian bashing...and the
omnipresence of the somatic fear and wrenching loss” but also to be a survivor was “to have
survived into a moment of unprecedented cultural richness, cohesion, and assertiveness for many
lesbian and gay adulis” (3). There have been significant changes in the legal and political realm in
regards to rights for LGBT persons and maintenance or even an increase in violence against the
queer body.

Added to this project of survival is the survival against the “new homonormativity” that

has arisen as particular segments of the LGBT community have gained access and recognition in
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the world writ Jarge. Homonormativity, as Duggan writes “is a politics that does not contest
dominant heteronormative assumptions and institutions, but upholds and sustains them, while
promising the possibility of a demobilized gay constituency and a privatized, depoliticized gay
culture anchored in domesticity and consumption” (50). Survival of queer subjects becomes ever

more precarious as its past is decimated, ignored, or forgotten, making it difficult to imagine a
future that is not already determined by the hetero- and homo-normative orders.23 It is for this

reason that a queerer pedagogy is necessary, one that offers different reading practices that
complement the defensive and paranoid positions that have dominated critical theory in order to
allow for the survival and thrival of queerness in these strange times.

Sedgwick argued, “queer studies in particular has had a distinctive history of intimacy

126).
with the paranoid imperative” (Touching Feeling 24 This intimacy with paranoia emerges
126).
out of Freud’s work on homosexuality where he always traced paranoia to the repression of

same-sex desire. Homosexuality and paranoia become tangled as homophobic psychoanalysts
pathologized the homosexual as paranoid or saw paranoia as a distinctly homosexual disease

(126). Paranoia became in her estimation “a privileged object of antihomophobic theory” where:

Given that paranoia seems to have a peculiarly intimate relation to the phobic

dynamics around homosexuality, then, it may have been structurally inevitable

23 The struggle for gay marriage is a useful illustration of this process. Gay marriage is seen
through a rights based lens that seeks to allow gays and lesbians to have the same rights as their
straight counterparts. This strategy does not question the rights being fought for or how gaining
access to the institution of marriage hides alternative types of relationships. See Michael
Warner’s The Trouble with Normal for the most insightful analysis of this issue.

24 Sedgwick utilizes the concept of position from Melanie Klein’s work, noting that position
implies a flexible to-and-fro process.
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that the reading practices that become most available and fruitful in

antihomophobic work would often in turn have been paranoid ones. (127)

The paranoid reading position of queer studies became the only legitimate way to critique
causing any other form to be seen as naive, complaisant, or pious (127). This paranoid work was
and still is important work as it is “anticipatory,” “reflexive and mimetic,” providing a “strong
theory of negative affects” and relies on “its faith in exposure” (130-143). Paranoia hates
surprises and prefers to expose, providing insights into the workings of homophobia,
heterosexism, heteronormativity, and much much more.

There are problems with relying entirely on paranoia and the paranoid reading position.
To be paranoid all the time that “someone is out to get you™ and therefore no surprise is a good
surprise negates the joys and possibilities of being surprised. Sedgwick suggested that alternative
reading positions be explored for their potential in allowing for surprises and a different affective
relationship to the world. She offered what she named the reparative reading position. For her
“the desire of a reparative impulse...is additive and accretive...it wants to assemble and confer
plenitude on an object that will then have resources to offer to an inchoate self” (149). Itis nota
reading practice that is constantly seeking to expose some lurking violence or hidden oppression.
Nor does it rely on the same affects of the paranoid reading position. The reparative position
takes objects to be read and finds new possibilities of survival in those objects. It reads objects
not to destroy them, to expose, say, their homophobia but reads those objects to create something
new and affirmative. This critical position though, as Sedwick notes, has so often been viewed as
sentimental and anti-intellectual {150). It is not as serious as a paranoid reading even though “to

practice other than paranoid form of knowing does not, in itself, entail a denial of the reality or
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gravity of enmity or oppression” (128). The reparative reading position does engage enmity and
oppression, it just does so using different tools, producing different affects, and taking different
risks.

However, these two positions should not be understood as separate. Nor should one be
seen as one being better than the other. Different reading positions will do some things well while
doing other things poorly. The task is developing a heterogeneous array of critical reading
practices to engage the complexity of the world and the injustices, oppressions, and violence that
exist in that world. Or to bring this back to Britzman — the study of reading practices and
engaging various practices 1s imperat:iye to queer jcheory. And as Salih points out in the epigraph
“it should be evident by now that, as readers, the attitude we adopt in relation to the labile,
incomplete, open-ended text is precisely the attitude that we are invited to take up in relation to
the subject/other” (47). So we see, to take up a reparative position allows for new relational
possibilities to emerge within education and the world it inhabits. Alternative reading practices
allow for power to be seen as not always in a negative light, but as something positive to exploit
and produce new lines of thought and ways of relating to the other.

In a similar vein Jane Gallop proposes a methodology “trying to theorize pedagogy in a
way that resists the norm, a way of theorizing that I want to call exorbitant” (dnecdotal 6-7).
This exorbitant theorizing is “excessive,” “romantic,” “perverse,” and “queer;” thus humorously
challenging engagements with difficult topics (7). The pedagogical relationship is quite central to

theorizing, for it is the pedagogical relationship that gives way to theorizing - particularly in an

Ellen. Gallop

incident with Gallop’s then student and my now current committee member 1 25
en.

c .
1 would like to note how this realization came about, because it was far from intentional. While
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I had read some of Gallop’s work in a course with Ellen on Feminism and the Marquis de Sade, I
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through interactions with students exposes that theory and pedagogy go hand in hand - one
perhaps cannot theorize without the pedagogical relationship. Theory is quite real and
pedagogical. It has implications for students, teachers, and how they are able to relate. So, with
Gallop’s then student Ellen now in the position of “pedagogue,” I seek to theorize through my
own pedagogical experiences utilizing a theory that she, as student, was a vital component in
developing.

Exorbitant reading would cut through the oppositions or theory and practice; humor and
serious “in order to produce theory with a better sense of humor, theorizing which honors that
uncanny detail of lived experience” (2). It is theory that is open to surprise. Relying on the
anecdote — an “exorbitant model” — Gallop illuminates through her rigorous close readings of
cultural shifts and texts the importance of the moment. It is the moment that deconstruction has
taught her is “the site of productive thinking” (3). Moments in her life as a feminist, as a
professor, as a feminist professor accused of sexual harassment ground her “literary theory” as a
way in to thinking about the real lives and issues at hand. And this theory turns out to be
“insistently sexual,” as it constantly is “grappling with its erotics” (8). Yet, it cannot be mistaken
as forgoing its responsibility to the real. Rather it seeks to open up, as Sedgwick also does, more

heterogeneous ways of producing theory and experiencing the world. Theory and reading do not

never recalled her noting that Gallop was her dissertation advisor. So, in the summer that | began
writing my dissertation, [ began to read Ellen’s book Object Lessons: How to do Things with
Fetishism. Shortly after reading Ellen’s book, I picked up Jane Gallop’s Anecdotal Theory - a text
Ellen had not pointed me to. Upon reading the introduction, Gallop discusses “an
intergenerational encounter” with her student Ellen and provides a footnote explaining who Ellen
was by noting that she had already published a book with a university press. And that book was
the book by my committee member, Ellen, that I had just finished weeks earlier. Needless to say,
when I saw Ellen the next time to discuss my dissertation, [ told her of my story with her then

. providing me with her own experience encountering the “Ellen” of Gallop’s text when she first
taught the text in a graduate seminar.
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have to be paranoid. They do not have to be humorless. Rather, they can be multiplicitous,
illuminate the complexity of lived experiences, and give education a good dose of humor to help
with its iron(y) deficiency (McWilliam, Pedagogical Pleasures).

My interest in practicing and inhabiting these reading positions is to imagine a different
there, in the future, that offers more than paranoia. José Esteban Mufioz wrote, “queerness is a
structuring and educated mode of desiring that allows us to see and feel beyond the present”
because “the present is not enough. It is impoverished and toxic for queers and other people who
do not feel the privilege of majoritarian belonging, normative tastes, and ‘rational’ expectations”
(1; 27). Queerness, as we seg, is an “educated mode” that does not naturally emerge, but is taught
and I hope to illuminate that queer theory’s insistence on reading practices assists in this strange
teaching. Queers and their queerness teach léssons and it is these lessons that [ am most interested
in, despite the possibility that such a project could turn slightly utopic. Yet,
“utopianism can only exist via a critique of the dominant order; it has no space to exist outside of
the most theoretically safeguarded abstractions” (39). The utopian impulse hopes to produce
pictures, images, possibilities that allow for different worlds to come into existence whereby
“queer world-making then, hinges on the possibility to map a world where one is allowed to cast
pictures of utopia and to include such pictures in any map of the social” (40). Queerness seeks to
open up space to hope for a queer time that has not yet been to disrupt the present for queer
bodies. This queerness is not natural. It is educated.

My project in utihizing the reparative or exorbitant is about survival, but also about
thrival. Survival can no longer be the sole goal of queer work — if it ever really was. Queer work
must offer alternative lifestyles to those who still stand, who survived the violence so visibly

lodged against queer bodies. We can no longer just expose the injustices in the world but also
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focus on creating new ways of relating and challenging such injustices. My project here relies
extensively on the past as “teacher” for it is the past that illuminates queemness. Afterall,
queerness is “a temporal arrangement in which the past is a field of possibility in which subjects
can act in the present in the service of a new future” (Muifioz 16). The past to which [ and many
queer theorists return to is not the mainstream or known past, but rather “to the fringe of political
and cultural production,” where it is “drawn to tastes, ideologies, and aesthetics that can only
seem odd, strange, or indeed queer next to the muted striving of the practical and normalcy-
desiring homosexual” (26). This queer past is utilizes oddball or strange productions to intervene
in an academic climate that is “dominated by a dismissal of political idealism” (12}.

This is done in order to provide and produce hope where “hope is spawned of a critical
investments in utopia, which is nothing like naive but, instead, profoundly resistant to the
stultifying temporal logic of a broken-down present” (12). Within education, the present logic is
one that only seeks to recognize the necessity for safe and affirming spaces for queer subjects.
Yet, as Britzman argued “queer theory disrupts the normalcy of education, maintains the
difﬁcuity of education, and because it is meant to provoke, cannot be easily integrated into
education as usual” (as cited in Mayo 81). Britzman leaves open the possibility that queer theory

is not compatible with education — a theory always at odds and unacceptable to the education

education. Itis

project, but in being so, provides the opportunity to imagine new lessons for 26
education.

26 As will become apparent throughout this dissertation, I am not sure queer theory can be or
should be accepted in education. This thought is reminiscent of Patti Smith’s recollection about
Robert Mapplethorpe’s views on his own work that came out of his S&M pursuits. She writes in
regards to his work “that he wasn’t taking pictures for the sake of sensationalism, or making 1t his
mission to help the S&M scene become more socially acceptable. He didn’t think it should be
accepted, and he never felt that his underground world was for everybody” (235). I do not think
the models I explore and propose here are for everyone. I do not seek to contribute to progressive
worldviews because I believe the habits of queer theory are to disrupt and challenge the world to
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forever imagine changes that many will resist and refute.

69
69



simuitaneously optimistic and pessimistic — engaging the reality of today while imagining a

different tomorrow.

Part II: Stop Reading Queer

Britzman’s “queer pedagogy” sought to stop us from reading straight by exploring
thinking,
reading practices that disrupt normative ways of reading and 27  Tohave aqueer
thinking,
pedagogy or perhaps to queer pedagogy is to develop reading strategies that make the world
appear rather strange. It is my contention that the above reading strategies offer potential within
education, namely for students and teachers, to challenge, albeit in very different ways, business
as usual to produce queerer pedagogies. The reading strategies I propose do not, like Britzman,
seek to “expose” or “reveal” what has been hidden in thinking about pedagogy. This essay
instead will focus primarily on reading to invent and create using what pedagogy has i gnored to
offer a particular way of fashioning queer thought that is positive, reparative, and exorbitant.
Lauren Berlant and Michael Warner understand “pedagogy has long involved the
formation of identities and subjectivities” and so the pedagogical potentials of “queer” are not
esoteric, not devoid of political concerns, but are “radical in aspiration to live another way now,
here” (348). Since the emergence of Queer Theory, a contested emergence I will not re-tell here,
educationists have sought to investigate what education might do with queer theory. How might

queer theory “make sense of and remark upon what it [education] dismisses or cannot bear to

know” (“Queer Pedagogy” 154). Britzman uses a psychoanalytically charged queer theory to

27 T don’t want to oversimplify “reading straight,” but for clarification to “read straight” is to
read without a critical eye towards how such reading practices are implicated in maintaining or
reproducing the “normal.” Queer theory, with its emphasis on sexuality reads with particular
attention to the implications of reading on sexuality. Other critical theories disrupt “reading
straight™ by exploring issues of race, gender, class, and ability as a way to illuminate normative
structures.
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satiate her “interest in unsettling the sediments of what one imagines when one imagines
normalcy, what one imagines when one imagines difference” (165). Queer Theory is a method —

a method that education might utilize to ask new questions:

Particularly questions conceming what education, knowledge, and identity have to do
with fashioning structures of thinkability and the limits of thought; and questions
concerning what education has to do with the possibilities of proliferating identifications
and critiques that exceed identity, yet still hold onto the understanding of identity as a

state of emergency. (165)

These questions are meant to open up a space to think about what "counts as anyone's sociality”
and how education generally and pedagogy specifically are central to thinking about not only the
politics of education, but the ethics of the educational project. There is a struggle here with the
contradictions between Sedgwick’s minoritizing and universalizing views addressed in the
introduction where teachers must be concerned about all students learning about difference, but
also about those students who are viewed as more vulnerable. We also see, 1 believe, the
possibility that education may not be adequately equipped to grapple with queerness, if it even
can. Education’s own reliance on social reproduction and social efficiency may not be the
“proper” place for a queerer pedagogy as education may always void queemess in its drive for
efficiency and reproduction. Queerness may always be learned out of the school desk and the
hallowed halls of school.

Queer theory insists on three methods. These three methods are “the study of limits, the

study of ignorance, and the study of reading practices” where:
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Each method requires an impertinent performance: an interest in thinking against
the thoughts of one’s conceptual foundations; an interest in studying the skeletons
of learning and teaching that haunt one’s responses, anxieties, and categorical
imperatives; and a persistent concern with whether pedagogical relations can

allow more room to maneuver in thinking the unthought of education. (155)

A queer pedagogy is “an attempt to articulate a thought of a method...to bring to pedagogical
spaces consideration of...‘unstable differential relations™ (1 55). Queer, it appears, is a habit of
mind — educated in a strange manner. It is not easy, rather it is in a constant state of excitement —
seeking to disrupt and find pleasure within an ever-changing and highly contingent world.

The limits of the world are interesting, Any body has felt the limits of the world — feeling
that they are the only one or that they cannot imagine a world where they are possible beings that
can “love” whom they want to love. Queers can quickly learn ways to “deal” with these limits
responding in transgressive, perverse, and political ways (1 57). Transgressing the norms, the
regulations and repressions by focusing on the perverse, the improper and deviant as inhabitable
spaces/times all with a sense of the political. These three imperatives challenge normalcy and
what it is that, within education, students (and teachers) cannot bear to know. Queerness, as a
habit of mind, takes its cue from the models that are disparaged in order to make such space
inhabitable and extend the time of such lives. This is not however to simply add these “queer
models” to the already overpopulated curriculum of difference because such a move for

inclusion “produce(s] the very exclusions they are meant to cure” (158). Rather, these queer
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models expose the very limits of knowledge or how knowledge is itself a form of resistance.

Britzman writes:

Pedagogical thought must begin to acknowledge that recetving knowledge is a
problem for the learner and the teacher, particularly when the knowledge one
already possesses or is possessed by works as an entitlement to one’s ignorance or
when the knowledge encountered cannot be incorporated because it disrupts how

the self might imagine itself and others. (159)

Queer habits or the habits of queers are to constantly acknowledge this limitation and how
knowledge can be part of the problem. Knowledge is not always liberating, but dependent on the
context and powers within any enduring context, as shown within the work of Foucault. And
knowledge undoes the subject, which s, seemingly, contrary to the project of education that
seeks to build subjects (particularly their self-esteem and self-understanding).

But knowledge is not the only game in town. Ignorance plays a constitutive role as well.
Ignorance, as Cavanaugh puts it, is “an organization of knowledge that prohibits ways of
thinking that challenge structures of normalization sustained by the institution of
heterosexuality” (17). Knowledge and ignorance are not opposed to one another, but assist in the
maintenance of normative thinking and the heterosexual matrix. Within schools, knowledge and
ignorance play on one another around sexuality as schools are “charged with the reproduction of
heterosexualities.” However, with the rise of gay and lesbian studtes, and queer theory, it may be
possible to see that schools have also been charged with a reproduction of a normalized and

potentially desexualized homosexuality in order to create “safe spaces™.
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To stop reading straight requires an engagement with how ignorance is implicated in
disallowing forms of thinking or ways of being in the world. And for Cavanaugh “queer
pedagogies call on us to grapple with ignorance, particularly with our refusals to know about
clandestine genders, desires, and expressions of love and hate” (17). Desires, genders, and
sexualities are a complicated mess often occluded by discourses of heterosexuality. Pedagogies
that queer this and open up spaces to see and produce alternative orientations are, inevitably, a
part of the queer project — a project that is about survival for queer subjects — perhaps the
queerest subjects — the child legislated to sit in school desks but completely desexualized by
doing so.

Student and teacher identities, within the pedagogical space, are a contested site where
reading practices come into play. It is a matter of reading practices, of engaging different forms
of reading, that teachers and students within the pedagogical space might do the difficult work of
navigating the terrain of identity, desire, and knowledge. As Britzman argues then “reading
practices might be educated to attend to the proliferation of one's identificatory possibilities and
to make allowance for the unruly terms of undecidability and unknowability (Contested Subjects
85). It appears that, for Britzman, it is the undecidability, the uncertainty of queerness that opens
up space and time for pedagogical investigations of sociality and the development of ethical
modes of being. She refuses “to secure Queer Theory to a fixed content, to a set of guidelines one
might apply to automatize a queer logic, and to a stable and singular body of knowledge that
supposes medicalized or minor identity” (“Queer Pedagogy” 155). To stop reading straight “we
may cease reproducing a set of heteronormative identifications that depend on the erasure or
exclusion of those who are uncomfortable or at odd with its normalizing agenda” where “queer

does not refer exclusively to those who have same-sex desire but includes those who do not live,
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express, or feel their genders and sexualities in a manner compatible with normative
heterosexuality” (Cavanaugh 13). Queer pedagogies are quite strange, fluid as they navigate the
changing terrain of desires and nonms. But can these queer pedagogies be queerer to explore the

new heteronormative and homonormative agendas?

Part III: Start Reading Queerer

During the late 19w/Early 20 Centuries gender and sexual regulation took on more
conditions (Blout and Anahita 2005). Single sex schools and boarding schools became more
heavily monitored by adults “to ensure that their charges developed correct gender characteristics
- and more important, that they keep students from acquiring sexual vices” (68). This new
monitoring was related not only to student-student interaction, but also the influence of teachets
on student development. Teachers, as such, became more cognizant of their behaviors, as
physical displays of affection and public personas became more private. This was seen significant
with regard to female teachers where “after enactment of women’s suffrage,
criticisms of unmarried teachers became more menacing” where “detractors insinuated that such
women harbored sexual maladies, constituted a ‘third sex,” or more boldly were lesbians™ (71).
Unmarried women and homosexual men became figures that schools began to distance

themselves from because of a fear about how such “immoral” figures might pervert the project of

education.28 These teachers became stigmatized for what was previously not seen as
problematic. The fear of the gay agenda emerges in this history, a fear that California

assemblyman Steve Baldwin in a “report on the gay agenda in our public schools” argued

28 This belief reemerged interestingly during the midterm elections of 2010 when Sen. Jim
DeMint during a rally said “if someone is openly homosexual, they shouldn't be teaching in the
classroom and he holds the same position on an unmarried woman who's sleeping with her
boyfriend — she shouldn’t be in the classroom.” See Terkel.

75
»



students who attend schools like the Harvey Milk High School in NYC “are subjected to
unrelently [sic] homosexual propaganda with no information allowed about programs that have
successfully counseled homosexuals to return to the heterosexual lifestyle” (np).

A queerer pedagogy is perhaps one that reads the stereotypes used to (mis)understand
sexual minorities, particularly those implicated within the pedagogical scene, to inhabit them in
order to see what emerges in such inhabitation. What is so frightening about queerness in
education and its “propaganda?” Of course, sleeping with Baldwin’s ilk might cause many a gay
to take offense Baldwin’s blatant homophobia, but I hope that in reading through Baldwin’s fear
and embracing the feared outcomes his homophobia imagines might allow new lines of thought
and relations to be offered. As Britzman concluded her engagement with a queer pedagogy she
wrote “that reading the world is always already about risking the self, and about the attempt to
exceed the injuries of discourse so that all bodies matter” (165). Baldwin’s rhetoric is rather
injurious as it attempts to negate the queer body, yet I do not seek to negate those bodies feared
by Baldwin (namely gay recruitment) in order to save the queer body. Of particular interest to
me then is the homophobic fear that LGBT teachers, notably gay male teachers, will “recruit” or
“pervert” or “taint” their students and how we might read such homophobia — a rather injurious
discourse — to make all bodies matter.

King writes “gay and lesbian teachers are undesirable because it is assumed that they will
influence or recruit their students. More to the point, gay men are especially troublesome because
they are seen as pedophilic” (122). The belief or fear is that LGBT teachers will
disorient students from the “normal” development of heterosexuality and re-orient them toward
the lascivious life of the homosexual. The popular response to charges of “recruitment” and or

“pedophilia” utilizes social scientific research that illustrates the lack of scientific evidence for
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such claims with the belief such evidence will eliminate the false or “misinformed” belief. But,
as Paula Treichler taught me with her brilliant analysis of AIDS as an “epidemic of
signification,” we cannot simply avoid or dismiss what are seen as misconceptions, irrational
myths, and homophobic fantasies. We cannot hold up “scientific facts” and believe that they will
1) solve the problems or 2) are they themselves not biased and filled with fantasies and myths.
Rather, “they [misconceptions, irrational myths, homophobic fantasies, scientific facts] are part
of the necessary work that people do in attempting to understand — however imperfectly — the
complex, puzzling, and quite terrifying phenomenon of AIDS” (14-15). Utilizing Treichler’s
insights, I propose there is an epidemic of signification around LGBT teachers or more
specifically the “gay” male teacher that might be read in an exorbitant way. [ do this to explore
the misconceptions and homophobic fantasies about gay male teachers to understand such views,
while exploiting them to embrace what might come when gay’s recruit or promote the gay life.
Simon Watney noted that the fears about “homosexual promotion” already acknowledge
“the pedagogic value of gay culture in developing and sustaining gay identities” (392). Gay
culture is pedagogic as it sustains and develops gay identities that challenge the heteronormative.
The fear of promotion is quite real and grounded in the continued presence of “queers™. The
specter of the LGBT teacher, however, haunts education and has been seen as a subject that
requires regulation to minimize its ability to promote queerness. LGBT activists have countered
these issues by often relying on “evidence” or distancing themselves from the stigma — claiming

“we are not that”. We do not recruit nor pervert our students.29 We are just as responsible and

29 Pinar provides an illustration of the common move of distancing one’s argument from the idea
of recruitment stating “T am not arguing here in favor of ‘recruitment,” a military idea
heterosexists project onto homosexuals which more accurately depicts their own aggressive
tactics, demanding that their sons and daughters, everyone’s sons and daughters — couple and
produce children, children that now threaten to overwhelm the earth’s deteriorating ecosystem as
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asexual as it seems non-homosexual teachers are assumed to be despite evidence that non-
homosexual teachers are far from asexual with students. 1 am, as you can tell, not a big fan of

this approach. I, of course, understand its appeal and imagine it has allowed for changing opinions
about LGBT teachers. I am concerned however that such an approach does little to take

on the assumptions that recruitment and promotion are wrong or not the place of teachers. Or, to

bring this in line with the current project, how the queer models of LGBT teachers as “recrurters”

lives.

might provide an interesting place to think about education and possible _’i(_)
1ves.

It seems quite rare to recognize the pedagogic value of gay culture in this regard. T have
rarely seen people in education embrace the gay agenda and its potentials as an agenda. Instead,
there is a distancing from there being a “gay” agenda (or agendas) as “we” seek what everyone
else has already — namely rights and recognition. What happens though if the pedagogical value

of gay culture and its recruitment capability is embraced to playfully offer a queerer pedagogy

lifestyle?” After all, Richard Ford

that seeks to offer counsel for students into the “gay 31
lifestyle?”

commented “even if one is born straight or gay, one must decide to be queer” challenging the
message of Mother Monster (a.k.a. Lady Gaga) who contended “we are all born superstars. . .
cause baby you were born this way” (123). While we might be bom “gay” — a hope seen in the

desire for the “gay gene” — we must work at becoming queer. And, in order to decide to be queer,

the world’s population exceeds the capacity of the planet to support it.” (2003, p. 275). I instead
want to accept that “queers” recruit as a move to undo the harms of normative thinking.

30 Books available in schools are one visible place where this fear emerges as every year any

number of books are challenged and sought to be “banned” See: hitp://www.miller-
meceune.com/culture-society/book-banners-finding-power-in-numbers-28097/
http://jezebel.com/#!15757143/banned+book- groups-target-gay-themes

31 The potential controversy of teaching students to be “gay” can be seen in the controversy that
78
B



emerged around David Halperin’s course at the University of Michigan entitled “How to be Gay:
Male Homosexuality and Initiation.” See “*How to be Gay’ Course Draws Fire at Michigan.”
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children must have queer as an option. Queerness, as Mufioz noted above, becomes something

necessarily educated and as Watney contended:

Good education involves helping children to learn how to make and exercise
choices. This is not to say that one’s sexuality is in any simple sense ‘chosen,” at
least not in the same way that one might choose a career. However, the choices
one makes on the basis of one’s sexuality should be respected and encouraged,
and this much include sexual experimentation, which in tumm involves (for most of
us) both success and failure. (397-398)

sexuality.

Might education educate queerness and in doing so recruit students to such perversity to allow
stodents to experiment, succeed and fail in exploring the possibilities of sexuality? This is, of
course, not an attempt to create a curriculum of queerness or to tame queerness, but move away
from the paranoia and erotophobia that dominate discussions of 32

Queer Reading: A Pedagogical Exchange on “twisted” teachers
In an ethnography I did of a pre-service Teacher Education course that focused on
xluali%.

. . .. P e e -
“human diversity, power, and opportunity in social institutions,” the “teacher” emerged as a

potentially twisted figure. In one particular class — the token class devoted to sexual orientation —
students discussed the issue of homosexuality and education — both for LGBT students and
teachers. The discussion almost immediately raised the notion that sexuality is something to be
distrusted or viewed as improper in education because:

20

See the work of Gayle Rubin that addresses erotophobia and the politics of th Century
sexuality. 20
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There are so many twisted people out there molesting children or having these
sexual relationships with children at these middle school or high school level,
people who are not even 18 and people are very, very upset about 1t and so we as
future teachers need to take these precautions on how you touch a student —
there’s different ways to give a hug to a student. I can give a hug to a student
wh(;re my breast does not need to touch. In this situation now, kids can lie on you,
your door is shut and people come in what are you doing and it becomes a he-say
she-say situation and your job will be in jeopardy. So even with the background
checks people are getting round this and these are bad people who are teachers, [
know a lot of times people don’t want to admit that, but there are some twisted
people in these day cares and after school programs and we do have to make sure
that we take the proper precautions because you don’t want to put your self in that

situation.

While I think this student illuminates the very real world fears of being charged with molestation

or sexual harassment, the response is to distance the self from any contact with students so to

avoid the possibility of being implicated in such cases. Paranoia around sexuality is the proposed

strategy because it seems students might be out to “get you” — understood as either trying to get

you as a sexual partner or trying to get you fired by relying on sexuality. Due to this, it is the

teacher’s responsibility to “watch” him/herself so not to create any relationships that might be

viewed as unreasonable. Yet, to follow Gallop what might it mean to resist reasonableness?

31



My interest is then to think through this paranoia to youth sexuality and intergenerational

relationships in order to explore what might be made possible if we allow the self to create

relationships unknown before being lived.33 However, I cannot deny the tricky territory this

21
brings me. It is quite unreasonable in the st century to engage love of youth outside of a

21

platonic or maternal love. As Gayle Rubin commented:

Lovers of youth enjoy virtually no legal protection, because any sexual contact
between an adult and a minor is illegal. This means that a fully consensual love
affair is, in the eyes of the law, indistinguishable from a rape . . . Lovers of you
are the cheapest targets for inflammatory rhetoric. Very little public education has
occurred to dislodge the stereotypes which depict adult-youth relationships in the

ugliest possible terms. (197)

Fortunately, I do not have to look far to find the productive potential of intergenerational
relationships between students and teachers that might attempt to dislodge the stereotype that
such relationships are a “conflict of interest” or “inappropriate” or “ugly”.

Significant attention has been granted to the scandals of these relationships seen notably
LaTourneau. N
with the case of Mary Kay 34 But I want to utilize the story of a student from this

LaTourneau.
same class who provides a nice example.

32 See James Kincaid’s Erotic Innocence: The Culture of Child Molesting (1998) and Child
Loving: The Erotic Child and Victorian Culture (1994) for the most compelling analysis of the
history of child abuse and molesting.

11 See Sheila Cavanagh (2008} Sexing the Teacher: School Sex Scandals and Queer Pedagogies
and Tara Star Johnson {2010} From Teacher to Lover: Sex Scandals in the Classroom for two
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How do you feel if the student-teacher love is professional though. Cause I know,
this is weird, like “relationship love” like dating, when 1t’s professional? I was
thinking of this story cause my friend, its kinda weird we were all talking when we
were home how our Spanish teacher is so hot and he was like ‘I have to tell

you guys something’ cause he studied abroad his freshman year of coliege and he
was like ‘I’ve been dating him for 2 years’ and we were like He’s gay, we didn’t
even know that, wait your dating our Spanish teacher and he was like ‘yeah, we're
in love” and he went to visit him while he studied abroad and we had class with

him and no body knew.

This “relationship” or “professional™ love begun in high school when the student’s friend was a
student of this teacher — an obvious violation of policy and potentially the law. The story is “kinda
weird” — as intergenerational love is often seen — but in being weird, or dare [ say queer, the
student allows for youth sexuality and the potential benefits of an intergenerational relationship.
The story challenges the “twisted” figure of sexuality in education by offering a reparative
example of the sexual relationship in school — an example that touches upon a rather romantic
ideal. This example illuminates, as I believe it did for the students in the course, the complexity
of love in education, but also the different ways the subjects of education can relate if the
ways such relationships are read might be broadened.

Of course, some might say that this is an exception to the rule, but as I noted earlier — it i1s

in the extreme or odd cases that queer theory finds its home. Gallop, who writes of an extreme

academic investigation of these scandals and their queer teachings. For mainstream filmic
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investigations of such scandals see The History Boys and Notes on a Scandal.
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case of student/teacher love, notes this as well finding in such extremes “a sort of ideal, an old-
fashioned romantic ideal” (Anecdotal 73). 1 cannot help but feel the same about this example,
despite it occurring between a high school student and teacher — a type of relationship that
Gallop does not address in her work. Perhaps it is the exception that should be followed and
utilized to create the world rather than obeying the rule? Yet, can resisting what seems to be
reasonable {and we usually think rules are reasonable} about the problems of student/teacher
sexual relationships at the high school level challenge high school to more carefully and ethically
engage the multitudinous ways relationships may exist?

1 see in this relationship the potential for an ethic that does not base itself on the norm, but
on the pursuit of and wish for the invention of new relationalities. None of this student’s
friends knew of his relationship with the Spanish teacher during high school. This allow for a
relationship to flower and this particular student to receive vital experience into a gay way. There
is here, some might say, a sense of closeting and hiding this relationship. But I find rather than
closeting out of shame, closeting out of a recognition that this love — a love that dare not speak
its name — is controversial to those outside of the couple. The couple closets itself (if we use such
language) out of a care for one another and the mutual recognition that this love is perhaps too
precious to be shared with those who may refuse to read such a relationship any way except as
abusive or a “conflict of interest™.

This makes sense of course because there has been a growing inability to investigate

models of gay subjectivity outside of the homonormative. As Halperin notes:
Thanks to gay pride, whole dimensions of gay subjectivity are off-limits to gay
investigation and thus unavailable to us for systematic reflection and
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understanding. For all its benefits, gay pride has made it impossible for us to

inquire into ourselves (“Homosexuality’s Closet” 4}

The gains made in education that have legitimated the gay subject — both student and teacher -
simultaneously have made it, argnably, more taboo to discuss the intergenerational possibilities
of relationships and how these intergenerational relationships offer particular lessons, especially
to queer students. The possibilities that emerge between gay boys and men — while potentially
abuses or coercive — also can be something more. The controversy I mentioned above involving
Kevin Jennings illuminated this as the very thought of an inter-generational relationship being
anything but abusive was unthinkable and grounds (though not successful) for denying Jenning’s
a post in the Obama administration.

A certain anxiety arises, we can see, for gay teachers around their gay students for fear
that being seen together will automatically provoke the homophobic imagination that the student
and teacher are doing something “gay” together. This anxiety simultaneously denies students and
teachers from relating in non-sexual ways and sexual ways as either form of such relationships
can further inflame the homophobic fantasy of the pedophilic homosexual. This fear of
intergenerational relationships and their challenge to the proper face of gay rights is a fear that
played out and arguably began in the late 1970’s as NAMBLA was removed from being a part of
the International Gay and Lesbian Association (IGLA). I transition now to reading Jane Rule’s
engagement in The Body Politic — a now defunct Canadian monthly gay magazine — that was
censored twice for publishing articles on “Men Loving Boys Loving Men” and fisting. Itisin

Rule’s article that I have found the most useful engagement with intergenerational relationships
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and the problems with youth sexuality. In doing this, Rule offers her own lessons on teaching

sexuality that I want to bring forward.

Queer Reading: Teaching Sexuality

The closet still operates in education. I am not sure what this closet does all the time, but it
is discussed quite a lot it seems — often in relationship to whether teachers should “come out” to
their students. The closet operates in this question, however, “to conceal not homosexuality as
desire but homosexuality as queer affect, sensibility, identification, habitus, style” (Halperin,
“Homosexuality’s Closet” 6). The question of the closet is one that implicates not only one’s
“identity,” but also as I think Halperin aptly notes, queer modes of being and learning. Questions

of coming out — whether one does or does not — almost always rely on a “sanitization” of

queerness by focusing on sex.35 This sanitization comes in the form of the addendum “my
sexnality does not matter” or “my sexuality is just a part of my being” instead of recognizing the
sensibilities that can be associated with queer sexualities. Sexuality is situated as unimportant,
pushed to the side so that the real material and perhaps even the “real” teacher can do what needs
to be done. But, in doing so, the potentials that exist within the archive of queerness and queer
experience are relegated, as usual, to the trash bin. The focus is on sexuality as “desire” and
“sex,” as opposed fo the affects and modes of living associated with such lifestyles.

One way that I think these responses can be seen is through a lens of censorship whereby
teachers hide affects and modes of Living that are too disrupting to the educational project. One,

of course, always censors who one is and what experiences one shares with others, but when it

34 My interest in the closet and coming out is not to offer a recommendation that teachers and
students should or should not come out. Rather, I am interested in how either “act” is already
limited by a “siraightening” out of queerness —~ seen particularly in the reality that “coming out”
in particular states can impact one’s employment as a teacher.
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comes to sexuality it would seem that censorship is often the taste du jour. Like Jane Rule, I am
convinced though that “censoring serious discussion of unconventional sexual relationships does
nothing to protect those who might be exploited. To test, to contest, is the only way to reach
forward into understanding areas of human experience vulgarized by either taboo or
glorification” (1). Exploitation of students is a major concern for education, yet the gradation that
exists between exploitation and agency is rather precarious. Youth sexuality is an under
investigated and politically fraught research arena — one of the limits that education dare not think
. beyond abuse and impropriety. As Rule so aptly concludes “children are sexual, and it is up
to us to take responsibility for their real education. They have been exploited and betrayed long
enough by our silence” (6). As numerous scholars who study youth, particularly LGBT youth,

have noted, gaining access to this population around the topic of sexuality is almost impossible

suicide. There is no life in speaking out and discussing sexuality
and perhaps even intellectual 36

suicide.
with youth — it creates problems for youth who speak out or claim altemative sexualities and for
adults who seek to take responsibility and offer youth access to the sexual culture.

It is not difficult intellectually to recognize the insights Freud made over a century ago
about the polymorphous perversity of children. Children are sexual. Yet, such recognition within
the field of education is almost impossible. The sexual child in education has become defined,
almost entirely, by child sexual abuse where seeing a child engage in any “sexually” provocative

way is an indicator that abuse may be a factor. The child’s potential curiosity of its body is

almost entirely defined as inappropriate and perverted by the adult touch when numerous

35 See the appendix of Mary Gray’s (2009) ethnography of rufal queer youth where she
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addresses the complexity of doing research on queer youth.
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peers. .
narratives of youth often expose sexual experiences with similar aged 37  These experiences

peers.
with similar-aged peers however, are often kept secret until later in life out of fear often times.

This secrecy is perhaps problematic from an educational perspective because it limits the ability
of education to speak of sex.

Sex education is, of course, rather dismal in the US, and has been seen as one of the
contributing factors to the countless problems around sex that exist such as teen pregnancy,

sexism, homophobia, rising rates of HIV incidence. But as Rule writes:

If defecating and eating were left to the same secrecy and chance we mi ght face
the same problems with basic sanitation and nutrition that we do with sex. When
the relatively simple task of teaching table manners takes so many years, why do

we assume that sexual manners need not be taught at all? (2)

Teaching sexuality is not simply about teaching the “facts™ nor is sexuality simply about the

sexual act 38 It is about so much more - particularly if we follow the Freudian p 39

aradigm. aradigm.

Teaching sexuality is not simply about “sex acts” but also about relationships that emerge and
develop between bodies. The possible relationships that are allowed around sexuality are therefore
severely limited when not explicitly engaged or taught under the narrow rubric of either “abstinence
only” or “safe” sex. We suffer from a severe lack of relational possibilities because
36 Some attention, controversial to be sure, has been granted to the contested nature and rise of
child sexual abuse. Amy Adler in her 2001 Columbia Law Review article “The Perverse Law of
Child Pornography” aptly engages the complex and morally tense area of child abuse and child
sexual abuse. This issue is also seen in discussions around “mandatory” reporting in education.

37 See Britzman’s “On Some Psychical Consequences of AIDS”; “Precocious Education”; and
Britzman & Gilbert “What Will Have Been Said about Gayness in Teacher Education”.

18 See Freud’s “Three Essays on Sexual Theory” in Psychology of Love (2007).
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broadening such possibilities challenges what is fantasized to be neat and tidy nature of
education and youth (a)sexuality. The social institutions of education, the law, and medicine
have constructed discourses around youth sexuality that cannot allow it to be explored or seen

outside of the frames of abuse or developmental-ism. But as Rule aptly argues:

If we viewed sex as a basic appetite normally satisfied and gradually cultivated,
we would not need to keep our children isolated and in ignorance for so long,
building in them what we have ourselves experienced: intense fear and desire
which, so long uninstructed, produce dangerous stupidity. Of course we don't
want dangerously stupid adults initiating our children. Fear of that leaves the
children to themselves, not out of our conviction that children are, in this matter,
the best teachers, but by default. We have so little trust in what we have to teach
that we not only abdicate our responsibility, but label criminal any adult who

might attempt instruction. (2-3)

Instruction of children into the ways of sex is here, not simply about sex, but about the
relationships that are possible within the sexual realm. Adults, via Rule’s reading, are fearful of
addressing such alternatives because they (we) ourselves were denied access to the imaginative
potentials that “sexuality” offers. We are unsure of ourselves and our ability to hengage sexuality
that, to draw upon psychoanalysis, we project such fears and inabilities onto our children. But, in
doing so we make them their own teachers, having to learn through playroom dalliances or come

to understand sex and sexuality through available discourses that rely heavily on “bad touch” and

91
91



40
abuse. Yet, as we saw in the story from the pre-service teacher education class, there are

examples of students learning about sexuality (and sex) from teachers in ways that are productive
and useful if we allow them to be seen as a particular ideal-type. How might such moments —
anecdotes really — be brought to the forefront of educational discussions about sex and sexuality
to offer a queerer pedagogy that makes the unthinkable thinkable while recognizing the

complexity of such thinking?

Conclusion

To propose that sexuality be incorporated into education, not simply for education’s sake
but for the ethical sake of learning how to be and relate to others in complex and divergent ways
might sound inappropriate. Britzman herself recognized that in proposing a queer pedagogy the
very foundations of education might be challengéd. Yet, as we have moved from the time of
Britzman’s writing, gay and lesbian thought has changed calling for new engagements with the
policing and disciplining of sexuality in schools and education. Such a project is, for many,
maddening and unreasonable. This makes sense as Foucault exposed in his History of Madness,
sexuality and madness became quite intertwined at the dawn of modern sexuality (and
rationality). Non-normative sexuality has particularly become associated with madness and
unreasonable desires or pleasures. Madness undoes the subject and sexuality as a subject undoes
the sanitized, heteronormative, and I would argue homonommative logic that structures education
and its purposes. Sexuality challenges the space of education and the responses to such

challenges, often seek to relegate sexuality to the outside of education.

39 [ think about this in relationship to my own life. I remember playing with my nei ghborhood
boyfriends when I was a child. We never spoke of this form of play as we grew up and for a
while I felt ashamed of such play because of seeing the made-for-tv film about the McMartin
Trial that made it seem to my childhood mind that such play was wrong.
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Queer theory contests this confinement of sexuality to particular realms and deconstructs
the discourses that produce the regimes of the normal. Instead, "in its positivity, Queer Theory
offers methods of imagining differences on its own terms: as eros, as desire, as the grounds of
politicality. It is a particular articulation that retums us to practices of bodies and to bodies of
practice” (Britzman, “Queer Pedagogy” 154). Queers and queer theory return us to the body and
bodies of practice that (dis)orient bodies and practices by thinking through queerness. It provides
methods to subvert and or transgress the linmts. The particular method I have used here is the
reading practices that queer theory offers — particularly the reparative or exorbitant reading
practices. While educational relationships are almost always intergenerational between student
and teacher, the potentials between such bodies have been sorely limited and confined. Using the
above reading practices has allowed me to grapple with intergenerational relationships in
education in order to open up possibilities such relationships point — not to simply condone any
type of relationship but to leave space open to honestly explore the potentials in relationships.

As I hope to have illustrated in this current essay, what is viewed as “proper” or
“appropriate” for relationships between students and teachers is tricky territory. However, it is
my contention that taking up a reparative or exorbitant reading position allows for a critical
reimagining of relationality in education to see what the “improper” might expose and create. In
the next essay, | read Gus Van Sant’s 2004 Elephant in order theorize a crisis in intimacy in
schools. I extrapolate from his representation of the high school mise en scene to particularly re-
read the infamous shower scene that has been viewed as homophobic by creating an association
between murderous rampages and homosexuality. In my reading however, 1 disassociate the kiss
from homosexuality to think about the relationship that is sought out in that final moment of

inttmacy before the massacre. It is this reaching out to be touched — kissed —by an other where
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Van Sant’s commentary on contemporary school can be read as a meditation on the crisis in

intimacy in schools. It is this crisis that is the elephant in the classroom.
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Chapter 3
Kissing Elephant: Theorizing a Crisis in Intimacy
Unless we can believe in our responsibility to each other,
we may be in store for an endless history of
self-righteous violence.

- Gregory Jay

Representing Schools and Shootings

Upon hearing the title of Gus Van Sant's 2004 Elephant, we are met with the various
lessons brought about by the elephant. Elephants, after all, teach many lessons and it is these
various lessons that Elephant touches in order to explore the issues of intimacy in contemporary
schools. The purpose of the current essay is to engage this filmic representation of the school and
the school shooting to €xtrapolate from the film to theorize a crisis in intimacy in education. |
want to particularly inhabit the position of the “school shooter” to see how thinking through such
a position illuminates this crisis. What happens when we do not seek to negate the negativity of
these murderous teens, those lonely, unhappy objects that commit murder and suicide to instead
inhabit that position and see what it might teach us about how we are and are not oriented in the
world toward the self and others?

This is not a review of the film, although I re-view the film. Rather, this is an engagement
with the film as an object that helps me think through the complexity of relationality in education
broadly. I extrapolate from Van Sant’s representation of a coﬁtemporary high school to theorize a
crisis in intimacy. This is not a crisis that can be overcome and has arguably always been

present in the pedagogical space. When bodies meet tensions are inevitable in someway. The
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task in recognizing and theorizing this current crisis is to find or imagine less violent ways for
bodies in schools to relate and come into being. I assert that thinking abeut violence as a
symptom of the inability or lack of relational possibilities is central to the educational project.
Schools are one of the social institutions where bodies come into contact with one another, yet far
more attention is paid to what students should learn or how their learning should be measured
than the very basic complexity of learning to relate to the self and other. Schools do think about
violence — particularly with the national attention on bullying in 2010 — but their responses to
such violence heighten the crisis in intimacy by further distancing bodies from touching. How
though does thinking through the school shooters — queer fo be sure — allow us to humanize their
plight to touch and be touched in a space that has become so heavily policed and disciplined from
allowing intimacy? Can these figures in Elephant provoke a re-imagining of ways to

respond to violence and the crisis in intimacy such violence exposes?

The elephant is "in the room," the classroom, as we watch Van Sant’s Elephant. There is
an elephant in the classroom, yet no one is discussing its presence.41 No one seems o understand
it. Or, to think about the elephant, when it is in the room, we are told: “don’t think of an
elephant.” The elephant is there in the room, and despite its size, is over Jooked, not to be thought
about in its grand presence. Sight here fails with those in the room unable to "see" the elephant.
And even if we see the elephant, we are asked to not think about it. Yet, with the inability
to "see" or “think” the elephant, everyone feels the elephant in the room. It touches everyone
involved. Those in the room cannot (or do not) want to see or think about this elephant, but

cannot avoid being touched by it. The elephant teaches not by being seen, but by being felt.

40 Van Sant drew inspiration for the title and aesthetic of this film from Alan Clark’s 1989 film
short Elephant that illustrates the violence in Northern Ireland during The Troubles. Van Sant
mirrors Clark’s style by utilizing the long shot from behind and minimal dialogue in order to
represent violence without providing any answers or motives.
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Van Sant’s Elephant performs this lesson. His film never discusses the issues of contemporary
schools directly, including the school shooting. He provides no polemic or moral condemnation
of the school shooting. Rather, he chronicles the day of a school shooting to teach a different
lesson or perhaps teach no lesson at all. He shows the shooting, but unlike other films about the
school shooting — notably Michael Moore’s Bowling for Columbine — tells us that the shooting is,
in fact, not the elephant in the room, leaving us in an anxious state of unknowing as our body
shakes. What is the elephant that is touching us in this film?

Van Sant asks that we focus not on the shooting but adjust our focus to the rest of the
classroom. He asks that we be touched by the representation of schooling, with the shooting
being but one, the most extreme in his film, part of the “elephant” in the classroom. We know
enough and have seen enough representations of the school shooting, but we have not been
touched by the crisis (the elephant) that is in the classroom. So, while the shooting might be
thought to be the elephant in the room, the school shooting has actually displaced engaging the
elephant. The school shooting has rather than engaging the elephant, asked us to “not think of an
elephant.” The school shooting and its charged meanings have, [ believe in fact, disallowed an
examination of the “elephant” OR to draw upon the parable of the blind men and the elephant —
the school shooting is but a piece, perhaps the leg, of the elephant. Van Sant’s Elephant provides
numerous representations of this elephant illustrating the need to touch the elephant in its entirety
to grapple with its immense size. While the shooting itself is indicative of the crisis of intimacy —
the inability for students to relate to one another outside of violence — for the purpose of this

essay, | will focus on the infamous kiss that occurs between the school shooters prior to the

shooting.
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1 will begin, however, by exploring why I use the language of intimacy and crisis within
the space of the school. I do this in order to situate this discussion in a particular space —leaving
it up to the reader to connect my argument to other spaces. Following this, I will move into a
reading of the film as a whole and the particular kiss in the shower. I will conclude this essay
conternplating the significance of the negativity of the queer subject and how thinking through
the unhappiness of the school shooters exposes not pathology but a plea to find more ways that
bodies in schools might be able to touch and relate. Over all, my attempt in this essay is to draw
out of Van Sant’s film — the formal elements and representations — a way to talk about the state
of intimacy in contemporary schools and the need to address one of the foundations in education

_ the relationship between those bodies engaged in teaching and learning, growing and relating.

Why Intimacy? Why Schooels? Why Crisis?

The elephant, as I will argue, that Van Sant’s film poignanily produces and explores is the
crisis of intimacy in conterporary schools. Here [ would like to address why I think this is
crisis, a crisis of intimacy, and why I focus on schools. The school shooting is arguably the most
extreme example of this crisis and one that has often been seen as the focus of Van Sant’s film.
The violence of the act is seen as emerging because of the lack of intimacy afforded the shooters
because of bullying. Yet, the act simultaneously produces rather perverse scenes of intimacy. In
preparation for the school shooting, Van Sant shows the two male shooters engage in their “first”
kiss. And, in the actual representation of the shooting, the school shooter and victim die together,
their blood touching on the cold, school floor. Bullying itself is rather intimate, as the bulty
requires its relationships with the bullied in order to be a bully. There is a strange closeness that

exists between the bully and the bullied such that in the absence of bullying both parties can feel
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