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BILINGUAL ABSTRACTS

The article by Alan McComick demonstrates the need for educators to integrate political concerns into
language teaching. He argues that if "education is an engagement with chaos" and a "quest for
positive change," then educators should teach critical thinking in their language classes. In such an
approach, teachers and students work together using the target language to discuss values and biases,
and to bring those biases to the surface. In this way, students learn to question the existing social
order and gain a better understanding of how unequal power relations provide advantage to some
people and disadvantage to others.
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Cheiron McMahill and Kate Reekie focus their paper on how some feminists in the Tokyo area have
used English education to teach other women to think critically. From interviews and first-hand
experience, they document the efforts by Japanese and non-Japanese women to organize small
English discussion groups. By creating an English-speaking environment, the participating women
can develop a "cross-cultural feminist consciousness.”"
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Kumiko Fujimura-Fanselow explores how education can help transform women from being passive
students to becoming active learners. In her paper, she argues against the belief that men behave one
way and women another. Rather, she connects theoretical and practical issues to create an educational
environment that encourages female students to think critically about relevant issues in their lives and
to become active participants in their own educations.
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Jerome Young describes how he uses a Socratic-style approach to help students and teachers to
become more aware of inner values and biases. In particular, he wishes to ensure that the female
students in his classes have the opportunity to participate in classroom discussions. He argues that
educators must raise their own awareness of biases ingrained as part of the socialization process.
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Thomas Hardy takes an anthropological perspective on how to help students raise their awareness of
the inequalities that exist in society, in particular, issues related to gender discrimination. After
presenting his rationale for teaching a class on gender issues, he explains how he conducted this

course and then shares some of his students’ reflections. His students learn to view their own culture
with new eyes.
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Mark Valens reports on a first-language study of how males are portrayed in realistic young-adult
literature. Valens shows how the images of the male characters have become more complex in recent
times. He recommends that educators who use literature to carefully examine the characters, so that
they can avoid reinforcing existing stereotypes.
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Amy D. Yamashiro asks educators to question their assumptions about lower-proficiency male
adolescent language learners. She takes the reader into the classroom through a combination of
observation and reports from the students themselves, their peers, and their teachers. She urges
educators to take a fresh look at their students to avoid reinforcing gender stereotypes.
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Jacqueline Beebe approaches the issue of gender in language education from a linguistic perspective,
claiming that the linguistic and political dimensions of language use are inseparable. After reviewing
the literature on sexist language in English, she describes how she raises student awareness through a
variety of classroom activities.
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Yoko Tsuruta's paper looks at sexist language from the perspective of a Japanese as a second
language (JSL) educator. She describes her struggle to help her students to analyze their own use of
language, about which they tend to have many misconceptions. Once her students become aware of
naturally occurring language, they are willing to move away from teaching only prescribed "feminine"
language to their future female JSL students.
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The final paper in the monograph, a multi-authored article, shows how formal feminine expressions
in Japanese are interpreted by two of the authors, Yoshiko Takahashi, a native speaker of Japanese,
and Hisun Rim, an advanced non-native speaker. David Freedman acts as the mediator as the two
women discuss their conflicting views on the Japanese language. Takahashi does not see keigo as an
oppressive tool for women, whereas Rim does. Freedman concludes that it is not the real nature of
the language, but its perceived nature that may be the source of the two different views.
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INTRODUCTION

COLLEAGUES WRITING TOGETHER:
THE EVOLUTION OF AN EDITED PUBLICATION

Christine Pearson Casanave and Amy D. Yamashiro

This volume is the third in a series of thematic monographs that we have compiled in the past
several years at Keio University’s Shonan Fujisawa Campus on the broad topic of issues in
language education in Japan. The experience of producing the monographs has given many
people, both from Keio SFC and increasingly from other universities, the opportunity to put
into written form some of the ideas and issues we deal with as part of our teaching and other
scholarly pursuits. The thematic nature of the monographs allows authors to focus on a
particular area in language education, yet to discuss their topics from a variety of perspectives
and discourse styles. Readers thus benefit by sharing multiple perspectives as they construct or
revise their own views in discussions with their colleagues and students.

However, the primary purpose of the monograph projects has not been to present a
definitive or complete overview of a thematic area. The purposes are more diverse than this.
Over and above the thematic, theoretical, and pedagogical purposes is the procedural one of
bringing together people (many of whom have not written for publication before) in a collegial
writing group. It is the series of discussions that ensue over several months, in two or three
long and intensive meetings, that makes the experience so rewarding intellectually, and that
results ultimately in papers that make for valuable reading. This happens because the papers we
write receive attention and care that are rarely allocated to edited volumes or to articles printed in
local university publications. But more importantly, the quality of our collegial interactions
during the peer-discussion process surpasses the quality of engagement that most of us
experience as part of our normal work life. Unlike in the routine activities of our work, we
allow ourselves time to push and pull each other’s intellects, to help each other find words for
difficult or fuzzy ideas, and to listen to and learn from each other. Learning to learn from each
other is not always easy. We have all relearmned the lesson many times that it is easier to dish out
criticism than it is to take it, that criticism can be couched as an attack or as a valuable
suggestion, and that people (students and colleagues alike) respond to positive comments with a
willingness to continue working.

Not all the papers we start with end up in print. As we write and think together, some
people find that their ideas are not yet developed enough to be articulated clearly, or that plans
for a project underestimated the time required to complete it, or that other demands rob essential




time from the revising process. This in no way means that the discussions we hold waste some
people’s time to the benefit of a-few. On the contrary, regardless of the final status of a paper,
most of us find that our minds are stretched and that we discover new facets of our colleagues’
minds as we wrestle with difficult issues.

We have asked ourselves why we do not seem to able to set up such intensive
discussion groups without the motivating trigger of a major writing project. We try on our
campus, for example, to meet semi-formally at least once a semester to discuss an issue related
to language teaching and learning, with or without a guest speaker. While these meetings do
bring some of us together for intellectual rather than only work-related purposes, the meetings
always seem to end just as we are beginning to find our way into a topic. We talk about
continuing the discussion, but find the rest of the semester slipping by us, and by the following
semester we are ready to move on to something else.

By contrast, the monograph writing project continues throughout a semester, with
deadlines irﬁposed by printing schedules that we cannot alter. People who commit to the project
are in a sense trapped by these deadlines, but it is this very entrapment that pushes us to meet
regularly and to respond in writing to people’s work. Moreover, we know that at the end of the
semester we will have in our hands a concrete product, one that we can justifiably feel proud of,
one that contributes to the professional status of each author, and one that we know readers will
appreciate. We cannot easily achieve this intensity, the depth of thought, the stretching of our
intellects over time without the knowledge that the final product of our efforts will become
public within six months. Let’s face it: just as is the case for most of our students, deadlines
work.

How do we decide what the theme will be for an edited publication? For the first two
volumes, Pedagogical Perspectives on Journal Writing (Keio SFC Monograph #3) and Film and
Foreign Language Teaching: Pedagogical Perspectives (Keio SFC Monograph #4), we chose
broad themes related to the kinds of teaching that many of us were doing in the hope that we
could interest a wide variety of people in submitting articles. This year, we chose a broad issue-
oriented theme, that of gender issues in language education. We chose this theme first because
we as editors feel strongly that it has not received enough attention in the literature on foreign
and second language education, particularly in Japan. We also have noted that many educators
are increasingly using gender issues as topics for current event discussions or as thematic units
within content-based language courses (courses that encourage students to use the target
language for acquiring knowledge [Brinton, Snow & Wesche, 1989]). Itis easy to see the

appeal for educators of topics such as "the family,” "gender roles," and "sexuality" for their
ability to generate high interest, for the comparative ease in relating them to student experience,
and for the accessibility of authentic materials where language learning can be contextualized in a

realistic and pragmatic form.



The decision to focus on gender issues in language education, rather than on women or
feminism, was a conscious one. In order to make this monograph inclusive for many potential
writers and yet retain the zest and promise of controversy, we sought a topic for which both
novice and experienced teachers could explore and share ideas as peers. It was surprisingly
easy to find writers who were willing to commit to the extensive writing process outlined
earlier, due to their motivation to write on a topic that combined personal meaning with
professional relevance. While some of the contributors are self-proclaimed feminists, others
became further interested in the topic as a result of teaching students about social inequality or
from observing gender biases (involving males as well as females) in the classroom. For
readers inspired to pursue this area further, Sunderland (1994) provides an excellent literature
review as well as a comprehensive annotated bibliography in her edited volume, Exploring
Gender: Questions and Implications for English Language Education. Fujimura-Fanselow and
Kameda (1995) have produced a fine collection of original and translated essays to contextualize
gender issues within Japan. -

We conclude our introductory essay by introducing the articles, all of which were
written specifically for this volume.

In the lead article, Alan McCornick makes a strong case for integrating political concerns
into our educational activities, including into language pedagogy. Claiming that “education is an
engagement with chaos” and a “quest for positive change,” he argues that critical approaches to
education belong in our language classes. In such an approach, teachers and students work
together in the foreign language medium to bring hidden values and biases to the surface, to
question the status quo, and to understand how unequal power relations (such as those between
men and women) work in society to the advantage of some and the disadvantage of others.
Cheiron McMahill and Kate Reekie continue the focus on critical pedagogy in their paper on
grassroots feminist education in the Tokyo area. From interviews and first hand experience,
they document several different efforts by Japanese and nonJapanese women to organize small
local groups for the purposes of creating an English-speaking environment in which to develop
a “cross-cultural feminist consciousness.” In a third paper that is concerned with transformative
education, Kumiko Fujimura-Fanselow links theoretical and practical issues in a way that avoids
essentialist dichotomies such as male/female. Committed to the belief that much behavior
labeled “female” is learned (and can thus be unlearned or transformed), she discusses how she
helps her women students learn to think critically about issues in their lives and to become active
participants in a critical dialogue about these issues.

In the next paper, Jerome Young describes a specific approach he uses to help students
and himself as a teacher become more aware of hidden values and biases, ingrained as part of
the socialization process. In particular, Young wishes to ensure that the female students in his
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classes, many of whom hesitate to assert their ideas in the presence of a more dominant (often
male) classmate, have the opportunity to participate in the decision-making processes in
discussions of ethical issues. He urges all teachers to look closely at their own classes for
similar biases. In his paper, Thomas Hardy takes an anthropological perspective on how to help
his students develop insights into the issue of gender-related aspects of social inequality. After
presenting a rationale for teaching a content class on gender and social inequality, Hardy takes
us through the instructional phases he employs in such a course, which compares aspects of
social inequality in the United States and Japan. Using discussion, films, and team projects, he
helps his intermediate level English students see their own culture with new eyes. His paper
concludes with an assessment of the strengths and weakness of his approach.

Mark Valens’ contribution differs from the others in that it reports on a first-language
study of how males are portrayed in children’s literature. With implications for second language
educators who use literature and textbooks as class materials, Valens shows how the images of
the male characters in the children's books that he analyzed fit only partially the stereotypes we
often associate with males (as being aggressive, dominant, unemotional). He found that the
actual behavior and character traits of males were far more complex than this stereotype would
suggest, and depended greatly on the context and situation of the action in the stories. He urges
language teachers to take a second look at the books they use and to discover not only the
obvious male and female stereotypes, but also the images that may counter those stereotypes.
Amy D. Yamashiro also looks at stereotypes of males, in this case of the young adolescent
males at lower proficiency levels of English. As a result of her observations, interviews, and
questionnaires with students and teachers, she has become concerned that the negative labels
that attach to some of these students will follow them throughout their junior high and high
school English education, particularly where there is a tracking system in place, with adverse
consequences for their learning.

Jacqueline Beebe approaches the issue of gender in language education much more from
a linguistic perspective than do the previous contributors, while at the same time highlighting the
political dimensions of language use. She reviews some of the literature that analyzes sexist
language, gives a rationale for why she believes her English students benefit from learning more
about it, and describes some of the class activities she uses to enhance students’ awareness.
Yoko Tsuruta’s contribution also deals with sexist language, but from the perspective of
teachers of Japanese as a second language, where JSL teachers must decide whether and how to
teach women students to use "feminine expressions” in different levels of formality in Japanese.
Finding that her women students who are studying to become teachers of Japanese are unaware
of how they themselves use language, Tsuruta describes how she struggles to help them analyze
their own use of their native Japanese. She believes that once future language teachers observe
the ways they themselves use language in natural settings (develop a “linguistic meta-
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consciousness™), they are then in a position to decide what role “feminine expressions” will play
in their teaching. The monograph concludes with a multi-authored paper also on the topic of
feminine formal language in Japanese, and the role such language plays in the identities of two
of the authors: Yoshiko Takahashi, a native speaker of Japanese, and Hisun Rim, an advanced
nonnative speaker. Written engagingly as a “trialogue’ with colleague David Freedman over
lunch, the two women discuss their conflicting views about the political and personal
dimensions of gender-and class-related aspects of language, with Freedman playing the role of
mediator-reflector.

Taken as a whole, the papers in the monograph clearly stress the need for language
teachers and students to recognize the extent to which gender-related issues pervade our
language and lives in ways that are as political as they are pedagogical, and indeed to recognize
that the two cannot be separau;.d. We urge educators to construct an instructional atmosphere in
whatever ways they can that will help them and their students develop this awareness.
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REFLECTIONS ON A CRITICAL APPROACH
TO LANGUAGE TEACHING

Alan J. McComick
Teaching and Learning as Subjective Activity

The many attempts to create a science of pedagogy have never entirely overshadowed
teaching and learning as art. Ask ten people to describe a classroom at work and you can get
ten different descriptions. One can focus on teaching style, text or content, student interest
and motivation, student performance, learner/teacher relationships, or on the larger
educational context. Within each area, one can shift background and foreground at will.
And what is going on on the surface may conceal what is going on underneath. And
whatever is going on in the minds of those engaged, it is hardly a controlled scientific
activity.

Unfortunately, education has been savaged with regularity by those who would make
it science, who would cut and limit, regulate and mold the work of schools into manageable
pieces. With good reason (desire to eliminate waste and inefficiency) and bad (fear of chaos
and diversity) the desire for control drives ministries of education and other regulating bodies
to see the individual learner as background, and other, more controllable parts of the job
such as textbook content and allocation of time and resources as foreground. One cannot
make the horse drink, but one can control his access to water.

But education remains an engagement with chaos. Distinguished from training (the
acquisition of skills and the formation of good habits) and from indoctrination (the
absorption of ideology not reflected upon), and from schooling (the transmission of culture),
education is a reach into the unknown and a quest for positive change. And unlike the
cramming of facts and other isolating forms of knowledge acquisition, education is a reach
beyond the local, the parochial, and received truths, beyond the tribal gods and the self.

Not only lay people, but even teachers often confuse education with séhooling. Their world
is constrained by the need to evaluate and grade. Often their jobs and salary are dependent
on their success at inculcating a particular body of knowledge. Schooling is a seductive
substitute for education.

Language pedagogy is particularly susceptible to this seduction. Acknowledged as a
skill and impossible without the memorization of thousands of small pieces of information,
language proficiency is a goal which on the surface at least seems to be unrelated to the
pursuit of education. What does the acquisition of the ability to communicate with a
linguistic and cultural other have to do with the quest for positive change?

ERIC - 13




The Field of TESOL

It wasn't that long ago that the stuff of TESOL (Teachers of English to Speakers of
Other Languages), JALT (Japan Association of Language Teachers), and other language
conferences, as well as master's and other credentialing programs, focussed on linguistic
form to the exclusion of larger social, not to mention moral, issues. When the shift came in
linguistics towards pragmatics and ever larger fields of discourse, however, language
pedagogy followed suit. What thirty years ago was foreground--the shift from the written to
the spoken word, micro issues of phonetics and phonology, and behavioristically-based
teaching methods--has now become background. Foreground is the whole individual
communicating in a social context. This means the teacher, often naturally inclined to do so
anyway, now has disciplinary support to stress general education over specific content.

The implications of this shift are profound. For one thing, with teachers focussing on
students rather than on linguistic form, they are readily drawn into debates on the meaning of
higher education. Curriculum, instead of being an area best left to experts, becomes
everybody's business. The desire to inform is replaced in part by the desire to engage and
language teachers find themselves asking the same questions as teachers in other
disciplines--where are the students, and why are we doing this?

Politics are never very far from education and from time to time politics take center
stage. With the fall of communism as a focal point, cultural conservatives and social
transformationists in the United States turned their attention recently to each other and the
battle over multiculturalism was on. That battle is still raging and no one asking questions
about curriculum and the purpose of education can avoid reflecting on whether it should be
the continued transmission of the ideas of the Enlightenment or a more radical transformation
of society to bring in hitherto silenced voices.

That battle, in turn, is informed by the larger philosophical conflict between the
purveyors of the enlightenment project as a universal human accomplishment and
postmodern critique of this project as a wolf in grandma's clothing, a gift to the world which
works mostly to the benefit of the European patriarchy. Central to this debate is the
confrontation between those with the upper hand, the power structure, generally identified in
English-speaking countries as white (not colored), male (not female), heterosexual (not gay
or bisexual), among other things such as physically able. Outside of English-speaking
countries many find it curious that sex is in and class is out. Perhaps because of the legacy
of the cold war and the demonization of marxism (although marxists would argue I've got
the cause and effect reversed), class is underplayed in America. And perhaps because of the
puritan tradition of seeing morality in sexual terms, with a resultant oppression of non- .
procreative, particularly gay sexuality, sexual liberation has loomed large. In any case, these
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categories are not arbitrary, but reflect the struggle for the power to define culture in every
one of the societies of the English-speaking peoples. Anyone studying English who engages
to any degree in modern culture gets to engage with these questions. Because of the
widespread use of English and the hegemony of the English-speaking people, these debates
spill over into other traditions, and because the debates today increasingly take place with
reference to postmodernist theory, they are no longer exclusively anglophone debates
anyway.

The language teacher very quickly finds herself, in other words, out in the world at
large. To leave the world of vocabulary and syntax, notional-functional syllabuses and role

. playing exercises, in other words, is to engage in a world of ideas. A language learner who

places her own education before any particular technical accomplishments has to engage with
the larger world of conflicts, to communicate with cultural others across ideological
boundaries and to establish, along with the acquisition of "language” the voice of a
communicator with a grounded set of perspectives.

Critical Pedagogy

John Dewey has made the case that teaching never takes place in a vacuum. One
does not teach, one teaches something to someone. And what a learner learns may or may
not coincide with what a teacher thinks she is teaching. Unlike most commercial schools of
language, test driven by the need to bank facts about language, university language programs
have, at least on some level, a mandate for focussing primarily on education, and only
secondarily on any particular subject matter. Language classes remain structured by the
necessity to demonstrate increasing proficiency in foreign language ability, but since such
proficiency has been found to increase faster as language becomes the means, rather than the
object, of study, there is seldom a conflict in language classes between the pursuit of
educational goals and the teaching of language. The effective language classroom, like any
other classroom, is one in which education, as opposed to training or indoctrination, rote-
learning, or other demonstrations of obedience for its own sake, takes place.

Since Dewey, the most serious questioning of the goal of education as I have defined
it has been done by Paolo Freire and his followers. In the introduction to a volume entitled
Teaching to Transgress: Education as the Practice of Freedom, bell hooks (1994) (she writes
her name, like e.e. cummings, without caps), one of his followers in America, talks about
her experience as an undergraduate at Stanford.

...It surprised and shocked me to sit in classes where professors were not excited
about teaching, where they did not seem to have a clue that education was about the
practice of freedom. During college, the primary lesson was reinforced: we were to
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learn obedience to authority.... I was tormented by the classroom reality.... The
vast majority of our professors...often used the classroom to enact rituals of control.
®- 4

The banking system of education, in which knowledge is taken to be information that
can be stored and used at a later date, has crushed the excitement of discovery in more than a
few young minds who came to formal learning with a natural inclination toward critical
thinking. When language learning is defined solely in terms of technical proficiency, it
makes sense to argue one must learn to walk before one can run and to design curricula in
which form and procedure are foreground and students are background instead of the other
way around. If we focus on the learner, however, we become aware in a matter of days, if
not hours, of how the learner's desire to communicate can readily become not only the
motivation for language learning but the content as well. How often, instead of encouraging
this voice to talk, we tell it to parrot instead.

bell hooks’ view of teaching reflects Freire's thought that teaching is a performative
act, an opportunity for invention and spontaneity, an engagement with others who believe
change is possible, a way of pulling each other up and out of the local, the limited, the
provincial. Freire (1968) calls education the practice of freedom because it reflects a belief
that anyone can learn, that no one loses and everyone gains because the so-called teachers
share in the discovery of the so-called learners, and ultimately in the spiritual growth that
comes with leaving the limitations of imposed categories behind.

Education, says Freire, is the pursuit of critical awareness, action and reflection upon
the world in order to change it. Freire's ideal is in opposition to the so-called banking
system of education, which separates the learner from what is learned, and the teacher from
what is taught. When the goal is acquisition of facts, it becomes irrelevant to talk of moral
education. That's something to be done outside of class, in the privacy of one's room
perhaps, not in the common space. When the teacher is not whole, when she is conveniently
compartmentalized into a mind here anda body there, there is no accountability for life
practices, for roles played in the larger world. What does it matter if a man beats his wife, as
long as he "knows his stuff.” What does it matter if one is emotionally unstable if one "gets
the job done.” Writing of her disillusionment with undergraduate study at Stanford, hooks
(1994) says:

"...(Dhe only important aspect of our identity was whether or not our minds
functioned, whether we were able to do our jobs in the classroom. The self was
presumably emptied out the moment the threshold was crossed, leaving in place only
an objective mind--free of experiences and biases. There was fear that the conditions
of that self would interfere with the teaching process. (pp. 16-17)

Even novice teachers discover early on how much more readily students respond
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when one remembers their names, how much better they perform when they have
responsibility for designing their own education. When students get to see that their own
education moves or stumbles at their own command they are free to break away from a
teacher-controlled learming environment. This break represents the move from schooling for
socialization to education. Although it can happen earlier, it seems to happen in most places,
if at all, at the threshold to the university. I say if at all because old habits such as students’
dependency on teachers and teachers' desire for control are strong and well-settled by the
time a student is eighteen.

Nevertheless, the more one demonstrates the conviction that a learner has the right to
set her own agenda, the conviction that one can learn to learn, can learn to think, can learn to
recognize limitations in herself and others and move on anyway, the less one has to depend
on others to set the learning agenda and the means of evaluation and the more attractive the
learning project becomes.

With the student calling the shots, the teacher has to redefine her role. What better
role than that of educator/trouble maker? Devil's advocate when nobody else will be,
supporter of risk-takers, first among equals. The more one releases the traditional teacher
/knower role, the more one engages as an (albeit older, even sometimes unavoidably
intimidating) co-learner, the greater the stake every learner has in getting into the act. Some
will resist because the training is so thorough, the expectations so high that it is the teacher's
job to set the agenda and drive the herd. Others simply have other things to do they consider
more important. When control is not the issue, this is a risk one must take. Tying children
to the piano bench sometimes makes them technically more proficient but it doesn't motivate
the desire for positive change.

Cultural Transmission vs. Social Transformation

Such talk makes many people in the university uncomfortable. To tout education as
the means of transforming society is to invite chaos, to relinquish authority, to downplay a
teacher's knowledge and experience. And it begs the question "which way?" Isn't
education supposed to be cultural transmission? Who are you to call for social
transformation? One cannot engage in critical pedagogy without a knowledge of self, a
conviction that injustice is transitory but held in place by the faint-hearted, and an
understanding that the status quo is not in everyone's interest.

How is one to deal with the charge that support of cultural diversity is not merely a
substitute of one "dictatorship of knowing" for another? The modern university, despite its
bureaucratically inclined controllers, is still driven not by the traditionalists of the world, but
by those who would transform it. The greater the success in throwing off the power of
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others to force you in a direction not of your choosing (whether you see that power as
patriarchal hegemony or any other lockstep tyranny) the greater the responsibility to engage
in open debate over how to share the power to determining alternate directions. The
language classroom, like any other classroom, will take up into its content, the battle for the
mind of the engaged student. Thirty years ago I was told to keep religion, politics and sex
out of the language classroom. Those were the taboos of the day (there are others now) and I
instinctively realized these must be the three most interesting topics to bring into the language
classroom. A decision not to engage is to choose ignorance, and to anyone genuinely
interested in education, a choice for ignorance is not a choice.

As opposed to the approach to education taken by "great books" advocates, for
example, teaching from the perspective of critical pedagogy, means facing complaints like, "I
thought this was supposed to be an English class! Why are we talking so much about
feminism/ abortion/ street people/ racism/ political corruption, etc.?” Why indeed? Look at
the alternatives. Debates over whether smoking is good for you, whether life in the city is
better than life in the country and other stuff of ESL classrooms designed by teachers whose
only interest in the subject matter is in being able to control it, makes of the learning
experience a holding pattern, a card game in a doctor's waiting room, a trash novel in an air
terminal. It doesn't have to be the street people. You tell me what really counts. If you
suggest we discuss the food in the cafeteria, I'll tell you to keep going until you get to
something that counts with me as well. We'll find it. And in the process, in seeking a way
to tackle a common problem neither of us has yet found a solution to, in case you haven't
noticed, you're retaining vocabulary at a much faster rate than before because the words have
a reason for sticking.

There is another reason for not starting with the forms and leaving the content for
later. In the first place, a refusal to engage in issues requiring emotional involvement is as
much a teacher's lesson as an invitation-to combine talk with something worth talking about.
An invitation to education accompanied by a resolve to avoid pain or discomfort is
fundamentaily dishonest. Positive change involves the casting off of values and relations
accepted without reflection. It involves critical analysis of the self in the learning process
and a commitment to seeing how one stands in relation to others. As long as our classrooms
are comprised of both the more enlightened and the lesser enlightened, an open and engaged
classroom will have to deal with the confrontation of both kinds of views. To avoid conflict
is to avoid the challenge of change and to avoid that challenge is to subvert the potential for
education. 4
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The Issue of Gender in the Classroom

Issues of gender are a case in point. Not even if one is tempted to accept the
argument that one should "keep politics out of it," to make language teaching descriptive
rather than prescriptive (this is the way women talk; I'm not interested in how you think they
should talk), can one avoid the place gender has assumed in the study of language. Deborah
Tannen's (1994) study of male and female language has moved the question of language and
gender out of the academic world into popular consciousness. In the United States, for
example, white middle-class women tend to ask more questions, whereas men tend to
interrupt more and listen less to what women are saying than the other way around, findings
that are now part of what constitutes the knowledge of the discipline of linguistics which
informs the language classroom. Feminists and others taking a multicultural perspective see
this as justification for a revised curriculum which placés them in the center instead of on the
periphery of education. You can go along with this or resist this. But either way, you make
a political decision.

Over the past several years at Keio SFC, I have enjoyed the freedom to engage with
students at intermediate and advanced levels of English both in language classes, in volunteer
discussion groups, and in seminars, which I conduct in English, in a way which permits
open discussion and the exploration of student agendas. I provide the framework, which
suits both me and the university administration, and students provide the content, initially in
the form of response to my agenda. One of my first seminars, under the rubric of
Intercultural Communication, was called "Western Perspectives on Japan." During the
course of that semester, it became clear to me that many of our issues were ethical issues,
and I followed the next semester with an attempt to explore the concept of transcultural
ethics. Simultaneously, the pandemic of AIDS reached into our lives, and I led a seminar
entitled "Cultural Perspectives on the AIDS Crisis" which I repeated twice. Those
discussions had a profound personal impact, because I was forced to deal with some of the
sorrow I thought I was escaping by leaving San Francisco, where AIDS is on everybody's
lips, for Japan, where for a while it was almost never mentioned.

Another outcome of these discussions was the awareness that in many parts of the
world AIDS was having a devastating impact on women's lives, largely because of their
powerlessness to say no to sex, and this led to an exploration of various liberation
movements, and to the topic of feminism. My students, now seniors, were getting their first
dose of gender inequality as they went out looking for jobs. Men learned the meaning of
privilege, and women, one of whom was told she had no need to work because her father
was rich, the meaning of discrimination.

Officially, I am a professor in the Faculty of Environmental Information. When
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asked, I identify myself as a teacher of English. Both of these designations are misleading,
but they serve as well as any. Neither of them reveals what I have been doing for the last
seven years of engagement with Keio SFC students. Nor does it reveal what they have
taught me. The experience has not changed any of my fundamental identities, but it has
sharpened my awareness of them all. I am a tenured European-American male professor,
can still see and hear and run fast despite my age, and I commute between two developed
countries. Tam conscious of the privilege that comes to me from fitting into each of these
categories. I am also working class in origin, gay-identified, profeminist, and a foreigner to
most of the people with whom I come in contact and I am conscious of how my tendency to
weave myself in and out of these categories and to allow others to weave away as well
allows me to change focus. I take a multiplicity of perspectives to be essential to the
development of professional ethics in teaching.

My students, all Japanese, male and female in approximately equal numbers, all
bring another set of identifiers and the longer my contact with Japan, the less it is a place of
the cultural "other" and the more readily I perceive the diversity of these identifiers. My
students are highly directed or floating aimlessly through their university years. They are
other-oriented or self-preoccupied. They think the bombing of Hiroshima was a moral
outrage or a necessary step in ending the war. They are curious about why Danes of the
same sex can marry, why Dutch doctors can practice euthanasia, why there is violence in
American cities, bride-burning in India, female genital mutilation in Africa, and they want to
talk about it. All of these topics have arisen in groups free to set their own agenda for
content-based classes of English and English-medium seminars. All of them involve a
questioning of the way the world works and how value systems clash, including those of
men and women as a class. While gender in the language classroom is only occasionally
center stage, gender relations frequently frame a discussion of power and how it operates.

The question is not whether gender plays a role in language learning; it obviously
does because the questions of the day, the questions framing the consciousness of our
students and thus the learning environment, are fundamental existential questions. Do men
control women? How? What are the consequences? Are men and women different? How?
Does communication between the sexes (or lack of it) affect the leaming environment? Is
there anything we can or should do about it? Do men and women have different ways of
knowing? Are these differences rooted in biology or in cultural practice? Should we
minimize these differences? Take them into consideration or work as if they were not there?
Should social (educational and other) policies reflect these differences? Whose goals are met
if we go on pretending these questions do not affect the learning environment?

The question is whether those of us who are responsible for curriculum (i.e.,
anybody with a classroom) allow for democratic involvement of everyone involved.
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Whether the defenders of the status quo can keep talking instead of running for the cops
when challenged, whether those inclined to speak in well-modulated voices can learn to
listen to the less well-modulated. Whether we shy away from conflict or whether we have
the courage to bring it all in, politics and cultural bias, social class and economic domination,
the AIDS crisis, censorship and taboo, the growth of minority consciousness, Comfort
Women, the atomic bomb, and every other aspect of life that puts us in the position of
having to choose whether to limit our interaction or open ourselves up to leaming from one
another.

Afterword

The approach to teaching and learning I have urged here suggests to many, by its
setting of student and teacher on an equal footing, that students must be in possession of
native or near-native English proficiency skills. While I concede that with very low
proficiency students a teacher's "input" is inevitably more instruction than interaction, it need
not remain so for long. Two things separate the teacher as "knower" from the student as
"learner” in traditional language classes: the need to use the target only (which gives the
teacher an obviously upper hand) and the belief that one should divide acquisition of forms
from language use, that one must first learn the language (in grammar and vocabulary
classes, for example) before one can "perform” in it (as in a conversation class). A third
virus in the system, which fortunately not all teachers fall victim to, is the tendency to equate
language proficiency with intelligence, and therefore to leave the hard issues for advanced
language classes. When students understand the full impact of responsibility for their own
instruction, they can break through these barriers, as most of the world's language learners
do in real life. How often we forget that most people do not learn a second or foreign
language in schools. They never have. Because we associate sheltered learning
environmenté with children, we often carry our knower/teacher/adult personae into the
classroom inappropriately. Complex issues can be dealt with at all levels of language
proficiency; one simply has to become comfortable in the knowledge that a good
performance is no substitute for a meaningful exchange. '
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FORGING ALLIANCES:
GRASSROOTS FEMINIST LANGUAGE EDUCATION
IN THE TOKYO AREA

Cheiron McMahill and Kate Reekie
Introduction to Grassroots Feminist Language Education

When one thinks of feminist pedagogy in Japan, what inevitably springs to mind is
the growing number of Women's Studies classrooms emerging throughout the country at the
post-secondary level. Likewise, when one thinks of language education, the most accessible
image is that of the large-scale, private language schools where time is money, and the
balance sheet above all defines class content. While both of these trends are clearly visible in
mainstream media and research, there also lurks in the background an elusive movement
towards grassroots feminist language education, which has developed from within in
response to a growing awareness of the limitations of these macro structures in nurturing any
kind of true cross-cultural feminist consciousness.

In grassroots feminist language education, the participants are feminists in search of a
second language or cross-cultural partnerships in order to engage more fully in activist or
feminist work, and the goal of the classes extends beyond mere language acquisition to the
empowerment of participants. Through first-hand experience and interviews with
participants, we identify in this paper four distinct modes of grassroots feminist English-
Japanese language education that are currently operating in the Tokyo area. They are: (1)
peer tutoring and collaboration between Japanese and English-speaking feminists; (2) peer
language exchange with a facilitator at women'’s events; (3) small, informal groups organized
by Japanese or English-speaking learners using the services of a paid or volunteer feminist
instructor; and (4) small schools coordinated by a paid manager in which classes are taught
by feminists.

As members of the feminist comrhunity in Japan who have been active in grassroots
feminist language education, we are keenly aware of the lack of research done on this subject
to date. However we believe that this movement poses a critical challenge to the hegemony
of conventional educational institutions in Japan, and as such is worthy of further study. In
the absence of prior research, we start from scratch, taking the explicitly political orientation
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of participatory action research!, whereby "...participants study themselves, name the
problems that need to be researched, collect data, and analyse them, thus generating their
own knowledge, and ultimately produce plans for action based on the results of the research”
(Auerbach, 1994, pp. 694- 695).

This paper contributes to an understanding of grassroots feminist language education
through an examination of a number of scenarios being acted out in the Tokyo area,
highlighting the respective benefits and drawbacks of the four formats enumerated above.
Motivations for why we chose these over more traditional settings are then explored, and in
the process, grassroots feminist language education emerges as a means of resistance, not
only against the content, but also against the pedagogical practice of Japan's dominant
educational paradigms.

Since with this kind of self-directed learning, students play a key role in setting up
and managing the classes, they also are in a unique position to control or share control over
the whole leamning situation, in contrast to their position in mainstream educational
institutions. With this power, however, come also tensions and conflicts between the
expectations and experiences of the participants, including how to redefine and redistribute
the responsibilities of student, teacher, and administrator. A commitment to the process of
renegotiating roles and power, then, may be crucial to the success of feminist language
education.

Bronwyn Norton Peirce (1989) has argued that if a "pedagogy of possibility” truly is
on the agenda with respect to language education, it is not only self-directed learning, but
also empowerment which ought to be emphasized. The distinction which she makes
between the two is that "whereas the self-directed learner is encouraged to take greater
responsibility for success in learning, the empowered learner is encouraged to take greater
responsibility for success in life"(p. 408), where 'success' is defined as the learner's "critical
appreciation of his or her own subjectivity and relationship to the wider society” (p. 409).
Thus, a pedagogy which challenges hierarchical structures within the confines of the
classroom is necessary but insufficient to truly prepare students for the challenges which lie
outside. In the grassroots language education situations in the Tokyo area which we explore

here, such empowerment is also a potentiality.

1Whenever a citation is not given, the data and comments that form the bulk of the research
for this paper are from interviews and questionnaires conducted in October and November, 1995,
or from personal experience.
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The Crucial Mix: Locally-Defined Needs and External Pedagogical
Influences

Alternative sites of feminist language teaching, leamning, and exchange have been in
existence in the Kanto region since the early 1980s, yet what do we know of their historical
and ideological roots? While is is clear that the impetus for the development of such
innovative forms of study have been largely endogenously-defined and articulated by the
learners themselves, the role of imported pedagogical influences, specifically of critical and
feminist pedagogies, has also been great.

The liberatory philosophy of education espoused by Brazilian educator Paulo Freire
since the late 1950s has influenced the emergence of alternative, non-formal education
worldwide. His groundbreaking view that the purpose of education should be to encourage
a critical inquiry into one's social reality comes from a conviction that even the most
disempowered have the ability to actively transform the very society which marginalizes
them. Education thus becomes an exciting vehicle for self-awareness and liberation. Freire's
critique of the "banking" method of education, whereby "education... becomes an act of
depositing, in which the students are the depositories, and the teacher is the depositor (of
knowledge)" (Freire 1990, p. 58) has come to be operationalized as "popular education” or
"critical pedagogy," whereby the starting point is the concrete experience of the learners. In
contextualizing this experience within broader historical or cross-cultural frameworks, new
knowledge is then generated, leading to action for social change.

Popular education principles have since been applied to English as a Second
Language (ESL) teaching in the United States. Elsa Auerbach, for example, has advocated a
problem-posing approach in ESL classes for immigrants. She proposes that many of the
curricula and textbooks on "survival English" ignore and thus devalue the cultures and lived
experiences of immigrants, while teaching them to conform to a white, middle-class view of
how "good immigrants” behave. Instead, she suggests that teachers should elicit issues of
concern to students, bring in catalysts for critical discussion, and work with students as
facilitators to help them define real-life problems and seek solutions (1987, 1995).

Another area in which Freirean philosophy has been influential is in feminist
pedagogy, which in recent years has also been heavily influenced by postmodern and
cultural identity theorists (Weiler, 1994). As such, it challenges the universalist assumptions
found in Freire's work, particularly in the formulation of such supposedly undifferentiated
categories as "oppressor” and "oppressed” (hooks, 1994). In theory, this has meant a shift
away from envisioning students as an equally marginalized homogenous mass seeking a
common liberation strategy, and the deconstruction of terms like "woman" to recognize a
multiplicity of positionings within that construct. In the classroom, it has meant the
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introduction of methods which acknowledge those differences, while encouraging
"cooperation, shared leadership, and democratic process” (Weiler, 1994, p. 36).

While grassroots ferninist language education in Japan has been influenced by both
critical and feminist pedagogical theory, it is also important to note that the uniquely
gendered and multicultural social reality of Japan has also played a key role in its evolution.
In Japan, the learning of languages, especially English, is a multi-billion dollar business.
While it is used to establish and maintain an elite class2, with English a key subject on
entrance examinations for higher level school and work alike (Pennycook, 1995), English is
also the main language of intemational activism and human rights work, including
feminism. As women become increasingly aware of and dissatisfied with the discrepancy
between their de facto and de jure rights as afforded by the Japanese constitution, English
can be useful in helping them seek international support or inspiration. Furthermore, the
perception of activists that state and legal institutions are more sensitive to foreign pressure
("gaiatsu") than to their own makes it crucial that their voices get heard in the outside world.
At the recent Beijing Conference on Women, for example, as well as in work being done at
the level of the United Nations on the issue of the former sex slaves of the Japanese Imperial
Army, English has been an invaluable tool for Japanese feminists3.

Thus, there is clearly a need for a content-based language education program
designed specifically for Japanese feminists. For those unable to enroll in Women's Studies
programs in English, the only option may be to attend one of many private conversation
schools, where feminist issues being taken up in class largely depends on the interest of their
particular teacher. While most English teachers in such schools have no interest in dialectical
feminist interfacing, in some cases, feminists do find themselves teaching in these
institutions, and are eager to engage in meaningful feminist dialogue with the students.
However, these schools have drawbacks for both teachers and students. While individual
instructors can and do introduce feminist issues in conversation school classes, these efforts
tend to be covert and made without the approval of the school administration. Also, to keep
wages low, schools often hire inexperienced teachers and thus adopt a "teacher-proof™

2 as it is in other societal contexts as well. See Peirce (1989) for a thought-provoking
discussion on the moral dilemma of teaching English in a context where it may be reinforcing
existing social hierarchies.

3This recognition that English may be necessary, as will be discussed later on in the paper, is
not necessarily equated with a desire to emulate Western ideals of feminism, libertarianism, etc.,
and often these models are even blatantly rejected.
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curriculum, leaving little room for instructor or student input into textbook or class content.
Furthermore, many schools explicitly prohibit socializing between teachers and students,
which interferes with the feminist goals of joint action and community-building. Finally,
their exorbitant fees may be prohibitive, especially for women.

One common solution is for teachers and students to begin negotiating private classes
directly with each other. This lowers the cost to students, increases the pay to instructors,
and in the case of exchanges, eliminates the exchange of money altogether. It also allows
participants to redefine their roles in terms of learners, teachers, and managers of learning.
In this context, a number of explicitly feminist language classes and exchanges have
emerged.

Feminist Language Education in Practice

Peer Tutoring

The first type of feminist language education which we have identified is peer
tutoring, a relaxed, one-on-one venture which typically takes place in a coffeeshop or at the
home of one of the participants. Usually, one half of the alotted time is spent in English and
the other half in Japanese. In this setting more than any other, the participants take absolute
control over their learning process, in that they are able to choose compatible partners, as
well as a content and approach that match their interests, level, and personality. They can
focus on their own needs without having to negotiate with classmates, and can make
mistakes and share ideas with the most amount of privacy. Also, because it is a pure
bartering of services, and no money ever changes hands, peer tutoring is accessible to the
majority of women, for whom private language schools' tuition costs can be prohibitive.

Taking advantage of this opportunity, however, requires much discipline and
self-awareness. Because of its informality, it can be easy to cancel meetings or not to
prepare adequately. In the absence of careful monitoring, moreover, if one participant is
much more advanced in their second language than the other, a disproportionate amount of
time spent using one language may result. Although these are issues that can be worked
through with discussion and self-education, this approach presupposes that the participants
are able to at least identify their problems.

In many cases, these exchanges may break down and relationships become redefined
as friendships, although this does not necessarily imply a failure. In fact, personal
friendships are crucial to integrating the foreign feminist as a linguistic and activist resource
into Japanese feminist organizing. In the case of Cheiron McMahill's friendship with Mari
Furukawa, a former member of the feminist group "Joki,” for example, they abandoned the
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language exchanges after just a few months in 1985, but have continued to be involved in
each other's feminist-related activities.

In this light, feminist academic Barbara Summerhawk points to the need to get out of
the ESL classroom for a while and look at how feminist ideas are diffused through cultural
exchanges, in which English may or may not be the medium. While language acquisition is
often sought by a small minority of relatively privileged Japanese feminists, she underscores
the importance of linking up with the vast numbers of other grassroots groups which want
cultural exchange but can't expect their members to function in English. Thus, the study of
language may not always emerge as the most effective context in which to create transcultural
feminist bonds.

Peer Language Exchange with a Facilitator

Peer language exchange with a facilitator usually takes place in the context of
organized women's events, such as the twice-yearly Womyn's Weekends around the Kanto
region, or as a prelude to bilingual women's groups' meetings, such as those held by the
International Feminists of Japan. A bilingual facilitator is assigned to prepare a lesson plan
which is then followed by mixed English/Japanese pairs or triads. The facilitator offers
assistance, paces the students, and brings the group back together for sharing. At language
exchanges facilitated by McMahill at Womyn's Weekends in 1994 and 1995, for instance,
participants were asked to divide themselves into three levels of proficiency in their second
language, and then put into pairs or triads to work on bilingual questionnaires, role-plays,
and translation assignments. Topics included "a visit to the gynecologist," "defending
yourself," and "women's music.” As attendance in facilitated peer language exchange
cannot be ascertained from meeting to meeting or from weekend to weekend, such
exchanges are generally planned as once-only exercises.

In this setting, at least part of the control over lesson content is shifted away from the
learners and into the hands of one person. Inevitably, with this loss of responsibility often
comes somewhat lessened interest and commitment, as the ideas don't necessarily originate
from the participants' own experiences. This challenge could be overcome if the facilitator
identified issues of interest to participants at one such gathering for use at the following
event. Unfortunately, though, the facilitator may lack the motivation to do this since she is
not remunerated, and attendance is often unstable.

This form of study incorporates many of the benefits of peer tutoring, however, and
the involvement of a facilitator is often helpful as it disciplines the language partners to
follow through on their respective commitments to attend. As with peer tutoring, perhaps
this method's greatest benefit is its reciprocal nature. Thus, both women are "rewarded” for

20

27



the sense of vulnerability they may feel when in the student's chair by also having the chance

to use their area of expertise in teaching their own language4.

Small Language Study Groups

These study groups usually consist of a few students and a hired or volunteer teacher
who tackle issues of a feminist nature defined by the students as being relevant to them. In
most cases, a group chooses a representative to select a suitable teacher, and that woman
coordinates the time and content needs of the students with the schedule and resources of the
instructor.

One such study group in Tokyo is an English class initially proposed by members of
the feminist organization "Agora." While the members have changed over time, the group is
unusual in that it has continued for over fifteen years. A key reason for this group's
longevity seems to be that the learners have been well-matched in language ability. Their
high written and oral proficiency has allowed them to actively take part in selecting, reading,
and discussing authentic materials. A cohesive core group, whose responsibility it has been
to hire instructors, find meeting spaces, and admit new members, has apparently felt
comfortable sharing the responsibility for their own learning situation over an extended
period of time, while the instructor’s role has been negotiated as that of co-participant,
facilitator, and English resource. According to Summerhawk, a former instructor of the
group, the members' immediate professional and political needs for English skills have
helped set the tone of the class, with one woman later becoming a translator, and another
establishing a feminist press.

However, even stable, long-lasting groups cannot escape criticism. Even though
stability has been an important ingredient in this group's progress, Emiko Terazawa, a
participant in the class for eleven years, notes the stagnation that this brings with it: "(The
class) has become a mere salon for relatively wealthy middle-aged women... Continuity is of
course important, but groups are often apt to be rigid.”

The Women's English Class, which ran for two years beginning in 1993, provides a
more volatile sample of a small study group. While the content in this class appeared to
match the learners' needs and interests, and most shared a common background as activists,

4 It would be interesting to try to establish this kind of language exchange class between
foreign and Japanese feminists on an on-going basis, with compensation for the facilitator's efforts
being arranged by the participants and a system of prior commitment ensuring that equal numbers
of English- and Japanese-speakers attend.
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the group faced several structural problems. For one, participants leaned too heavily on the
coordinator to organize the class, a job which they had intended to rotate. As others were
reluctant to share in the duties, however, much of the burden fell on one woman, who could
then not focus effectively on her own needs as a learner. This apathy, according to Gwen
Riles, one instructor for the group, also translated into the students’ unwillingness to get
involved in either the planning of the course content or in any social action based on the
group's reflection on any given day's topic. Hwa Mi Park, the coordinator, further points to
the differing English abilities within the class as a factor which limited the participation of
lower-level students and inhibited the progress of advanced students. Finally, one last
challenge facing the class was the friction that developed among some participants, especially
threatening to group cohesion in such a small, member-directed class, according to Park.
Because long-term solutions to the above problems with the class were ultimately never
found, the class was discontinued, apparently with some regret.

Other small feminist English classes have taken place within fixed time frames and
with particular goals. One such group was named Feminist English for Beijing, in
preparation for the United Nations conference of September 1995, and organized under the
auspices of the AWRC. The participants emerged from varied backgrounds and included
university professors, lawyers, and politicians, as well as activists, working women, and
housewives. It was also a diverse group in terms of familiarity with and commitment to
feminist ideas. It is clear that in this situation, a common sense of purpose acted as the glue
holding together these diverse elements. The course was short and intensive, so they threw
themselves into it, leading instructor Debbie Lunny to comment that although she would not
expect to recreate the same kind of intense commitment or interest again, it was one of her
most positive teaching experiences.

Our final example of a small study group differs from the others in that it was
organized for the purpose of Western women studying Japanese women's literature. The
group was taught by poet, artist, and college instructor Mieko Watanabe, and comprised just
three members who were well-matched in interests and language level. While these students
deeply wished to engage in literary criticism with others in Japanese, they feared being
marginalized as "foreigners” in a formal university setting. The group thus provided them a
chance to gain confidence in their "right to speak” and develop a new bicultural identity as
feminist academicsS. The group decided, with the advice of the instructor, what reading
materials to use, and how many pages to tackle at a time. Students came with questions on

kanji, vocabulary, and grammar, and the instructor explained historical and literary

S5This is similar to the process Peirce(1995) observes in immigrant women to the United
States.

22

29



background to the works. That Watanabe was also available to act as a consultant and
collaborator for related translation projects further empowered the students by supporting
them in their academic work outside the classroom. Although this group was a cohesive and
satisfactory one, it did not continue more than a year because of key members leaving Japan.

Based on the above examples of small group language classes, then, a successful
experience appears to be contingent upon the learners having either a common history of
activism together, or a common motivating purpose for learning the language. Perhaps it is
this unity in background or purpose, too, which can foster an environment in which learners
gain the confidence needed to equitably share in the logistics and teaching of the classes, a
key attribute in classes which have succeeded over time. Despite the existence of the various
problems outlined above, both instructors and students are often highly motivated to
participate in small group lessons, and sometimes continue for years, despite the problems
and extra work involved and the lack of offical recognition (degrees or certificates) for their
efforts. The classes given as examples here are just a few that were immediately easy for us
to document out of many that have existed in the Tokyo area over the past fifteen years.

Feminist Language Schools

Small, private language schools represent yet another setting in which feminist
language learning takes place. These differ from the others in that here, feminist language
education enters the realm of commercial (albeit small-scale), managed educational ventures.
It could be argued that such a setting offers learners less potential for self-actualization, as
their control over the learning experience must necessarily be restricted. However, in
relieving learners of the logistical and pedagogical responsibilities which can so often
become burdensome in other settings, a manager may also appear as a blessing to some. In
addition, by virtue of being open to the public (including men), such a school has the
potential to disseminate feminist ideas to a larger audience, which may also have significant
benefits.

"English Conversation Terakoya for the Discussion of Environmental Issues and
Feminism" refers to seven courses which have been operating in Tokyo since 1993. Here,
manager Mikiko Ishihara is working to redefine both the role of the manager of learning and
of the non-native speaking or bilingual teacher within feminist language education.
Ishihara's classes deal with environmental issues as well as feminism, taking a "global
education” rather than a strictly feminist approach. She often steers her students into
difficult, radical feminist issues via an examination of the environment and social justice.
English study itself is a pathway to feminism for many women, according to Ishihara, who
proposes that it may be less threatening for many Japanese women to accept feminist ideas
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initially as part of a larger study of Western culture than as perspectives also applicable or
even indigenous to Japan. Furthermore, when speaking Japanese, she speculates, women
feel bound by the cultural rules inherent in the language, and so conversely speaking in
English is perceived as liberating, and conducive to critical/feminist thinking.

Ishihara is involved at all levels of her school, from management to lesson-planning
to classroom involvement. She teaches all the beginners' classes, and hires native English-
speaking feminists to teach the others. However even in these classes she is present in the
role of "lead student.” Ishihara describes Japanese students in general as passive and
cautious learners, and thus one of her key roles is that of a model for active and uninhibited
engagement in the learning process. In an effort to democratize existing power hierarchies,
she encourages students to call the teacher by their first name plus “"san" rather than by the
formal title "sensei,” and to look upon the native English speaker as a resource and co-
participant rather than an authority. Students may or may not be involved in various sorts of
political activism, including feminism, although they tend to be; the only requirement is that
they are interested. In reality, about one third of the students already define themselves as
feminists when they start the class.

Unique to this situation is the fact that Ishihara herself, as a Japanese woman and
non-native speaker of English, shares the same characteristics as most of her students.
Auerbach (1993) argues that at least in the case of teachers of ESL to immigrants to the
U.S., these qualifications are at least as valuable as being a native speaker or having
specialized training as an instructor, as language and teaching skills can be instilled through
training whereas shared cultural experience cannot. Auerbach further cites numerous studies
that have shown how when instructors share their students' native language and cultural
assumptions about learning, they can improve the effectiveness of instruction and increase
student participation. Linda White's experience teaching two short courses in 1995 for
Ishihara that were tailored to the NGO Forum of the Fourth World Conference on Women
would seem to confirm this. White found Ishihara's role as a bilingual co-instructor to be a
very positive influence, and was struck by how her presence provided a bridge between
White's own and the students’ English, as well as a model for competent use of English as a
second language.

The Koto International Japanese Language School is another small-scale enterprise,
which was opened in 1988 by Japanese feminists, and currently has twenty students enrolled
in three levels of an intensive program. Most of the students are currently from China, are
split almost equally between men and women, and receive visa sponsorship from the school.
The school does not and cannot explicitly advertize itself as a feminist language school if it is
to survive commercially. Nevertheless, coordinator Hiroko Kawabe asserts that besides the
instructors being feminists and trying to incorporate feminist issues into their classes, their
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school is different from regular private language institutions in that they also offer students
counselling on personal problems, and when appropriate, steer them in the direction of
women's support groups and hotlines. The instructors all try to avoid the use of
commercially available textbooks that use sexist language. They try also to use authentic
materials at the pre-intermediate and intermediate levels that deal with issues relevant to
women and/or Asians in Japan. Kawabe offers as an example the school's use of articles on
the problems of Asian brides in Japan.

The Potential of Feminist Language Education to Empower Learners

Whether women choose to engage in peer tutoring, language exchanges with a
facilitator, small study groups, or language schools, there appears to be a multiplicity of
perceived benefits motivating them to choose grassroots feminist language education over
more traditional methods. Together, these motivations reflect the potential of this kind of
education not only to transform the learning/teaching process itself, but also to significantly
empower women in the broader context of their lives.

One such motivation emerges from the fact that participation, with the exception of
the two schools, is limited to women. Although a minority contend that the presence of men
would be beneficial as they would contribute a different perspective, in fact the number of
men eager to join these classes is negligible. Most women respondents concur that women-
only groups were superior, as they perceived women's discourse style as distincté. In
addition to men's presence in class causing a distraction, one informant also points to her
belief that women generally feel uncomfortable discussing certain sensitive issues--especially
those dealing with the body, sex, and violence--in the presence of men. Conversely, all-
women settings allow for certain basic assumptions, right or wrong, of a common female
experiential base.

Additionally, the practical application of issues to one's own life and work as a
feminist made possible through grassroots feminist education is typically not available
through formal university or regular private language school channels. Here, content-based
language teaching, in which language becomes a medium with which to study a particular
content or context (Mohan, 1986) converges with feminist pedagogy and its emphasis on
gaining skills for political work (Weiler, 1994). Park notes that in feminist English classes,

O

6Both personal experience and studies of the frequency with which men interrupt women and

the monopolization of conversations by men, such as the observations popularized by Tannen
(1994), are cited as the bases for this belief.
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"there is no conflict between the language I want to learn and the content I want to study."
Recent examples include the feminist English classes in preparation for the 1995 UN
Conference on Women in Beijing.

Another motivation for learners to create their own feminist language classes involves
ideological and social cohesion among the participants themselves. Participants are usually
all women involved in feminist activism or discourse of some kind, with a common interest
in combining feminism and language study. In the best cases, they are friends and
comrades-in-arms with a long history, and language study is an extension of their
community together. Being surrounded by a supportive group may yield important affective
results for language acquisition. Park touches on this point in her reflection that "although
one unfortunate result of having so much in common is that disagreement and debate can be
limited, still it is very helpful for feminist women to first be able to practice articulating their
opinions in a supportive setting” before trying to use a second language in an international
and mixed-gender situation.

Finally, traditional power relations between teachers and students are largely broken
down and redefined through grassroots feminist language education, even when an
instructor is officially contracted to teach a small group. One reason for this is that feminist
pedagogy, with its roots in leaderless consciousness-raising groups and collectives, has
emphasized egalitarian relationships between students and teachers and experience and
feeling as legitimate sources of knowledge (Weiler, 1994). Feminists' concern for each
other thus often leads to closer personal ties than those which would normally be possible in
traditional student-teacher, or student-student relationships. While the examples abound,
women mention helping each other obtain everything from divorces to abortions to
counselling, as extensions of the relationships formed in language class.

It is likewise true that those in the students' role are in many cases the leaders,
achievers, and philosophers of the various feminist groups in Tokyo, and as such have much
to offer their instructors, both in terms of academic expertise and knowledge of the women's
movement in their particular cultural context. Because of this, those in the instructors' role
often agree that they are gaining as much or more than the students by teaching feminist
language classes. This may be particularly true for non-Japanese women, in their initial
status as outsiders, in terms of personal contacts and initiation into the Japanese feminist
community. Summerhawk's experiences teaching at Agora, for example, have led among
other things to her team-teaching a course on women's studies in Japanese at the university
level and authoring an EFL/women's studies textbook (Summerhawk, 1994). These
benefits can extend to Japan-born women as well--Watanabe cites the questions posed by her
foreign students about Japanese women's literature as having helped her greatly in her
teaching of comparative cultures at a Japanese university and indirectly leading to many
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translation projects done in collaboration with foreign feminists that have contributed to her
understanding of feminism as a world-wide struggle. "Overall," adds Lunny, "the
combination of what I've gotten out of both class time and my relationships with students
has absolutely altered my understanding of what feminism is, means and can mean."
Furthermore, feminist language education at the grassroots level allows for an
atmosphere in which learners can be frank with their instructors about their reasons for
engaging in language learning. For example, Japanese women often assert openly that
although they need the English language, that does not necessarily mean a wholesale
" adoption of Western culture. In one instance, Summerhawk was informed by her students at
the beginning of her work at Agora that "We have no desire to emulate the example of
Western feminist women, so please don't come at us from that perspective. We identify with
and want to work with other Asian women." Beginning the Women's English Club also had
in fact been mainly motivated by the coordinator's attendance at the World Human Rights
Convention in Vienna in June, 1993. At the convention, many activists from around the
world had grudgingly accepted that English was necessary for their international work. Park
recalls, "(We became) painfully aware of the need to use English as a weapon to express our
demands and activities to other women in the world, because of the reality of English being
used as a common language of communication on the NGO level in international settings,
whether we like it or not." A key component of feminist language education, therefore, must
be a struggle against Western cultural imperialism and a sensitivity to the wide spectrum of
responses to English as the instrument largely responsible for the spread of that hegemonic
culture.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Two main lessons can be drawn from this examination of feminist language
education. One is a lesson for those of us actually engaged in it: that such grassroots
education is most effective when both commitment levels and language needs of participants
are well-matched. Gwen Riles notes, "I am very concerned with the cycle I see in feminist
and other kinds of grassroots political organizing whereby a few people work very hard to
make things happen, people get interested and join up because of the activities and good
energy, the organizers burn out, and the group falls apart. It seems to me there must be
ways of having every participant feel ownership in the group and in the process, so that it
moves organically as opposed to moving like a string of ducklings tagging after mother
duck."

Throughout this paper, feminist language education has emerged as attractive in its
potential to empower learners, yet problematic in its imposition of extra burdens on the
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students. To create a new model takes extra effort and a willingness to make mistakes. The
participatory approach puts a heavy burden on practioners, demanding a level of critical
inquiry, creativity, and productivity that is beyond that required with a text-based or
predetermined curriculum (Auerbach, 1995, p. 29). Here are at least a few preliminary
suggestions to those starting up a feminist language class. ‘

The roles of the participants, and if and how these will be shared, rotated, recognized
and compensated, need to be identified an’d agreed to at the beginning of the class and on an
ongoing basis as the need arises. Participants should be cautious about making assumptions
based on their prior leaming experiences, especially when they are coming from different
linguistic, cultural, political and professional perspectives. The feminist language
classrooms studied in this paper alone reveal two crucial new roles for participants, including
manager and bilingual co-facilitator, in addition to the traditional roles of student and teacher.
Scheduling, securing facilities, setting requirements for attendance and homework, collection
and payment of fees, recruitment of students and instructors, determining any prerequisite
language proficiency or feminist knowledge, finding materials and making lesson plans,
negotiating class goals, topics, format and teaching approach--these are just a few of the
duties that participants can and must creatively and fairly redistribute when forming their
own classes.

The other lesson is for language educators in general. There is much interest recently
in "empowerment” and "student-centered" teaching. But power is something seized from
below, and not doled out from above. This is not to deny the usefulness of women's
studies, global education, or classes on language and gender issues within formal
educational institutions in introducing a wide spectrum of people to new ideas. However,
the potential for students to become significantly empowered, and for traditional teacher
/student power relations to be eroded from within that structure have also been called into
question. Tollefson, for example, notes the "double bind" into which students are put when
their instructor orders them to take power within an institution in which they do not have
structural equality (see Tollefson, 1991, pp. 97-101). Feminist college instructors must
also struggle with conflicts between their egalitarian ideals and their authority within the
institutionalized university system (Weiler, 1994). Working in cooperation with learners to
develop language classes on a grassroots level can, on the other hand, give instructors the
opportunity to more directly experience true student-directed learning and teaching for social
change. This is because the instructor works within structures controlled by the learners.
Implicit in this is at least a partial relinquishment of the educator’s role as an expert or
depositor of knowledge.

We hope that this paper will help those engaged in feminist language education to see
the significance of what we are doing in a larger context, learning from each other's
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successes and struggles in creating alternatives to the traditional language classroom. We
also hope that this paper will inspire more language teachers to work for social change and
the empowerment of learners through grassroots language education.
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TRANSFORMING TEACHING:
STRATEGIES FOR ENGAGING FEMALE LEARNERS

Kumiko Fujimura-Fanselow

Look at a classroom: look at the many kinds of women's faces, postures, expressions.
Listen to the women's voices. Listen to the silences, the unasked questions, the blanks.
Listen to the small, soft voices, often courageously trying to speak up, voices of women
taught early that tones of confidence, challenge, anger, or assertiveness, are strident and
unfeminine. Listen to the voices of the women and the voices of men; observe the space
men allow themselves, physically and verbally, the male assumption that people will
listen, even when the majority of the group is female. Look at the faces of the silent, and
of those who speak. Listen to a woman groping for language in which to express what is
on her mind, sensing that the terms of academic discourse are not her language, trying to
cut down her thought to the dimensions of a discourse not intended for her (for it is not
fitting that a woman speak in public); or reading her paper aloud at breakneck speed,
throwing her words away, deprecating her own work by a reflex prejudgment: I do not
deserve to take up time and space. (Rich, 1978, pp. 243-4)

Introduction

These words were spoken by poet, essayist and educator Adrienne Rich before an
audience of teachers of women in a talk given for the New Jersey College and University
Coalition on Women's Education. Rich might have just as well, though, been describing many
of the young Japanese girls and women we come into contact with in our various courses.
Some of us who have been frustrated in our efforts to get our Japanese female students to speak
up or express their opinions in class--whether it be in an English or some other course) may be
surprised by the revelation that this type of behavior is not inherent or unique to the Japanese
educational setting or to Japanese females. ‘

I want to emphasize the point that I think it is very important that teachers, particularly the
nonJapanese, not succumb to what might be termed "uniqueness-of-culture” explanations or
interpretations of "Japanese behavior," in this case, silence, diffidence, lack of assertiveness,
and so on, on the part of Japanese females. Such an explanation goes something like this:
"Japanese females act in certain ways because they are shy and reserved, and the reason they
are shy and reserved is because those are the qualities considered to be desirable in Japanese
culture and females have internalized those cultural values.” This implies that culture is a
monolithic entity that is shared and embraced by all members of a society, rather than "a terrain
of struggle" (Brock-Utne, 1995, p. 488-9) and ignores the element of power relations within
any culture.

An explanation incorporating this political/power perspective would point to the fact that
historically, in most societies, women have had unequal access to power and have, as a result,
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been silenced, and forced to defer to males, especially in the public domain. Modern
institutions of formal education, from grade school on to university, moreover, have
functioned, in part, as instruments for reinforcing and reproducing sexism, gender
stereotyping, and gender inequality in power relations through the kinds of knowledge and
skills, as well as values, norms, and expectations transmitted and inculcated both through the
formal curriculum (which often is gender-differentiated) and non-formal (or "hidden")
curriculum. A related point that is worth interjecting here, I think, is that ironically, many of us
who teach in academic institutions, but especially women who are more likely to be found in the
lower ranks in the formal hierarchies of power, security, status, and income and thus are most
vulnerable to harassment, often find ourselves silenced and placed in the position of deferring to
those (mostly males) who hold authority, in the same way that female students find themselves
silenced in the classroom. It is in this sense that I find the title of an article authored by Louise
Johnson (1987), "Is Academic Feminism an Oxymoron?" so clever and provocative!

The kinds of attitudes and behaviors female students often exhibit in the classroom, while
they may reflect certain dominant social/cultural values, norms, and expectations regarding girls
and women--which, I would emphasize, females themselves may or may not have internalized,
either in part of whole--are also a product of the socialization and educational process, that is,
the ways in which educational institutions are structured and the kinds of teaching/learning
processes they have been exposed to and come to expect in the classroom. This implies, in
turn, that hesitancy in acting or speaking, shyness, and the like, are to a large degree learned
behaviors and therefore they can be altered through modifying not only the content of
education, that is, the kinds of knowledge presented in the classroom, but also teaching styles
and practices, the structure of classroom relationships, and modes of classroom interaction.

As a feminist teacher (which is how I choose to define myself) and a teacher of women's
studies, one of my goals is to empower individual women, that is to say, enable them to acquire
the competence, knowledge, confidence, and skills required for them to critique existing
practices and institutions and to strive for personal growth unimpeded by gender-based
stereotypes and prejudices. This involves having students gain knowledge of themselves as
individual women, the history and accomplishments of women, and the origins of women's
oppression, etc. Such knowledge would, in turn, awaken a sense of responsibility and
obligation to women as a social group and lead them to take action in cooperation with other
women to develop strategies for bringing about social change and the liberation of women.
Feminist educators in the United States, Great Britain, Australia, and elsewhere, have
increasingly come to recognize that the realization of these goals necessitates not simply offering
content that is different from that of most traditional disciplines but also engaging in teaching-
learning practices based on principles such as cooperation, equality, recognition and valuation
of diversity, the fostering of critical thinking, and validation of personal experience and emotion
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as sources of knowledge and understanding--values and principles which are at odds with those
that govern academic structures--hierarchy, authority, and emphasis on control, conformity,
passivity, competition, and so-called objectivity. Itis in this sense that the ultimate goal and
function of feminist educators must be seen as none other than one of transforming educational
structures and practices, and undermining academic feminism as an oxymoron.

Referring back to the kinds of behavior described above by Rich, we need to recognize
that much of that behavior is the result of what students have learned in the process of being in
the classroom and of how they have been taught. Very often we teachers have--unwittingly
perhaps--reinforced such behavior through our teaching. Therefore, if we want our female
students to assume a different set of attitudes about themselves and to behave in ways that will
enhance their personal growth and competence, we have to adopt different attitudes about our
role and function as teachers and alter our behaviors accordingly.

Changing the Way We Teach As Well As What We Teach

As is so often the case, though, while the goal may be apparent, the means by which this
goal is to be achieved are often less so. At the beginning of each semester that I have taught my
introductory course in women's studies to Japanese female undergraduates over the last seven
years--and indeed at the beginning of every course I have taught--I have explained to the
students how this relatively new discipline called women's studies differs from most traditional
disciplines not only in terms of the content it deals with but also in terms of the process by
which this content is taught. Time and time again, I have exhorted students to take greater
responsibility for their learning and that of their classmates by speaking up, raising questions
and doubts, and expressing alternative viewpoints.. If I did not realize initially the limitations of
exhorting, prodding, and even pleading as means of getting students (or anyone else) to change
their behavior, I certainly am much more aware now.

What I have attempted to do over recent years is to focus more on structuring my classes
in such ways that active student participation and input is built into and made an integral and
necessary component of the classroom teaching and learning process. In the discussion that
follows, I would like to describe some concrete ways in which I have sought to realize that
objective, as well as other related goals, namely, diffusing power, which tends to be
concentrated in the hands of the instructor, and having learners exercise greater initiative in the
classroom, having students assume responsibility for their own learning and that of their
classmates, reducing student dependence on the teacher as a source of knowledge, and at the
same time fostering independent thinking and reliance on their own power of creative and
critical thinking and analysis--in what I have designated as three phases in the teaching
process--planning (of a course or a particular class), execution (i.e., actual day-to-day
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teaching), and assessment or evaluation of students. At the same time, I will talk about some of
the problems I have encountered in terms of reluctance and/or lack of ability on the part of
students to readily take on the role I was anticipating them to play, as well as as in terms of
monitoring my own behavior so that my words and actions would be consistent and congruent
with the goals and principles I was seeking to promote and put into practice. I will be basing
my discussion for the 