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	Criteria
Rate
Objectives or purposes
4 / 5
Perspective(s) or theoretical framework
5 / 5
Methods, techniques, or modes of inquiry
4 / 5
Data sources, evidence, objects or materials
4 / 5
Results and/or substantiated conclusions or warrants for arguments/point of view
4 / 5
Scientific or scholarly significance of the study or work
4 / 5
Submission demonstrates a commitment to integrity, justice and humanity
4 / 5

	Comments to the Author
Quite interesting and out of the box!


	

	Review #504304
Criteria
Rate
Objectives or purposes
3 / 5
Perspective(s) or theoretical framework
4 / 5
Methods, techniques, or modes of inquiry
3 / 5
Data sources, evidence, objects or materials
3 / 5
Results and/or substantiated conclusions or warrants for arguments/point of view
3 / 5
Scientific or scholarly significance of the study or work
3 / 5
Submission demonstrates a commitment to integrity, justice and humanity
3 / 5
Comments to the Author
The overall goal of this author, to challenge notions of rationality and its place in research in favor of also exploring the non-rational, spiritual, and "soulful" world, is interesting and could provide an interesting perspective and an important one. Given that, the proposal itself is a combination of excerpts that don't really hold together and its overall structure does not provide a clear view of what the author attempts to achieve - or if it does the work is not as well warranted through theory and perspective as it could be. A proposal is not an excerpt of the paper but a way for peers to review the overall ideas of the proposed paper or study. It would have been more helpful to have a proposal that more closely followed the proposal call set by AERA - as I think this paper would have scored better - and not necessarily caused the author to have to break from the narrative form he/she constructs here.



For the purpose of this narrative, I have provided excerpts from the first two sections of a three section paper, each of which further articulates the ideas presented in the abstract.

I

The culminating project in a recent doctoral seminar I took entitled “The Possibility of Pedagogy” was to engage in a group theatrical performance inspired by the course materials and activities, and the discussions that arose out of the intersection of the former, i.e. what Grumet, Anderson, and Osmond (2008) refer to as the first strand of study in curriculum theory research:  the “cultural object” (p. 137), and the latter, i.e. curriculum “as an event” or “transaction that takes place among teachers and students” (p. 138).  This paper then, starts with an investigation on how these two strands of curriculum I experienced interact with the third and final strand in their proposed methodology, which requires a self-reflexive move or “recapitulation of the researcher’s own history of experiences and associations with the object being studied” (p. 138).  In short, the three-strand method is a novel form of qualitative research that grapples with the “methodological dilemmas” (p. 136) that curriculum scholars face with “the social construction of knowledge” (p. 136). 

My research question – How does intuition and soulfulness influence my own pedagogy, and how do the seminar’s curriculum objects speak to, resonate with, and/or neglect this project? – requires special attention to the method’s third strand, primarily because the course’s cultural objects privilege the phenomenological-sensorial over the intuitive-mystical, the latter defying empirical understanding.  Thus, this research contains a double dilemma.  The first, I will recapitulate: the problem of the researcher who cannot escape her own subjectivity but must do her best to examine it; the second deals with the im/possibility of using a form of research (qualitative) that is counter-intuitive to what my inquiry asks.  In short, how does one do research on gut feelings, epiphanies, and/or spiritual crises?  Certainly, an R1 university would be hesitant to fund such a project; if anything, the university would be more inclined to investigate the researcher who wants to do such “work.”  As we can see, the dilemmas become increasingly magnified.  Nonetheless, the researcher will travel down this strange road because she cannot escape the requirement to examine what influences her own pedagogy.  

Though my investigation is rooted in the intuitive sphere of understanding, the impetus for this inquiry begins, ironically, with a phenomenological experience that occurred during the course’s post-production theatrical performance that I participated in, but a phenomena, in its frequency and familiarity, is “very little appreciated” (Freud, 2006, p. 327), “unworthy of attention” by all other “sciences” (p. 328) except psychoanalysis.  I would add that since the phenomena we are investigating here – a slip of the tongue – is an “inconspicuous event” (p. 328), to develop an inquiry based on what Freud calls “the dregs of the phenomenological world” (p. 328), one must have faith in one’s intuition.  And heeding one’s intuition – a paradoxical notion in itself as “intuitive occurrences tend to happen spontaneously and too much effort is apt to interfere with the process” (Vaughn, 1978, p. 9) – is the cornerstone that this project rests upon, namely it begins with examining my own Freudian slip…

II

… While I have no concrete evidence to prove to you what I am about to say, I was having a spiritual crisis masquerading as a psychological problem; this crisis could easily be critiqued using Marxist theory (indeed, I was experiencing workforce alienation) and/or psychoanalysis for obvious reasons.  Yet, as Moore (1992) indicates, “[i]n the modern world we tend to separate psychology from religion.  We like to think that emotional problems have to do with the family, childhood, and trauma—with personal life but not with spirituality” (p. 203).  I might add that three of the four cultural objects chosen for study in the seminar drew extensively from psychoanalysis, and the fourth text, a novel called Housekeeping (Robinson, 1980), placed great emphasis on the sensorial world (a remarkable text when thinking about and enacting qualitative-phenomenological research).  

Yet none of these texts dealt with issues concerning the soul, the “seat of the deepest emotions” (Moore, 1992, p. 203); the soul is the specter that haunts psychoanalytic thinking.  As Miller (2000) points out, “the soul’s goal is not to overcome life’s anxieties” – anxiety being a subject that psychoanalysis is preoccupied with (e.g. Britzman, 2003; 2006) – but rather “to feel existence” (Moore, 1992, in Miller, 2000, p. 21).  “To feel existence the soul does not follow a straight line, but tends to meander and feel its way…Moore warns that if we attempt to repress the soul, or ignore its longings, these deep desires can come back to haunt us or disturb us in different ways” (Miller, 2000, p. 21).  Of particular interest here is that Miller (2000) describes the soul’s path as wandering or “meandering” – an anti-instrumental mode of expression that we, as a class, experimented with in our performance activities – and when it is suffocated, it surfaces unexpectedly.  I am certain (again, I have no “evidence”) that after studying Ellsworth (2005) and Robinson (1980) my soul, which has been under-expressed while entrenched in the cerebral world of doctoral work, has now awoken for two reasons, each of which requires further explanation of what it is about these texts that triggered such a response.  

What might be called an intellectual exercise in educational (and media and architecture) theorizing, Ellsworth (2005) contends that “pedagogy involves us in experiences of the corporeality of the body’s time and space” (p. 4) yet when “this dimension of the reality of teaching and learning” is “overlook[ed]” (p. 35),  we become “impoverish[ed]” (p. 35).  For Ellsworth (2005), paying heed to “bodily sensations and movements” (p. 22) or “sensation construction” (p. 42) is crucial to “what may potentially be understood” (p. 22).  What is remarkably missing in this “visible,” corporeal “pedagogy” (p. 23) in which “mind-body connections” (p. 22) are privileged are ways of knowing beyond the mind and beyond the body.  It is evident that knowing intuitively and/or soulfully rather than sensorially is not Ellsworth’s project; nonetheless, because these unempirical, im/possible ways of knowing are disregarded, even “repressed” (Miller, 2000), my soul, ironically, became stirred while reading Ellsworth’s book as if it were beseeching the scholarly field of education to turn toward a deeper, more heartfelt positionality that nourishes the human spirit and “the sacred in everyday life” (Miller, 2000, p. 8).   

While Ellsworth’s (2005) pedagogy argues for an “indeterminate and interminable labor of response” (p. 112) against “the grid of ‘fixed points’” (p. 164) that much of curriculum and instruction is built upon, Robinson’s (1980) fiction-as-pedagogy is more explicitly oriented toward transience and “meander[ing]” to echo Miller’s (2000) term which he uses to describe the path of the soul – e.g. Lucille accuses Sylvie: “She always does that.  She just wanders away” (Robinson, 1980, p. 107) – and the life of drifters or those who un/exist in the shadows of mainstream society.  As such, it is a story that haunts the reader not only in the overt ways Robinson intends such as when Ruthie feels like a ghost, wondering “whether she [Sylvie], too, felt ghostly, as I imagined she must” (p. 106), but also the story takes on a more profound layer of ghostliness because of the artistic rendering of Sylvie and Ruthie who are so faint that their inner worlds, their souls, have almost slipped away…

… In all fairness to the professor’s reading choices, there are very few books on pedagogy that deal with the subject of intuition and soulfulness at all, and examining the soul (a bizarre notion in itself) was certainly not the intent of the course; yet it does relate to my inquiry.  As such, I did do a bit of poking around on the subject in relation to classroom pedagogy, and while this is not a particularly influential field, there are small morsels of conceptual and qualitative research on the subject written in the last few years.  Indeed, I suspect that this subject will gain increasing momentum in the 21st century for two intertwined reasons.  Firstly, the modes of theoretical inquiry in the social sciences – e.g. positivism, critical theory, post-structuralism, and post-colonialism, to name a few – and the dominant methodological paradigms – quantitative and qualitative research – place emphasis on material experience and data, leaving an “empty space…that begs to be filled” (Milojevic, 2005, p. 1) at a moment in time that is dominated by technological sound bites and neoliberal hegemony.  Secondly, drawing from Terry Eagleton (2009), “love is the most precious of all values” (p. 31) but “has been almost wholly reduced to the erotic, romantic, or domestic” (p. 32) in our (post)Enlightenment world which privileges worldly immanence (where the phenomenological primarily rests) over spiritual transcendence.

While I am not proposing that the worldly ought to be subordinate to the metaphysical – indeed, I have been in my own personal love affair with the writings of Hannah Arendt for many years now, a political theorists who tells us that “care for the world takes precedence” over “care for your self” (Arendt, 1989, p. 50) – I am questioning rather why “care for the soul” (Moore, 1992) – “in contrast to religion” with its “preachers posing as prophets” (Pinar, 2009, p. 5) and, at this historical moment, the explosive politics surrounding jihad warfare – has been met with silence in scholarship for so long.  Often articulated in “Higher Education” (a phrase that really should be revisited) as scientific skepticism toward anti-scientific fundamentalism, this exclusion, on closer examination, has more to do with our inadequacy to make rational sense of something simply beyond the scope of our human capacities; it is an anxiety about the limits of what the Self can know, not about (medieval) backwardness as the modern world would have us believe.  In addition, because the work which takes place in research institutions is almost exclusively evidence-based, it disavows the researcher (who is required to use a prescribed methodology to legitimize her work) full-fledged freedom to confront the unconfrontable, to travel without a compass through murky, boundless territory and to have faith that the territory-curriculum will do the guiding.  

There is something greater than “the stature of man” despite his “conquest of space” (p. 260) as Arendt (2006) herself points out in describing the false dichotomy between how the scientist and layman-humanist understand the world:  

This division between the scientist and the layman, however, is far from the truth…the scientist has not only left behind the layman with his limited understanding; he has left behind a part of himself and his own power of understanding, which is still human understanding, when he goes to work in the laboratory and begins to communicate in mathematical language. (p. 263)  

Nonetheless, Arendt’s preoccupation here is with what the human mind is capable of understanding commonsensically.  It is my argument that common sense, “of sense perception” (Arendt, 2006, p. 263), can only get one so far.  The modern world and its modern thinkers seems to rule out other ways of knowing, which in my mind, doesn’t seem a particularly sensible thing to do.  To be clear, I am not suggesting that we turn away from rational inquiry altogether; this would be an absurd proposition for many reasons, most importantly, it is needed to survive in an age that is structured for this way of thinking, whether in order to balance a checking account or fly a NASA spaceship.  My point, rather, is that rational inquiry provides rational results, and the world is not always a rational place.  Why not embrace being in the belly of the whale?  


To summarize some of the remaining ideas in this paper, I turn to Tobias Wolff’s (1981/1997) professor-protagonist, Mary, who has an epiphany, a moment of insight that cannot be researched in the traditional sense of the term because of its in/comprehensibility, yet, nonetheless, is quite real.  I draw connections between Mary’s transformation and my own personal revelations that defy rational explanation, arguing that following prescribed methodologies problematizes intuitive ways of understanding.
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