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A QUESTION OF COLLABORATION? CENTREING 
PRIVILEDGE IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH RELATIONSHIPS 

James Berrigan 
 

You already know how to talk with men. You already 
have conversations and engage in 'educational forums' 
with the men in your life. When you sit around after the 
ballgame discussing highlights and espousing your views 
about who made the best plays and why, that's education. 
When you sit around the dinner table talking about the 
candidates running for this or that office; when you take a 
walk to resolve the conflict you're having with a friend—
all of these are educational forums. You don't need any 
special skills to talk to men about sexual violence. (Funk, 
1993, p. 118) 
This paper is a glimpse of a larger study, which centres on 

young male peer educators who do anti-violence against women 
work in Metropolitan Action Committee on Violence Against 
Women and Children [METRAC], a Toronto-based notfor profit 
agency. Within this study, I focus on how these young men 
conceptualize their identities and work in relation to privilege, 
power, and oppression. The focus of the research is the male 
participants and their work as peer educators and how their work 
impacts their political identities and vice versa. Through an anti-
oppressive pedagogical theoretical framework, and a feminist 
critical discourse analysis, I examine the ways privilege, power, 
and identity play upon each other in peer education. This paper is 
the reflection upon the methodological challenges and issues in 
seemingly collaborative research and poses integral questions in 
such work with young men. 

In building the foundation of this reflection, I ask these 
questions: How do we understand our privileges and negotiate 
them while working in/with/on marginalized communities/ 
people/students? How do we shift away from an additive model of 
oppression that negates the subjectivities of those researched and 
the researchers? Where do resistance and agency lie for all 
involved and how do we deconstruct the researcher/researched 
model that prevents collaborative work being done? I first 
introduce the methodology that structured this study, followed by 
a critique of this methodology, challenging notions of 
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collaboration and cooperation. I build upon this through theorizing 
relations of power to understand the complex interactions of the 
young men and me, as researcher, in the context of the interview. 
I then make these theories concrete by tracing the microrelations 
of power that occurred within the interviews I conducted in this 
research where the research participants colluded, collaborated, 
and resisted in the knowledge production of the study. 

CRITICAL ETHNOGRAPHY: Is IT AS CRITICAL AS THINK? 
My choice of methodology, critical ethnography, appeals 

to examining many taken-for-granted aspects of subjects, 
information, and relations of power that I feel are central to 
exploring the questions of political identity and privilege, and 
power and oppression in young men facilitating anti-violence 
against women workshops. Yet I have a growing concern that 
educational research has returned to reinscribing dominant 
exploitative relationships and naming them as new critical 
discourses of embedded cooperation and collaboration. What 
Lather (1986) offers us in the way of face validity is no longer 
acceptable: merely returning to the researched to confirm the 
theories drawn from them is insufficient. In other words, the 
process in this study of interviewing the young men twice to 
confirm their thoughts, ideas, and questions is inadequate. There 
is a demand that critical research must both acknowledge and 
structure itself to recognize the places of privilege that researchers 
often come from. In this way our goals for research involve an 
attempt for a more equitable, perhaps transparent, always 
acknowledged relationship with the researched and, in so doing, 
we will have better research and findings. I use the term "the 
researched" quite deliberatively, instead of research participant, 
research partner, interviewee etc. to remind myself, as a 
researcher, the space these subjects speak from and not to erase 
relations of power. 

I structure this paper about research with questions that 
situate within the current work asking these two interlocking 
questions: What kind of political identity work is done when 
young men peer educators facilitate anti-violence against women 
workshops and what understandings of privilege and oppression 
do they have that informs this political identity work? These are 
integral questions because of the positioning that peer education 
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and anti-violence against women work and literature provides for 
young men. As such scholars as Funk (1993) argue, there is an 
assumption of affinity to one's peers that allows them to take your 
thoughts seriously surrounding often sensitive topics, likening it 
to discussions of football. At the same time, those such as 
Rutherford (1998) afford peer education a transformative role in 
the process of learning that can significantly shape and change 
young people's minds about seemingly controversial issues such 
as violence. This study is a serious attempt for "a reflexive 
mechanism for understanding how we are all involved in the dirty 
processes of racializing and gendering others, limiting who they 
are and who they can become" as well as to find strategies to 
confront these processes in order to cause social change (Hurtado, 
1996, p. 124). In other words, this study is an attempt to 
deconstruct our own edifices found in our research of 
"collaboration" and "cooperation" such that in their component 
parts they can be juxtaposed to the theory we purport. 

QUESTIONING OUR QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
I question the level of critical engagement in my research 

as it became evident that there were moments within the 
interviews with the young men when our actions reflected an 
ongoing question of relations of power between the young men 
and me-creating, deconstructing, and challenging knowledge. 
Throughout my methodological framework, I refer to the 
importance of recognizing relations of power from the most 
significant to the most mundane in constructing the kinds of 
conversations that occur within the interviews I conducted. Thus, 
it seems appropriate that the interview itself is not neglected. 

My approach to this work flows from my political 
position that centres anti-oppressive pedagogical praxis as 
fundamental to research and attempts to use a qualitative, critical 
ethnographic approach. Quantz (1992) offers three essential 
characteristics of critical ethnography. Emphasize the need to 
recognize that the researcher imposes values in the research and 
that this needs to be linked to one's interest in the researcher. The 
second characteristic is that the research is argued to be 
emancipatory in nature, demanding researchers position 
themselves in their work, enabling them to do such work. There is 
a need to challenge what emancipatory work involves, particularly 
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from the perspective of the researcher. Finally, the third 
characteristic of critical ethnographic studies is that those who do 
such work promote transformation of oppressive realities (p. 471, 
p. 473). 

These characteristics of critical ethnography lead me to 
the multiple readings of critical ethnography. As Simon and Dippo 
(1986) note: 

The work of critical ethnography requires a problematic 
that is intended to reveal social practices as produced and 
regulated forms of action and meaning. By problem atic 
we mean a particular structure of concepts that make it 
possible to pose some kinds of questions while simul 
taneously suppressing the possibility of posing others. As 
such it defines the field of the visible as well as the 
boundary of the invisible, revealing the foundation on 
which relations and events are judged as important or 
unimportant... [Thus] the pedagogical/political project of 
critical ethnographic work requires efforts to foster the 
critique and transformation of unjust and disabling forms 
of moral regulation and material distribution. (pp. 197-
198). 
The work, then, centres relations of power that attempt to 

make all fall within the field of intelligibility if not at least possible 
to consider all in such a place. Throughout this process of 
interviewing the young men about their work and how it connects 
to their political identity, understanding, and praxis of 
antioppression education, my own denotations of emancipatory 
work, democratic practices, and anti-oppression became mired as 
my goals, as researcher, diverged from theirs as researched. 

Returning to the importance of relations of power, I 
require what Collins (1990) and Razack (1998) call an "analysis 
of interlocking systems of oppressions." This analysis refuses the 
past additive model of analysis that made the oppression 
experienced by non-white women worse than white women yet 
better than white disabled working-class women. The additive 
analysis always starts from the universal subject such that 
dominant realities (whiteness, masculinity, heterosexuality, able-
bodied, middle-class, living in the north reality and so forth) are 
never significantly challenged or addressed. The additive model 
fails to recognize that all subjects are gendered, raced, classed and 
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so forth. As Adu-Poku (2001) argues, "Gender intersects with 
racial, ethnic, sexual and regional modalities of discursive 
constituted identities. As a result, it becomes impossible to 
separate out gender' from the practical and cultural intersections 
on which it is invariably produced and maintained" (p. 157). 

I relate the constitution of these young men as subjects to 
a succinct yet commanding quotation that Goldberg (1993) offers, 
"Race is irrelevant but all is race" (p. 6). Theorizing relations of 
power must be imbricated by all the systems of oppression. 
Neither identities of race nor gender nor class and so forth can be 
removed from this encounter nor can how these identities are 
performed. In Razack's text Looking "lite People in The Eye: 
Gender, Race, and Culture in Courtrooms and Classrooms (1998), 
she reminds us it is only an analysis of interlocking systems of 
oppression that allows for systems of domination to web in the 
encounter of young men doing anti-violence against women work 
and for us to have a substantial understanding of the workings of 
power. 

Collins' (1990) and Razack's (1998) analyses are 
embedded in what Kevin Kumashiro (2002) describes as 
antioppressive pedagogy: challenging of oppressive practices in 
education such that nothing is taken for granted as understood and 
all is reevaluated for possible oppressive practices and omissions. 
I draw heavily on Kumashiro's work and on Foucault's texts on 
power to construct an understanding of interlocking systems of 
oppression. Building on these works of Collins and Razack, 
Britzman (1998) provides a useful question that I view as 
important here: "What makes normalcy [in this case, allowing men 
into all spaces] so thinkable in education? How might pedagogy 
think the unthought of normalcy" (p. 81)? As noted above, the 
normalcy here is not merely masculinity in all spaces and violence 
against women but all systemic identities and oppressions. To 
situate masculinity and men within these systems of oppression is 
to recognize normalcy in its many forms. As Haywood (1996) puts 
forward, masculinity exists in multiple ways: Masculinities do not 
have a one-dimensional identity, rather they embody 

multiple dimensions. For example, there are 
whiteworking class gay masculinities alongside Asian 
middleclass heterosexualities. An important development 
in the theorization of masculinities and schooling is to see 
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that these social locations create the conditions for 
relations of power. There are different masculinities with 
different access to power, practices of power and 
differential effects of power. (p. 51) 

What remains central in this analysis of interlocking systems of 
oppression is to return the gaze from the Other to the dominant, 
naming the dominant, the privileged, and challenging the 
dominant to explain itself. 

The core issue is not solely acknowledging difference and 
perhaps placing people in a tokenist manner into positions such 
that spaces reflect the "diversity" of a given city, province or state. 
Such an approach "bypasses power as well as history to suggest a 
harmonious empty pluralism" (Mohanty, 1989/1990, p. 188). 
When Kumashiro (2001) envisions "difference" he notes that it 
always exceeds the singular category that, for example, human 
rights discourses use. It is difficult to engage in such 
understandings of identities "only in their separate(d) 
incarnations, which only denies the already-intersectedness of 
identities but more importantly masks the already-privileged 
status of certain identities" (p. 5). At the same time, the danger of 
a far more complex understanding of how our identities are 
interwoven and not able to be discerned from another is that we, 
as researchers, may suggest that our other identities place us in a 
more or equally vulnerable position than our researched. Such a 
position allows for seemingly equal collaboration and 
cooperation. Doing so places us in a precarious place; we need to 
be conscious that men, for example, should not complicate their 
social identities merely for what Fellows and Razack (1998) refer 
to as the race to innocence. By this Fellows and Razack (1998) 
argue that, within feminist thinking, there has been a significant 
investment by many privileged women in asserting particular 
marginalized realities and identities so that these same women can 
argue that they are not in a position of privilege and therefore are 
not oppressive or linked to other women's oppression in any way 
(p. 335). This race allows us to remove ourselves at difficult 
moments when we need to be more vigilant in tracing relations of 
power. 
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AN ANTI-OPPRESSION EDUCATIONAL APPROACH 
Kumashiro theorizes from his work with young queer 

people of colour, and while Kumashiro uses queers of colour, a 
group that he takes membership in, to theorize anti-oppressive 
education he argues that he realizes the limits of such theorizing. 
"To say who we are and what we are focusing on is simultaneously 
to say who we are not and what we are not focusing on" 
(Kumashiro, 2001, p. 5). Likely it is in this realization that 
Kumashiro asserts anti-oppressive education must "work against 
commonsense views [within the space] of what it means to teach... 
Anti-oppressive education involves constantly reexamining and 
troubling the forms of repetition that play out in one's practice and 
that hinder attempts to challenge oppressions" (Kumashiro, 2001, 
p. 9). He believes that what occurs in most classrooms is repetition 
of oppressive acts rather than troubling of them and this is a 
significant barrier to anti-oppressive education and more equitable 
schooling. While Kumashiro (2001) does not explicitly state this, 
I draw from the above comment that he views repetition as central 
to oppression. Kumashiro's (2001) goal is for students and 
teachers similarly to overcome the desire inherent in "the 
comforting repetition of normative knowledges, identities and 
experiences." His goal is for us to desire the uncomfortable, to 
desire the crisis in our understandings of others' and our 
experiences (p. 8). 

Just as he asserts that his educational practices are 
antioppressive, Kumashiro also appreciates that "every 
educational practice makes possible some anti-oppressive changes 
while closing off others" (Kumashiro, 2002, p. 9). The primary 
implication I pull from this is the importance of asking what 
antioppressive acts or pedagogy are not possible and which ones 
are possible in anti-violence against women workshops that young 
men facilitate. There are those, such as Schutz (2004), that argue 
even distinguishing between various acts of control "may mislead 
because it creates an (always somewhat) artificial separation that 
strips away key aspects of the complex interactions taking place 
in a specific situation." As such it furthers acts of oppression (p. 
21). Thus, anti-oppressive pedagogical theorizing leaves the 
possibilities open to realize that various acts of oppression, of 
control, may be reinforced while anti-oppressive pedagogy 
occurs. 
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Kumashiro (2002) states, "Anti-oppressive education is 
premised on the notion that many traditional and commonsense 
ways of engaging in 'education' actually contribute to oppression 
in schools and society" (p. 2). Kumashiro attributes this to the 
contradictions that are inherent in anti-oppressive work and 
therefore educationally related to it, and I see a direct albeit 
unexplored connection to Foucault's work. Kumashiro constructs 
power relations as complex, arguably web-like, and definitely 
uncertain and changing. This notion and his underlying 
understanding of anti-oppressive education, draws on and crafts 
"links between feminist, critical, multicultural, queer, 
postcolonial, and other movements toward social justice... Anti-
oppressive education constantly problematizes its own 
perspectives and practices by seeking new insights, recognizing 
that any approach to education—even its own—can make certain 
changes possible but others impossible" (Kumashiro, 2004). As 
Foucault and scholars that work with his texts do, I understand 
power as "the polymorphous techniques of relations of power" 
(Foucault, 1990, p. Il). While this complex phrase requires much 
explication, it expresses much of what I feel in Kumashiro's 
theorizing; it is the multiple forms in which relations of power are 
manifested. 

RELATING FOUCAULT'S WORK ON RELATIONS OF POWER 
When Foucault discusses power, "he scarcely uses the 

term power," and if he does, "it is simply as shorthand for the 
expression [he] generally uses: relations of power" (Foucault, 
1997, p. 291). He also views any attempt to construct a theory of 
power as an obligation to view power as an emerging theory. This 
is due to the contingencies that both he and scholars that engage 
in his work suggest: all relations are in constant reform and 
therefore relations of power are as well. The only problem, then, 
"is to provide oneself with a grid of analysis which makes possible 
an analytic of relations of power" (Foucault, 1980, p. 199). 
Robinson (2001) describes this phenomenon: 

Techniques [of power] enter into relations with other 
techniques in which they condition and are conditioned by each 
other, a whole set of diverse processes that act upon each other 
and the effects of these processual relations entail continuous 
modification, adjustment and variation of the apparatus [of power] 
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itself. (p. 149) This all seems quite evident in Kumashiro's work; 
however, the purpose of Foucault's refusal to provide a total theory 
of power embeds itself in his belief that such a theory would be 
"ignorant of oppressions at the microlevel" (Foucault, 1980, p. 
118). Thus, what this project becomes is a particularity in which 
to map, at the microlevel, relations of power. 

An important position to take when merging Kumashiro 
and Foucault's work is to view relations of power as productive 
(Butin, 2001, p. 158). Here "productive" takes no position in the 
morally right/wrong dichotomy but rather points out that much is 
accomplished within these relations of power. Through relations 
of power, subjects produce constantly and consistently. By this I 
mean even in the "simplest" of hierarchies, a subject will produce 
knowledge/materials and so forth because another subject has 
instructed them to do so. Foucault (1977) explicitly states that to 
grasp his understandings of relations of power "the first step in 
doing so is ceasing once and for all to describe power in negative 
terms" (p. 194). Also, "one impoverishes the question of [relations 
of] power" solely locating such relations within the state whether 
that be in legislation, the executive, the judiciary or other 
institutional body of it (Foucault, 1980, p. 158). 

Inherent with this concept of power relations, there exist 
substantial questions of contradiction by Foucault himself as he 
focuses on the negative and oppressive aspects of power in The 
History of Sexuality, Discipline and Punishment: Birth of a Prison 
(1977) as well as Madness and Civilization (1988). This is also the 
case for Kumashiro who names the negativity of power within his 
focus: anti-oppressive pedagogy. However, Foucault suggests that 
in fact it is our own preoccupation with oppression that views his 
work in such a way. Within History of Sexuality (1980), he states, 
"where there is power, there is resistance and yet, or rather 
consequently, this resistance is never in a position of exteriority in 
relation to power. . . ] One is always inside power; there is no 
escaping it" (p. 95). When Foucault states that we cannot escape 
power, it triggers an immediate response of dread yet upon further 
reflection, if one shifts to conceptualize relations of power as 
solely positive and productive, for example, the archetypal image 
of one person caring for another when that person is in need, the 
possibilities for these relations become endless. 
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Bevir (1999) considers the oppressive relations of power 
yet states: 

If we understand the ubiquity of power as an expression 
of the fact that the subject always exists in a social con 
text that influences his agency, then we must allow that 
any regime of power will provide him with resources for 
challenging social norms as well as pressures to follow 
them. (p. 71) 
When stated as such, again the possibilities seem infinite 

only in relation to the limits provided by the relations that govern 
the subject. The finite nature of these relations, then, is only found 
in the specificities of the project, in this case a critical 
ethnographic study of young men's involvement in anti-violence 
against women work and I hope, as Dimitriadis and McCarthy 
(2003), to build on the emerging area of radical educational 
research paradigms. By this I mean to build upon the work that 
others have done that critiques the commonsensical approaches to 
education within research such as challenging the transformative 
approach of peer education. 

AGENCY, RESISTANCE, KNOWLEDGE AND RELATIONS OF POWER 
IN THIS RESEARCH 

This moment where researcher and researched come 
together in this seemingly collaborative project at the juncture of 
agency, resistance, and knowledge production is the key place in 
the workings of micro-relations of power. The need to be 
intelligible and legitimate remains salient here for both researched 
and researcher. In asking where agency and resistance lie in our 
research, I return to a circumstance within research into 
masculinity that seems quite appropriate: I wish to again consider, 
for example, Mac an Ghaill's (1994) work with young men's 
masculinities in which he argues that to be legitimate you must 
have a very particular believability that can be read. He uses the 
way he projects himself to the young men when they begin a 
discussion of young women in a particularly misogynistic way. He 
further complicates our positioning by noting that for him to 
remain legitimate he had to accept this discussion as acceptable in 
order to continue the interview. What this leaves us with is a 
reminder that identity, bodies, space, time, and other constructs 
converge in relations of power at both the macro-interactions that 
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structure formal schooling within this project as well as the 
microinteractions in asking the most seemingly simple question of 
"Who do you hang out with?" or in my research, "Why did you 
decide to use that particular experience in that case?" 

Returning to my earlier remarks on our central role as 
researcher, Mac an Ghaill is the writing researcher here. He is able 
to make these young men visible in multiple ways and in ways that 
support his arguments but in this particular instance there is a level 
of anxiety within his writing. This is due to the dilemma of 
performing a particular masculinity with which he is well 
acquainted but politically uncomfortable. Thus let us mull over his 
possible actions: he could reinscribe exactly what the young men 
are saying. He could merely nod his head or ask another question 
hoping their language would pass or he could name the misogyny 
to the young men and risk his research and relationships with these 
young men. Nonetheless the agency of participants in research and 
their ability to resist the researcher are core in tracing the micro-
relations of power that play out in my asking my participants about 
their privilege and their practices related to it. 

MICRO-RELATIONS OF POWER IN THE INTERVIEW 
While the position of researcher has me asking the 

questions, I cannot be guaranteed that the answers that I receive 
will be the ones for which I am searching or planning. Here I do 
not generally mean comments such as "Oh, I hadn't thought of it 
that way," or "I'm not sure," though these answers may in fact be 
resistance, but the answers that resist the question itself. Whether 
these answers are explicitly challenging the position you begin 
from such as "No, that's not right!" or perhaps more implicitly 
resisting through other methods, these discursive changes are 
significant. These kinds of shifts mark the ability of the researched 
to make themselves present and possibly shift the position of the 
researcher as we observe in the case of Mac an Ghaill. I wonder 
where the spaces are for such challenges in research methodology. 
Let us consider a comment from Thomas, one of the participants 
in my research: 

J: You talked about this earlier fairly explicitly but are 
there any other identities that you wouldn't necessarily put 
out during the workshop, for various reasons? 
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T: Do you mean class? Around class? Yeah...l think 
there's.. .it was another obstacle to connecting because, 
especially in group homes and some community centres.. 
.there was a disconnect between my experiences and the 
experiences of the participants in the workshops. I think it 
was another obstacle I think in terms of my sexuality and 
the sort of environment that I grew up in offered me 
access to opportunities and resources that weren't 
necessarily shared by the participants. It's something that 
I still don't know how to talk about.. .1 don't I was ever 
really.. .it was one of those things that.. .wasn't 
acknowledged or talked about in METRAC nor in 
TEACH I think. I do think there was a kind of rhetoric 
around anti-oppression and it was a broad approach to 
everything but socio-economic class wasn't really... we 
were never given tools to deal with that I think. Because 
you're right, you're talking about university educated 
students doing peer education. ..a lot of the participants 
wouldn't have access to a school like U of T or. ..it wasn't 
really discussed. (28 March, 2006) 

This substantial quotation offers us the specificities of the 
microrelations I mention. We could comment on how the act of 
naming this participant's class privilege was limited to the mere 
naming and that his analysis could not go beyond this or we could 
also look at how I, as the researcher, connect to Thomas along 
these lines in an inability to trace out class privilege in the 
particularities that it involves. 

COLLUDING WITH THE RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
Thomas and I collaborate through our middle-class 

culture in order to understand how to explain class, yet I am also 
resisting as well in my ability as researcher not to be required to 
engage in the same questions I ask. So too does Thomas refuse to 
name the bodies that he calls participants and I am quite willing to 
allow this as the bodies are non-white and that immediately 
implicates my body in the discussion. In multiple ways, this short 
interaction is an exegetical example of the overarching project 
whereby in the same sentence both researcher and researched 
cross paths in their collaboration, complicity and also resistance 
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in subtle ways that do not necessarily require explicit words and 
are as much about omissions as they are about actions. 

RACING TO BE INNOCENT FROM BEING IMPLICATED 
I also recognize that at that particular moment there was a 

race to innocence on both our parts. As Fellows and Razack (1998) 
suggest in their work with women and oppression, both Thomas 
and I both identify under a marginalized identity of queer and 
therefore argue we are not complicit in any forms of oppression 
because we are the marginalized. While I do not purport either of 
us made such explicit comments, rather that our underlying 
arguments suggest such a position. Neither Thomas nor myself 
were deluded in thinking that our middle-class lived experience 
and university education did not position us differently, yet for 
Thomas there was not only a disconnect between METRAC's 
training and practice but also his own education and ability to 
practice. 

Simultaneously, I was quite cognizant of Thomas' failure 
to name the kind of participants that he was discussing. It is quite 
difficult not to be constantly aware of how groups of people are 
racialized. At the same time, communities such as the one Thomas 
grew up in are well known to many as de-facto segregated 
communities. I recognize that his lack of naming the participants 
as non-white, as many of them were, became my way of separating 
myself from his race to innocence and allows me to critique his 
failure to communicate his class privilege. In critiquing both of us 
about our possible colluding in racing to be innocent from being 
complicit in the oppression of others, there must also be solutions. 
Thomas' inability to go beyond naming suggests his next action is 
unclear to him. He is unable, at this moment, to access his 
privilege, that is, to work in ways that challenge oppression such 
as using his experiences in a predominantly white community, that 
is not under surveillance, except for outsiders to link the violence 
women experience where they are surveilled by men, other 
women, and through more systemic practices. Also, his level of 
discomfort about being queer in the workshop prevents him from 
accessing another source of violence that is rarely discussed 
seriously and that is symbolic violence. How are people 
marginalized in multiple ways, coerced into situations that place 
them at risk to experience violence? This is a useful connection 
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between violence LGBTQ people experience and the violence 
women experience because central to both is the concentration of 
control and coercive practices that circumscribes their lives. 

BALANCING ANTI-OPPRESSION EDUCATOR AND RESEARCHER 
The possibilities that I suggest for Thomas to use to allow 

him to embed his socio-economic class privilege into workshops 
are afterthoughts not because I was not aware of them at the time 
of the interview but because my role at the time seemed to be one 
of collecting information, rather than educator. As I comment on 
Mac an Ghaill's (1994) work, that there is a relationship that you 
must build with participants, particularly in my case where I was 
working with a very small group of young men and required 
multiple interviews to research the political identity and 
understanding of young men who facilitate anti-violence against 
women workshops. I state this not to suggest that my primary goal 
at that moment where we discuss class is to collect data but that 
the sense of a researcher that I continue to have and need to 
challenge is one that does not interfere or disrupt the researched. I 
contrast this role to my role as secondary school teacher where I 
would interrogate why it was such a difficult task for Thomas to 
articulate identities he felt comfortable discussing with me but not 
perhaps with members of the audience of his workshops. 

RESISTING THE RESEARCHER: THAT'S NOT A COMMON... 
I juxtapose my interactions with Thomas with one with 

Alex, another participant in my research, about troubling 
approaches of young men to supporting anti-violence against 
women work, when instead of colluding or collaborating, I view 
resistance. I asked Alex about young men who may respect 
women but in a way that may have a foundation in stereotypical 
gender roles that fail to see these same women in any other role 
than the one they play for the young men. This may include 
recognizing young men's mothers for raising them or their female 
partners for raising their own children as well as doing domestic 
labour; and I asked him if this was a common experience he had 
in workshops. I provide a full selection of this questioning because 
it illustrates my previously mentioned questioning of where 
resistance and agency lie in this research. 
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A: Rastas are a lot like that. Rastas come from a very 
patriarchal place but it's a weird place because it sounds 
really women-centred, a very patriarchal sense where 
women are the goddesses, but she's the empress or the 
goddess because she fulfills these roles, these women's 
roles. What's her role? She is the mother, she 's the wife, 
she is more of an imagined thing and not really a person 
and there's not the same level of respect than I think there 
is when we talk about healthy balanced relationships. 
J: I think I'm much rather happier with that young man at 
that point than at point of than complete disrespect of 
women that are much more extreme. And I'm not sure 
where to begin with that kind of approach. Have you seen 
that in workshops or no? A: So far no, I haven't. 
J: But you're familiar with it? 
A: Oh, no I am outside of workshops. When I was 
growing up with adults and now with adults, co-workers, 
friends, friends of friends. Yeah, a lot of the members of 
the Rasta community are like that. It's not a popular 
viewpoint. You're more inclined to find young people in 
high schools or whatever calling women bitches and hoes 
than empresses and goddesses. That's not a common... (13 
July, 2006) 

The question I asked was not one of great experience: it was one 
that I had encountered enough to recollect young men respecting 
women in my classroom such that they challenged their colleagues 
but not a widespread phenomenon. 

My goal with the question was to elicit a response that 
better situated how Alex deals with complex relations of power 
involving gender and race. However, Alex rebuffed this as an 
uncommon approach of young men to women and cites something 
I am not able to draw from in my repertoire of explanation; he 
grew up in Caribbean communities, particularly Black Caribbean 
communities and was aware of such an approach in the 
Rastafarian movement. He redirected the conversation to a 
critique of a view of young women by young men that is far more 
prevalent: young men referring to young women as bitches and 
hoes. My choice of examples was a highly racialized one; I chose 
an example that would draw on questions of race, culture, and 
gender as well as class as mentioned before to try to grasp Alex's 
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approach to addressing more subtle and complex issues of sexism. 
At the same time that he challenged the basis of the question I 
asked, he also traced through the ways a seemingly anti-sexist 
approach by young men can be quite sexist at its foundation. For 
Alex, while the reference to women as empresses may occur, it is 
not the dominant reference of which he is aware, and thus he 
explains his experience with it and moves on to the more common 
experience of overt symbolic violence that he finds more useful. 

Returning to the question I mentioned above, Alex's 
redirection is significant because my example, in his view, skewed 
the kind of sexism he challenges within his workshops. In this 
case, resistance exists here not as a clear disagreement but of one 
of movement of focus and recognition of the kinds of discourses 
young men are more often likely to use to describe young women. 
As I asked earlier, can anti-oppression education be challenging 
oppressive acts within the work itself? As I deliberately choose to 
use a highly racialized, historically complex example of sexist 
male behaviour, Alex offers instead a far more contemporary one 
that likely runs across public schools regardless of their identities 
and experiences. His resistance seems to focus more on a small 
sample of the sexism he encounters rather than the example itself. 
Regardless, he seems quite confident to suggest an alternative 
reading of the situation I offer. 

I juxtapose Alex's commentary with Thomas, a young, 
white man who notes himself with little substantial experience 
with working with communities of colour until his work with 
TEACH and METRAC, and his reaction to the same assertion. 

J: a young man talks about violence against women in the 
way "I would never hit her. We can't hit women because 
she's my queen. We need to be respectful of her as my 
queen, as this beautiful, voluptuous business... 
T: Object... Yeah, but it's problematic right? You can't be.. 
.it's a middle way between...at least they won't be 
perpetrating violence against women but the thinking 
behind it might not be quite there but you're right. As long 
as.. .as long as you've succeeded in preventing violence 
can you really be so critical of that if that's the way that 
got to thinking about it. 
J: And those women at the same time may be thinking 
"This is a young man who respects his girlfriend and me 



32 

and acknowledges the things that I do in my life." T: Even 
if that construction of her is not completely 
copasetic...that's a really interesting point. (28 March, 
2006) 

For Thomas, this example is not viewed through race or linked to 
a particular community. Instead it is an intellectual conversation 
about problematic anti-sexist positions and a feeling of 
consolation that, at least, it appears that the young men with these 
attitudes will not be violent to the women in their lives unless the 
roles they assign these women are significantly challenged. 

WHAT WE ARE AND ARE NOT CAPABLE OF DOING: MALE ALLIES ' 
ANALYSES 

In comparison, both Alex and Thomas offer an analysis 
that centres on healthy, balanced relationships that Alex explicitly 
mentions and Thomas notes implicitly through his choice of 
language; they access a growingly popular approach to discussing 
relationships of all kinds among young people. They also are quite 
willing to assert their analyses of relations of power in the same 
contexts; yet in contrast, resistance appears only in Alex's analysis 
because he has specific experiences that contradict my assertions. 
The question of agency and resistance within this context is 
multifaceted, due to the limited experiences with this particular 
form of sexism, Thomas is unable to consider resisting my 
construction of a problematic approach to supporting women. Yet 
Alex resists one highly racialized form of sexism and substitutes 
another with his claim that young men are more likely to refer to 
young women as bitches and hoes, again accessing popularized 
language. 

Just as Alex and Thomas seek to connect on a personal 
level with their audience, so too do I with my research participants. 
In both cases, I argue we do so to create a productive space where 
information is shared. For Alex and Thomas and their audience, it 
is much closer to a dialogue while, with me, they are sharing their 
knowledge for me to scrutinize and critique. My position of 
researcher allows me to deliberatively avoid challenging 
oppressive acts while theirs is focused on naming them; their 
mandate is to do anti-violence against women work, thus anti-
oppressive work. Returning to the original position of using a 
critical ethnographic approach, I question the terms on which they 
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provided knowledge to me. By this, I mean that I have traced 
through examples in this chapter where my role as researcher was 
far from the neutral position that is so often sought in research; I 
am deeply embedded in how Thomas and Alex provided their 
insights to their identities and their understandings of privilege 
and oppression. 

I am left with far more concerns than confirmations and 
assurances after critiquing my role as researcher because, as Mac 
an Ghaill has alluded to, questions of resistance, collaboration in 
the research, and collusion abound. Thomas' more academically 
explicit, introspective approach contrasts with Alex's more 
concrete approach to anti-violence against women work. Yet the 
two young men with their different identities, experiences, 
privileges, and marginalized realities are melded together to show 
the ways I am embedded in this research and not beyond reproach 
in how I interact with them in interviews and later in analyzing 
their identities, actions, comments, questions, and positions. 
IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH METHODOLOGY IN 
CRITICAL ETHNOGRAPHIC APPROACHES 

While quite a small study, this research offers challenges 
to much larger studies in part because of the methodological 
approach I took. Attempting to seek greater input from 
participants remains a significant challenge for researchers, as I 
found. There remain unavoidable relations of power within 
research even in cases, such as this, where the researcher is 
familiar with the participants and is part of their communities in 
several ways. In fact, methodologically, I seek these challenging 
relations of power to name and trace them through micro-
relations. Just as my participants use their role as facilitator to 
challenge their audience's understanding of violence against 
women and, more broadly, of oppression, so too can I challenge 
my participants. Using the privilege of the researcher, it would 
seem appropriate to consider using those moments in collecting 
data for educational researchers to do what many of us do best: 
educate. While critical ethnography offers the focus on relations 
of power needed for this study, as I noted previously, there 
remains seemingly wasted opportunities for more in-depth 
dialogue that could further illustrate the young men's political 
identities and their relationship to understandings of privilege and 
oppression. 
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Shifting to a more critical inquiry-based approach which 
recognizes the opportunity for growth both by the researcher and 
participants may provide not only richer, more detailed, and 
clearer data, it may also provide substantial moments of critical 
growth in how researcher and participants comprehend the subject 
of the research. There were moments when I felt that I was delving 
into an educator mode and felt that this might not be appropriate 
for a researcher. This approach is difficult because to place oneself 
into that role requires far more input from the researcher and 
reconfigures what is generally considered to be the researcher; 
however, it moves closer to what Quantz (1992) and others likely 
envisioned when they offered their thoughts on critical 
methodology. It may also assume that, as educational researchers, 
we are the ones to educate negating the possibility and reality that 
research participants educate researchers in less structured and 
less acknowledged forms. 

Methodologically, to do what I suggest I think requires a 
substantial investment in the research by the participants as the 
usefulness must be seen by the participants if they are to embrce 
this more difficult critical engagement in a study, rather than 
simply recounting examples to illustrate their perspectives and 
opinions. Simultaneously, there appears to be a need for a more 
formalized structure for these kinds of interrogations where 
everything may be available for critique: that is, an embedded 
structure, formalized in practice and in written form so 
participants recognize that critique of the knowledge that is shared 
and created during the research process is part of the research. In 
this study, participants are interested in this process; however, the 
notion of challenging me is not one that they engage in explicitly. 

These suggestions of creating an environment of greater 
critique by both researcher and participant directly challenge a 
long history of theory about methodology which even includes 
Quantz (1992) agree to some extent; the researcher, whether it is 
explicitly or implicitly stated, is the gatekeeper of the knowledge 
in the project and is also to some extent is the expert. The 
contradiction that immediately appears is that if critical 
ethnography is to be a space for emancipatory action, why must 
so much control reside with within the researcher? It would have 
been quite simple to fail to name the moments of collusion with 
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Thomas; yet this would go against the same methodology that 
brought about the situation. 

It is worth revisiting the question of whether 
antioppression work can mean students challenging educators 
when they engage in oppressive practices or omissions. In the case 
of research, the practices I describe above shift towards 
acknowledging that these kinds of realities exist, particularly in 
qualitative research where our choice of words, perspectives, or 
lack thereof mold our data in ways that are often not 
acknowledged except in minor concluding paragraphs of studies. 
In other words, the critiques our participants may deliberately or 
unintentionally offer are not embedded in our writing, thus 
negating their voice as participants in powerful ways. 

These critiques of participants lead me to the final 
implication for critical ethnographic research, which is the subtly 
of some of the comments that become apparent only after there 
has been an opportunity to review interview data. While I was 
conscious of the moment Thomas was unable to discuss 
socioeconomic class, my goal at that moment was to elicit a 
coherent perspective and position. What became apparent later 
was that Thomas was not able to do that and that this was a 
significant moment in the research because it directly connected 
to the question of how anti-violence against women work affected 
this young man's political identity by requiring him to consider his 
class in concrete ways and also by reifying his general inability to 
do so. His clear understanding of class-based oppression is not 
indicative of his ability to name his own privilege that requires 
that same oppression and marginalized reality. 

I cannot emphasize enough the importance and usefulness 
of revisiting that moment with Thomas where he confirmed his 
difficulty to discuss class because, even in his previous work with 
TEACH, it was not central, in part because of his inexperience. 
Nevertheless, the structure within my methodology required 
returning to the participants for not a merely peripheral 
confirmation of what the participant said, or as Lather (1986) 
refers to a face validity, but a second in-depth interview reflecting 
on the previous interview and building, providing nuance, and 
critiquing the ideas offered in the first interview. The second 
interviews allowed for clarification and construction of more 
specific perspectives and approaches that otherwise would not 
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have been available in a single interview. It also allowed me to 
juxtapose the participants as I attempted to theorize what they had 
stated in previous interviews. While it is not innovative to 
interview a participant more than once, to combine the suggested 
methodological ideas above with the second interview might offer 
other researchers who are using critical ethnography a sense of 
what they are being told, as it did me for me. 
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