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Where do I Begin?


Where Do I Begin?

Belonging, Delineation, and the Marginalized Teen
“There is no such thing as an isolated man or woman; we are each of us made up of a cluster of appurtenances.  What do you call one’s self?  Where does it begin?  Where does it end?  It overflows into everything that belongs to us—and then it flows back again.” 

· Henry James, The Portrait of a Lady
“…It is only through the relation to the Other, the relation to what it is not, to precisely what it lacks, to what has been called its constitutive outside that the 'positive' meaning of any term -- and thus its  'identity -- can be constructed.”

· Stuart Hall, Questions of Cultural Identity

Michelangelo, the sculptor, had a philosophy about his art: within each piece of rough marble lay a sculpture, and it was only a matter of chipping away those parts of the marble that were not parts of the sculpture.  What was left when finished was the art that lay within.  When I think about identity, I picture this act of separation, this shedding of what I am not, in order to find what I am.  This is not an essentialist notion of identity, mind you, as though identity were pre-existent and waiting to be discovered.  There is a balance here between the mind of the sculptor and the shape of the marble itself, the way in which the marble is read—a dialogue, so to speak.  And often even Michelangelo would accidentally crack off too big a chunk, and have to rethink the shape that would be revealed; or he might just dispose of the whole piece, and another artist, with a completely new vision of what was inside, would claim that marble and begin a new work.  Conceivably, this process of chipping away could go on and on, with new artwork continually emerging from the old.  This paper is concerned with how identities are continually reshaped, through the delineation of both others and self, into new identities, and in particular how marginalized teens, by which I mean those who perceive themselves as outcast from a given community of practitioners, need to find places of belonging that allow them to emerge from their sense of brokenness as “new art.”


I see the process of identity formation as a continual and active process of deciding what I am not.  This statement is perhaps unusual, in that when stating identification, one often says what one is, as in “I am a teacher.”
  We make an “I am” statement and declare that to which we feel we belong.  We rarely hear someone indicate that they are a teacher by stating all of the occupations to which they do not feel they belong.  And yet I would contend that this is the process, if perhaps a private and personal one, that a person goes through as he or she says, “I am a teacher.”  As Yon (2000) puts it, “In the process of claiming who one is, one is also announcing who one is not.”  Thus in the above example the “I am” statement itself is an exclusion, a delineation, from all other “I am” statements regarding occupations.


What we have then in identity formation is a process of delineation, enacted from a position of belonging.  We need to belong, so that we can delineate.  By belonging, I mean both identifying with (a group, ethnicity, style, etc.) as well as having supportive contact with (people who also identify as belonging), of which I will say more below.  By delineate, I mean to perceive or state that which is excluded by the “I am” statement. When we say we belong, we delineate first the “Other,” the myriad groups that could not claim the same status of belonging.  But from within that space of belonging, we delineate ourselves; we say how we are not like those who share our particular affiliation. 

Belonging, then, becomes the safety zone where a person twice delineates, first from other groups, and then from other individuals within one’s own group.  Without a place of belonging, we cannot delineate, and if we cannot delineate we cannot form an identity.
  Therefore, belonging is crucial.  

What happens, though, when we have a student who makes the identity statement, “I am stupid,” or “I am unlikeable”?  We can see how they have excluded others (those who are smart or likeable), but how have they delineated themselves, and to what (or whom) do they feel they belong?  How do we help them to feel that they have belonging in our classrooms?  How do we alter their “internally persuasive discourse” (Bakhtin, 1981) so that they feel neither stupid nor unlikeable?


Several researchers have provided theoretical frameworks from which to address these concerns for marginalized teens.  Lave and Wenger (1991) discuss increasing participation by newcomers within communities of practice.  Their theory of Legitimate Peripheral Participation (LPP) is illustrated through various forms of apprenticeship.  In applying this theory to marginalized teens, it will be important for me to describe the community of practice; for such a student there may be several simultaneously occurring and overlapping communities of practice, each with its own unique expectations of participation.  Toohey (2000) says that “educators should attempt to find ways to build communities in which community resources are accessible to all, and in which desirable and powerful positions are available to all children.”  This too will require some explanation, for the secondary school can be a difficult place for the marginalized student, where that which is “desirable” in one community of practice sometimes conflicts with that which is desirable in another.  In addition, Daniel Yon’s (2000) concept of the “Elusive Culture” shows how it is in “debating one’s relation to something that one can get to know oneself” (p. 133). In other words, it will provide a useful understanding of the ways in which personal identities are negotiated from within and from without identifiable groups.

Dialogical Belonging


What does it mean, first of all, to belong?  One might declare an affiliation, but will others so affiliated necessarily welcome that person?  Or would others who hear that person’s declared affiliation necessarily agree with it (Pratt, 1984)?  Or what if one makes an identification, but has no access to others who are similarly identified? Yon (2000) shows furthermore how a sense of belonging to a particular group might be ascribed to a person, despite that person’s objection to being so identified.  One’s sense of belonging is complex because of its discursiveness.  However, in terms of classroom practice, I am primarily interested in enabling a form of belonging that will imbue children with a sense of themselves which is accepting, rather than denigrating.  Because I am attempting to articulate belonging as a space for delineation, my use of the word belonging will entail two basic components: a desired and declared identification with some group, as well as acceptance and ongoing, supportive contact with members of that group.  In this sense, belonging for delineation must be “dialogical” (Bakhtin, 1981) because it involves two willing voices, that of the students and that of the group.  This doesn’t address the fact that a desired and welcomed affiliation in one place does not necessarily translate into a positive sense of self in every place.  As I hope to argue, however, a single place of supportive belonging can translate into self-acceptance in other communities of practice as well.

Noddings (2002), in her discussion of Care Theory, says, “in the sense that we want certain of our needs to be met, we all want to be cared for” (p. 12).  Being cared for, I would suggest, implies some level of acceptance.  Let us therefore equate “being cared for” and “belonging”.  Does it follow that just because we all want to belong, we necessarily will?  Lave and Wenger (1991) have argued that “learners inevitably participate in communities of practitioners” (p. 29), or for that matter, we might say that they inevitably find belonging.  Thus, the question for teachers in schools is not whether our students are finding communities in which to participate, but where they are finding them.  The marginalized student, whether excluded by gender, sexuality, intellect, or physicality, has doorways to belonging closed.  As they approach doorway after doorway, they are given the message, “This door is closed.  Try somewhere else.”  And because they have a need and a “passion for identity” (Yon, 2000, p. 131), they do keep trying and trying, listening for the message, “Over here.  Come in.  You are accepted here.”  This is sometimes how drug addicts find support groups and change their lives; it is also sometimes how hurt kids find drugs in the first place, and people to take them with.


Yet even a group of drug addicts is a community of practitioners, all of whom could care for one another in various ways.  What happens when the message “You are accepted here” comes not from someone a student has contact with, but from a media icon, someone that cannot or will not be able to care for this new addition to the “community.”  The accepted “you” is only that part of the person which contributes to the community of practice, say, the fan base.  This is belonging as “identification with.”  This apparent message of acceptance comes without commitment in as much as the “belonging” comes without supportive contact.  If the only place a student can hear an expression of their feelings is in a song about pain and misery, and that song furthermore incites its listener to rage and violence, this becomes a problematic place of “belonging”.  The 1999 shootings at Columbine High School, Colorado, served to illustrate how the marginalization of two students led those students into a space of belonging that was both violent and self-destructive.  This is in contrast to a space of belonging which is supportive and self-accepting.  Some in the community tried to ascribe blame for the shootings to the hateful and violent lyrics of these boys’ admired music bands. It was not the music alone that constructed the identities of these boys; rather, there is a greater complicity on the part of the marginalizing practices that helped to make them feel excluded and hurt in the first place.  The media in this example simply gave “voice to feelings of loneliness or anger shared by many young people” (Dority, 1999, p. 9), feelings that we can assume were present before the song was heard.  For “nothing stimulates violence as powerfully as the experience of being shamed and humiliated” (Gilligan, cited in Dority, 1999, p. 8).  This is not to say that all people who feel marginalized become violent and predacious; some become pathetic (Britzman, 1997).  But these, the predator and the pathetic, seem to be the only avenues available to a student whose belonging is limited to identification without supportive contact.


In fact, because according to the theory of LPP “social practice is the primary, generative phenomenon” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p.34), supportive contact should naturally come before any positive sense of identification with the group.  That is, one is encouraged to belong before one declares belonging.  Lave and Wenger (1991) make the point that belonging “is a crucial condition for learning” (p. 35), not just learning about school subjects or apprenticeships, but about peer relations as well.  


What happens, though, when access to places of belonging is hidden because the group to which a marginalized youth might identify is itself marginalized?  The myth seems to be that marginalized people or groups become more accepting of others, even others outside their communities, because of their own sensitivity to rejection. I say myth, because in their study of Wicca as a marginalized community of practice, Merriam, Courtenay, and Baumgartner (2003) have shown how marginalization of communities of practice may lead those communities to cleave to the very forms of marginalization that drove them underground in the first place.  In terms of LPP, the induction into Wicca may seem very much like other communities of practice in which one moves from newcomer to old-timer. 

“You come and you watch. Ok, this is how we do the chant. This is how we stand. This is what happens when you walk in, and you always walk, in circle you always walk a certain direction. You don ’t come in and walk to the right, and if you start to, someone will correct you...” (Maira Luna, quoted by Merriam et al., 2003, p.179).

This experience might seem no different from that of the apprenticing tailors or midwives of Lave and Wenger’s (1991) study.  However, because the group is marginalized, it feels threatened and is thus more protective of its boundaries.  One Wicca member describes how informational Wicca displays and open houses were used to informally screen attendees and, “‘depending on the feeling that you get from somebody,’ he or she may not be invited back” (p. 177).  Thus the practices of exclusion, which may have previously marginalized this community, are now being used to marginalize those who are not desired in the community. 

“Although the movement from periphery to center[3] is quite like other communities of practice, we speculate that because it is a marginalized group it is more difficult to join, and, once a member, an individual ’s movement is more formalized and closely monitored by elders in the group…It can be speculated that the strong gatekeeping we found with Wiccan groups might be due to their marginalized status” (p. 184).

While we can certainly understand the desire for safety that a marginalized group must have, we must try to find a way to resist the marginalization of others as a means for that safety.

We should pause here therefore and consider the communities of practice for the students of our schools.  Clearly there are the clubs, sports teams, and student council groups for which we could envision new participants moving gradually into positions of “old-timers”.  But there are other, less obvious communities of practice: the playground, the locker room, the hallway, the smoke pit, a particular corner of a particular classroom, each with its own rules of conduct, its own knowledge, and in many cases its own language.  A single student—indeed, many students may be participants in all of these communities of practice, in some cases full participants, in others more peripheral.  The marginalized student may feel like an outcast of all of these communities, particularly if that student does not conform to heteronormative (Warner, 1993) performances or readings of the body (Yon, 2000).


What I term the supportive contact of belonging, is personal contact which attempts to take the whole person, not just the immediately apparent performance, as worthy of being accepted by the group.  Without accepting people in their entirety, we really only offer belonging as “identification with”.  Let me explain with an easily relatable, though outrageously stereotypical, example: The high school sports team is composed of teenage males (as well as the older, “masculine” coach) who are supportive of their teammate Johnny’s athletic development.  Johnny happens to be gay.  Except the team doesn’t know Johnny is gay.  Their locker-room humour is enough to tell Johnny that their support is, in fact, contingent upon his not being gay.  Can Johnny really say that he belongs in this group?  Can his teammates?  This group could be said to support Johnny only in so far as he contributes to their community, and therefore be not much different from the icon-identification noted above in conveying a sense of belonging.  The supportive contact of belonging that accepts all of a person’s identities would allow Johnny to remain comfortably part of the team without having to hide a different aspect of his identity.


Granted, as teachers we may not have control over every community of practice within our schools, but we do have some control over the governance of our classrooms.  For good or for bad, our classrooms are relationally constructed, and therefore linked to other relations outside our classrooms.  The question for teachers is then how to create a space of supportive contact when it comes into conflict with the discourses beyond our classroom walls.  “When we reject a severely hierarchical ordering of the community, we have to find a way to manage encounter through shared authority” (Noddings, 2002, p. 69).  These managed encounters may be seen as “the appropriate contact at the appropriate level” (McDermott, 1993, p. 277), but of course the problem here is both judgement and knowledge.  We need to know what the needs of our students are, as in fact they need to know one another’s needs; but for us to know, they need to be aware of their needs, that is, to be able to put them into words, and feel safe telling us.

Faceless Other, Faceless Self—Individual Other, Individual Self

When I say that supportive contact—that which through a particular community of practice supports and accepts an individual through all of their communities of practice—is necessary for belonging, I mean that it is necessary in order for a person to develop an identity that is self-accepting; I do not mean that supportive contact is necessary for delineation.  Clearly delineation begins at identification with, and continues with personal contact, even of a non-supportive nature.  Once we have had enough contact to be able to declare affiliation, the process of delineation, the “debating one’s relation to something” (Yon, 2000, p. 133), has begun.  In other words, we work toward a declaration that is widely applicable, and then move away from it to an identity that is personal.


That first moment of declaration, then, becomes the separation of a faceless self and a faceless “Other.”  The “Other” from which I separate myself is faceless in that the “Other” is defined by a set of (perhaps unarticulated) generic characteristics, to which no actual person may exactly fit; the delineation is presented as a “gap in relation to an inaccessible norm” (Foucault, 1977, p. 227).  As such, that other has no “face”.  For example, when I say “I am white,” a line is drawn between “white” and “not white,” but there is not actually a set of characteristics that defines “not white”, because in racist discourse non-whites are separated into various distinguishing characteristics (e.g. Oriental, African, South-Asian) which are not homegeneous.  In the same way, our declaration of affiliation is as a faceless self because we are not declaring anything that distinguishes us from the rest of the group; we are claiming homogeneity with the group.  However, as Yon (2000) says,

“The certainty that is invoked by “I am!” lingers momentarily and encounters doubt as it becomes “I am?”  In other words, the very act of naming one’s identity is also a moment of recognizing the limits to the name”  (p. 59).

At the very moment of utterance of that homogeneity, we are forced toward the recognition that we know people in that group, people we recognize as being different from others and different from ourselves, that the homogeneity is fine for separating many groups from “my” group, but inadequate in defining myself personally.


Thus a second delineation takes place, a separation between my individual self and the other individuals with whom I claim belonging.  I can acknowledge what we share, but separate myself by the differences between us.  The differences might be physical, genderized, racialized, or intellectualized, but most often the differences within the group have to do with roles.  These roles indicate the type and level of participation within the community of practice.  One role might be “new member”, while another might be de facto organizer. However, we must be cautious not to think of these roles as static, or even static for a time.

“…LPP is not a simple participation structure in which an apprentice occupies a particular role at the edge of a larger process.  It is rather an interactive process in which the apprentice engages by simultaneously performing in several roles—status subordinate, learning practitioner, sole responsible agent in minor parts of the performance, aspiring expert, and so forth—each implying a different sort of responsibility, a different set of role relations, and a different interactive involvement” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 23).

This means that within the group, the shape of one’s space of belonging is active and fluid, requiring an ongoing delineation of the self from others in the group.  But while Butler (1993) argues that identifications are “that which is constantly marshalled, consolidated, retrenched, contested and, on occasion, compelled to give way” (p. 105), delineation need not carry the connotations of oppression.  There is a difference between saying “I am white” and saying “I deserve privilege because I am white.”  People sadly try to preserve the idea of a boundary, even a false and hurtful one, to foster a sense of stability in their lives.  But stability is a myth that is proved false in experience.  

“The desire to know the different cultures and, conversely, the resentment toward having to know and adjust to them…are premised on an understanding of culture as a set of attributes that can be spatially and temporally defined and known” (Yon, 2000, p. 44).

We exclude only when we fear that we will lose our ability to delineate, that we will lose our ability to know “what’s what”.  Of course, the problem is with the knowing, because this knowledge of “what’s what” is discursive, ever shifting and changing as new voices are heard (Yon, 2000).  Delineation need not mean separation for the purposes of exclusion, but only for the identification of the self.  While identifications may be “marshalled” and “compelled to give way”, they can also be encouraged, supported, and given freedom to develop.

What makes a teen “marginalized”?


Offering freedom to develop, while caring and sympathetic, presents its own problems, as this notion of freedom may not be in the power of the teacher or even the school to give.  McDermott’s (1993) conceptualization of a Learning Disability as being a category made real only through discursive practice might be true for those who are termed “marginalized”.  Marginalized where? When? And by whom?  If identity is truly performative (Butler, 1997), we might say that certain communities reward and encourage certain performances that other communities do not.  If a student’s low self-worth has been ascribed by a community to which we have no access, how can we alter that (mis)perception?  “Schools [or one’s classroom in particular] …are not the only sites of identity” (Britzman, 1997, p. 185).  The problem with labelling students, particularly in schools, is that educators often think schools are the only sites of identity, and elevate the status of the identity within that community to an assertion of the student’s performance in all communities.  The school community becomes the invisible norm, the “unmarked term” (Laclau, 1990, p. 33) by which the student is to be “normalized” (Foucault, 1977).  We wrongly assume that either the “lived unintelligibility” (Hall, 1996, p. 15) of the student in our classroom, or the student’s conformity to normalized roles, are indicators of the students “essential” self.  Rather than recognizing the limits of the school-based identity, we judge the range of lived identities based on that one identity we can see as being a success or a failure or somewhere in between.  We issue report cards coded with letters which signify to the outside world, “Fit for civic life,” “Unfit for civic life,” or “Somewhat fit for civic life.”  What’s worse, the kids believe us.  

“…[S]chools award unequally the cultural dispositions of the dominant class: those who do not enter school with middle-class dispositions can neither exchange nor change their cultural capital for such things as social acceptance, school success, and presumably social mobility” (Britzman, 1997, p. 183).

Yet with all the different communities of practitioners with which a student may participate each day, is it not conceivable that there are areas of fuller and areas of lesser participation for every student?  In this sense, every student may be said to be marginalized somewhere, in some way; clearly, however, different areas of marginalization have different consequences, depending upon how tightly the community wishes to hold to the norms being transgressed.


While it may be pedagogically fruitful to create a classroom environment that demarginalizes students and makes everyone feel unconditionally accepted there, we must acknowledge that there is more traumatic scarring in some forms of marginalization than in others.  While the nature of who may be excluded may have changed over the years, the act of excluding has not.  When it comes to acts of marginalization, we have changed the currency, but not the system of accounting.  The universal story of history is the oppression of some groups by other groups.  Does it then follow that this is an inborn tendency coming from our need to delineate?  Do we exclude because we delineate?  Is it innateness that is evidenced by the exclusion of their peers by even young children (Toohey, 2000), or is this, too, learned through discourse, through a language that excludes?


Whether learned or inherited, a marginalized population serves the purpose of regulating and reproducing the community norms.  Lave and Wenger (1991) suggest that there are degrees of membership and that there is thus “no such thing as an ‘illegitimate peripheral participant’” (p. 35).  Could marginalized students be seen as a participants in the community, in the sense that their temporary roles as object of scorn contribute to the greater goal of the community, that of reproducing its norms and boundaries?  Hodges (1998) shows how “Marginalization, as a larger social effect, can be structured into participation in a community of practice, manifesting itself as repetitions of alienation and isolation” (p. 285). In this sense the “outsider” isn’t really outside at all, but serves the function of signpost or border, marking the boundary that may not be crossed.  Foucault (1977) points to the use of discipline and punishment as regulatory tools for the mechanisms of power. He says, “the art of punishing…compares, differentiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes.  In short, it normalizes” (p. 183).  For those who are on the “external frontier of the abnormal” (p. 183), this exclusion and attention to difference provide for “compulsory visibility” (p. 187), which serves not only to punish the normative transgressor, but also to provide a warning for others.  It lets everyone know what the norms are, or rather how the community of practice operates; indeed, because the norms are not human givens, is there really any other way to signify boundaries than by exclusion? “That is why discipline fixes; it arrests or regulates movements; it clears up confusion…” (p. 219).  Marginalization, therefore, is not without purpose in the communities that employ it.  However, Hall (1996), suggests that there may be ways to avoid this type of disciplinary regulation, as evidenced by resistance.  He points to “the absence [in Foucault’s work] of any attention to what might in any way interrupt, prevent or disturb the smooth insertion of individuals into the subject positions constructed by these discourses” (p. 11).  What this means for teachers and educators, then, is that we need to acknowledge the role that marginalization plays for the communities of practice which employ it, and to seek, through dialogue, a way to substitute something else to satisfy that role, at least in the communities in which we have a voice.

Implications for Students and Teachers


Where do we begin, then, in thinking about where others begin?  More importantly, where do we go? 

If we really want to offer all of our students access to the resources of our community, there are disturbing things we must acknowledge about the hegemonic practices of our schools. What we have presently is a society that creates social lepers, “projects of exclusion” (Foucault, 1977, p. 199) and in which the act of policing those social lepers is “coextensive with the entire social body and not only by the extreme limits that it embraces, but by the minuteness of the details it is concerned with” (p. 213).  It is our whole society we are battling when we challenge the need of individuals to marginalize others. This is why Butler (1997) says that “The transformation of social relations becomes a matter…of transforming hegemonic social conditions rather than the individual acts that are spawned by those conditions” (p. 409).  It is not enough, she claims, simply to alter the behaviours of individuals without altering the societal norms that govern those behaviours.  The task, put this way, must seem daunting to the teachers who, themselves, may feel isolated in even believing there is something worth changing.  But while embodying the practices and beliefs of the outside world, schools are also shaping those practices and beliefs (Yon, 2000).  In this there is hope for change from a delineation of marginalization towards a delineation of oneself that is coupled with inclusivity.

To do this, teachers must begin by reflectively and critically examining their assumptions and beliefs about students.  Do we view identities as lived stereotypes, or do we agree with Britzman (1997) that “identity is quite capable of surprising itself” (p. 185)?  McDermott (1993) encourages us “not to assume that people are dead; nor should [science] help to choke them to death with categories that do not reveal the rich lives and struggles of all who appear left behind” (p. 284).  We must assume that the possibility exists in each individual to find belonging and self-acceptance.  Furthermore, if we can acknowledge that power produces reality in a negative sense (Foucault, 1977), could not power more equally distributed also produce a more positive reality?

While clear, pedagogical practices concerning identity construct have still to be formulated, the discourse on identity has conceptualized a philosophical basis for social practice.  Yon (2000) is concerned with “the conditions that might be created in order to allow people to explore fluidity rather than rigidity” (p. 126); in other words, to teach others to see their own boundaries as created through the shifting nature of discourse.  Meanwhile, Lesko and Bloom (2000) encourage us to “shift from presentations of experiences of “others”…to examinations of the construction of identities, subjectivities, and experiences” (p. 252).  Along these lines, Pratt (1984) encourages us to “listen for the beauty in the stark truth that someone tells me” as “one way of finding out how to get to the new place where we all can live and speak-to each other for more than a fragile moment” (p. 14).  This form of listening without prejudice, views the “Other” as someone who contributes to one’s identity, instead of as someone who threatens one’s identity.  Teaching students to listen to others, rather than just to use another’s speaking as time to formulate and solidify their own opinions, requires practice. For, “If membership in a marginalized community is kept secret, how are changes in one ’s identity (as a result of being in the group) expressed outside the community of practice” (Merriam & al., 2003, p. 171)?  The ability of that student and other students to understand that identity is limited.  By truly listening, one’s opinion becomes divorced from the monological authoritative discourse that the listener has brought to the conversation, and becomes that which contributes dialogically to both participants’ internally persuasive discourses (Bakhtin, 1981).  Thus hybridity and difference come to be seen as a resource rather than an obstacle (Manyak, 2001), and so a teacher’s practice must encourage the use of this difference as a resource in actual classroom activities.  And yet there is a caution: in acknowledging and using difference as a resource we must be careful to find ways of working with marginalized students without further marginalizing them (Nelson, 1999).  Additionally, we shouldn’t expect that the marginalized or normative acts we see are representative of the other identities these students carry with them to other places.  As Glendon (1991) puts it, 

“Neglect of the social dimension of personhood has made it extremely difficult for us to develop an adequate conceptual apparatus for taking into account the sorts of groups within which human character, competence, and capacity for citizenship are formed.  In a society where the seedbeds of civic virtue—families, neighbourhood, religious associations, and other communities—can no longer be taken for granted, this is no trifling matter.” (p. 109)

What we need is to find a way to create a climate in which any feelings of marginalization can be met with a desire to listen and learn from one another, a climate in which there is recognition that we are all products of the same authoritative discourse that first created both the “self” and the “Other.”  And while Lesko and Bloom (2000) suggest the approaches of dialogue, multiple student interpretations, and a pedagogy of risk as practical starting points, even they acknowledge that “a different way of knowing and writing about the social world, an entirely different mode of production still awaits our invention” (Gordon, 1997, p. 21).


What is belonging?  It is the space created from the “longing to be”—a be-ing that is free to make identifications and delineations without fear of recrimination. The only way we can even hope to create that space of belonging is to afford it unconditionally to our students.  This is the challenge for teachers. 
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� “Teacher” is perhaps not the best example, as identification as a teacher does not simply have to do with personal feelings or experiences of teaching, but also with specialized training and certification.  I chose this example because other “I am” statements, for example, “I am black,” seemed to carry so many weighty connotations and interpretations that I felt they would distract from the point I am trying to make, even if they might be deemed more typical statements of Identity.


� Of course, almost everyone has some sense of belonging and affiliation, and therefore delineation and individuality.  The one exception to this would be sociopaths, people who feel no attachments, no sense of affiliation, and therefore no remorse.  Might these be said to have no identity, no sense of self?


[3] “…With regard to ‘peripherality’ there may well be no such simple thing as ‘central participation’ in a community of practice.  Peripherality suggests that there are multiple, varied, more- or less-engaged and –inclusive ways of being located in the fields of participation defined by a community” (Lave & Wenger, 1991, pp. 35-36).





