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Abstract

This dialogue presents an engaging discussion on the role of philosophers of education in
relation to pedagogy, scholarship, and broader societal concerns like world peace. It
highlights key tensions: the extent to which educators should cultivate particular dispositions
or virtues, the nature of good teaching, and whether philosophers of education have a duty
beyond their discipline to engage in political or moral advocacy. Working from different
philosophical traditions and sensibilities, the authors take opposing positions with respect to
the role of philosophy of education in addressing world peace. We focus on both teaching
and scholarship. We use a dialogue format to examine some of the values and assumptions
at issue in our disagreements.
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Introduction

As longtime friends and colleagues at the Philosophy of Education Society (U.S.A.), we
respect, enjoy, and fundamentally challenge one another’s approaches to philosophy of
education. Siegel locates himself in the tradition of analytic philosophy, and regards
philosophy of education as a sub-discipline of the parent discipline philosophy. Thompson is
informed by multi-disciplinary traditions in which pedagogy and analysis are mediated by
embodied, entangled, emerging prohibitions and possibilities — in particular, African-
American, Chicana, and white anti-racist feminisms; Deweyan and [Alain] Lockean
pragmatism; and queer post-structuralism. The dialogue that follows is not intended to pin
down specific positions in the scholarly literature, however. Instead, somewhat in the
tradition of bell hooks, we seek to draw out some essential distinctions in our views regarding
how philosophy of education should/should not engage questions of world peace.

Dialogue

HS: The world is at war, or so it seems: in Sudan, Ukraine, and the Middle East soldiers and
civilians alike are dying and societies are being torn apart. It would be nice if philosophers
of education could do something about this. But they cannot, at least in their capacity as
philosophers of education. As world citizens, they should of course do whatever they can to
promote peace. But as philosophers of education, their obligations are to advance scholarship
in their field and to teach their students well. ‘Promote peace’ is not part of the professional
obligations of philosophers of education. (Siegel, 1981a), (Siegel, 1981b), (Siegel, 1983),
(Siegel, 2017)

AT: Insofar as ‘promote peace’ might be interpreted as ‘persuade people,’ I agree; I don’t see
the job of philosophers of education, in our capacity as teachers, as being primarily about
advancing persuasive arguments, or even teaching students how to evaluate arguments
(although both those tasks can be important). You and | probably have an array of
disagreements, but let’s start someplace I think we agree: one of our roles as teachers is to
help students examine their assumptions (and accept their help in examining our own). More
specifically, what would you say that ‘teaching well” entails, for philosophers of education?
HS: Are you speaking only about our capacity as teachers? For me, the primary task is that
of advancing scholarship. As far as teaching goes, we’re agreed that teachers should help
students examine their assumptions — their assumptions concerning the subject matter being
taught, that is; along with subjects that come up during discussion. Why do you ask?

AT: For me, teaching is no less a primary task than research; indeed, | would say that
scholarship has its own pedagogical work (beyond being educative in the obvious
dissemination-of-knowledge sense). Nonetheless, the two undertakings are better addressed
separately; I’'m merely starting with teaching as one of your two points. In terms of your
(partial) position that the pedagogical and scholarly obligations of philosophers of education
include teaching students well, certainly no one would suggest teaching poorly; but is
teaching well self-evident in terms of what it entails (beyond the basics of being prepared,
supportive, reliable, professional, etc.)? My nephew asked me once how many students | had
“converted” to anti-racism, feminism, and other progressive positions. “Probably none,” I
told him. “Then isn’t that a failure?” he asked. It would be, if persuasion was what teaching
well entailed. It isn’t, however (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2005), (Fraser-Burgess & Higgins,
2024), (Hooks, 1994), (Mayo, 2010). | assume we agree about that, but what | want to know
is, what does it mean, for you? These may be the wrong virtues to single out (and feel free to
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pick different examples), but if you were to try to teach your students patience, for example,
or curiosity with respect to some aspect of their work with you, what might that look like? |
think those dimensions of pedagogy could well have implications for what any of us bring to
questions about world peace.

HS: Good questions, Audrey! I don’t think we’d disagree much about what qualifies as good
teaching. Contrary to your nephew but in agreement with you, good teaching clearly doesn’t
involve conversion to the teacher’s own views.

That said, I’'m suspicious about teaching students virtues, and would hesitate to include it in
the requirements of good teaching. (Siegel, 2016), (Siegel, 2023) I’m in favor of the virtues,
of course, and against the vices. But what does it mean to ‘teach a virtue’? If it means
imparting the virtue to students — that is, making them virtuous — I would reject it as a
requirement of good teaching. For one thing, it’s a results-oriented criterion of quality, akin
to making student learning a requirement of good teaching. But whether or to what extent
students learn depends upon a myriad of factors over which teachers have no control — a
teacher might teach excellently, yet their students fail to learn. Similarly for teaching the
virtues: the teacher may teach them well yet students remain vicious. For another, the virtues
are themselves controversial philosophically. For yet another, there’s a worry about
distinguishing between imparting a virtue and indoctrinating it. Finally, the virtues you
mention are far broader than our subject. If philosophers of education are obliged to teach
them, so are other philosophers, historians, chemists, and literary theorists. This doesn’t seem
to identify obligations that are unique to philosophers of education.

If you set aside ‘virtue’ talk and speak instead of fostering dispositions, I’'m with you. The
dispositions I’d favor are those involved in critical thinking. (Siegel, 1988)

But perhaps this “virtues v. dispositions’ worry is beside the point. So let me turn it back to
you. Do you think philosophers of education should teach their students patience or curiosity?
What do you think that would look like? And why does ‘what they’d look like’ matter?

AT: You’re right, ‘virtues’ is the wrong language. ‘Teach’ is ambiguous here, too, as you
indicate, but we could probably agree on language such as ‘help students practice habits and
cultivate dispositions’ regarding . . . curiosity? Intellectual humility? Playfulness? Although
I agree that, in some forms, critical thinking would be a desirable disposition, you and | would
mean different things by that. This is where | was going with my question about needing to
unpack what “teaching students well” (as well as “advancing the field”’) actually means. The
question as to whether or not philosophers of education should work towards world peace in
our teaching and writing turns in part on how we understand the distinctiveness of doing our
discipline and sub-discipline well (Dewey, 1984a), (Mills, 1997), (Applebaum et al., 2011).
Naturally there is also the larger question of what we mean by world peace (Anzaldua, 1999),
(Butler, 2004), (Serlin, 2006). Even if we were to argue that all philosophers of education
should, in their professional work, seek to advance world peace, we might equally in some
cases argue that philosophers of education need to encourage resistance or revolution; we
would hardly want to promote peace in the form of fascist appeasement.

There’s a (possibly misleading) sense in which you and I take similar stances to critical
inquiry: both could be called ‘resistance’ orientations. We expect readers and students to
accept the need to examine assumptions, to practice a certain skepticism towards received
ideas, to analyze patterns, and to be prepared to question ‘common sense’ explanations about
how the world works (Barad, 2011), (Butler, 2004), (Davis, 1995), (Du Bois, 1935), (Mills,
1997). But they and we may also need to cultivate appreciation of the unfamiliar, and to
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embrace curiosity and humility about seemingly threatening interpretations (Anzaldua,
1999), (Keller, 1985), (Locke & Stewart, 1983), (Lugones, 2003).

Up to a point, as you say, these would be shared expectations in many fields. It’s important
for philosophers of education to help cultivate curiosity in students because curiosity is vital
to the kinds of systematic attention, inquiry, analysis, and theorization that welcome
challenges to their modalities. It’s also true that generative and generous curiosity are vital
to liberal education as a whole. Such curiosity is respectful, often relationally engaged,
sometimes playful, possibly risky. By contrast, merely skeptical forms of seeming-curiosity
are really pre-judgments. Although the question ‘What is your evidence for that?” might
represent a genuine interest in learning more, it often barely masks a predetermination that
whatever evidence you might advance is unlikely to be persuasive. This is the arrogant
version of skepticism that we see, for example, in early scientific responses to Barbara
McClintock’s work (Keller, 1985). More radical and humane forms of intellectual curiosity
are less likely to pose questions in terms of an unquestioned framework but include
wondering about why and whether those are the relevant or vital questions. One of the ways
that philosophy of education can contribute to broader questions of education, then, is by
helping students reflect on how we think about what count as good questions, productive
dialogue, sitting with doubt (Dewey, 1984b), (Morrison, 1992), (Pateman, 1980), (Kosofsky,
1990).

HS: Critical thinking is not a single disposition but rather involves a collection of them, on
my view. But we needn’t worry about that here. | agree with the thrust of your remarks; all
that you mention is open to critical scrutiny, perhaps especially the frameworks themselves.
And I’m OK with the cultivation of “generative and generous curiosity”, as you so nicely put
it. But how is all that related to philosophers of education’s contribution to world peace?
AT: What | am suggesting is that we, as teachers and as scholars, are always already
contributing to peace, war, paternalism, tolerant or suspicious stand-off, dangerous dalliance,
or untroubled ignorance, among other possibilities — not, obviously, in any directly causal
fashion, but in the sense that how we talk about world issues (or don’t); how we read and
write about the issues that frame war as impossible, inevitable, or something else; how we
ask and answer questions that turn upon vexed relations; how we understand respect and how
we engage in democratic dialogue (and examine manipulated perceptions), all are already in
train (Butler, 2004). Our classrooms and our writings are not aloof from what is happening
not only around us but through us. That much is true of any teacher, but philosophers of
education are in the distinctive position that our business might be said to be learning to ask
good questions about questions, and interrupting operations to revisit the rules of relevance.
HS: | disagree that philosophers of education are in the “distinctive position” you suggest; |
would have thought that scholars in many other disciplines, and certainly philosophers more
generally, are in the “business” you mention. But let’s leave that aside. I take your point in
your most recent remarks, but I worry about overreach. If we “are always already contributing
to peace, war, paternalism”, etc., where does that end? Are we contributing to war and the
rest of your list when we discuss in class Dewey on growth, or Hirst’s forms of knowledge
thesis, or the nature and desirability of critical thinking as an educational ideal? On the view
you’re proposing, as [ understand it, all our efforts are through and through political. If that’s
right, in our classrooms we can problematize existing situations and structures, in which case
we’re doing something like applied political theory rather than philosophy of education; or
we can address philosophy of education issues like the ones | just mentioned through a solely
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political lens. That seems to me like the end of philosophy of education as an academic
discipline. Imagine saying the same thing about physicists — their classes touch on subjects
with obvious political ramifications in terms of weaponry and more, but the object of the
class is the physics, not those ramifications. Shouldn’t we say the same thing about
philosophy of education?

AT: | would resist purist or exclusionary definitions of disciplinary boundaries. At the same
time, I recognize what you’re arguing about the need to work with some kind of definition,
and of course we always need to be selective about how we construe the relevance of the
always-already to our educational settings. Moreover, we can be immobilized by the
realization that we’re always already contributing to (even while perhaps struggling against)
inequities, ecological disaster, and societal violence (Frye, 1992). I'm making the always-
already point not to argue for the need for an explicitly political philosophy of education, but
to clarify that how our work is taken up is not going to align with neutral principles and
purposes; we need to be mindful of what interests we are serving, intentionally or not. To
take a journalistic counterpart, reporting that might strive to be procedurally even-handed
and politically neutral (though admittedly this is an outdated fiction) nevertheless can keep
in play loaded questions or perpetuate insufficiently questioned assumptions (Gilmore et al.,
1997).

With respect to what we specifically think and talk about, philosophers of education are going
to differ. How much and how systematically we address issues of coalition, separation,
gender and sexuality, ethics, metaphysics, resistance, policy, ethnicity and race, peace,
nationhood and sovereignty, climate, colonialism, animal rights, religion, or art, for example,
is not the main question (although it’s a relevant question). Perhaps the main question is,
what is philosophy of education for, and what is it not for? One might answer that in a variety
of ways; I’'m not assuming that there should be a reductive answer. But it does matter whether
we see philosophical methods as primarily for knowledge, truth, wisdom, or spiritual
enlightenment, freedom of thought in the Enlightenment sense, attentiveness to discourse and
narrative in the post-structural sense, communication through an Esperanto-style common
second language, or participation in particular, disparate traditions of inquiry, for example.
The hallmarks of good philosophy of education will differ accordingly: what has standing as
‘clarity,” ‘coherence,” or ‘rigor,” and how it matters; what count as ‘significant,” ‘useful,’
‘relevant,” or ‘generative’ questions; what can be recognized as the literatures, traditions,
communities, and hauntings that shape and inform our inquiry.

I think it matters less what we talk about than whether (and how) we are evading troubling
questions and topics, and whether we are drawing upon a rich, international, and otherwise
diverse literature (in my tradition, also historically informed scholarship). I don’t mean that
philosophers of education or other scholars have no choice but to deal with everything all at
once. We can avoid topics just fine. We can avoid talking about the weather, for example.
Yet if 1 want to study North American Indigenous cultures so as to understand particular
linguistic formations, spiritual practices, or conceptions of power, then my evasion of
weather (not as a political but as a seemingly anodyne topic) may affect how | can think about
the questions at all (Black-Rogers et al., 1988), (Farella, 1993).

How we ignore nations, cultures, or various topics is likely to be pre-organized for us. For
example, scholars in the U.S. have had the luxury of enjoying an international captive
audience, in part due to how the economics of publishing have functioned; typically, we
ourselves have not been obliged to consider international audiences in carefully developed
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ways, perhaps contenting ourselves with a few colorful quotations. Our evasions also may be
organized by external pressures, fear, stress, animus, contempt, romanticism, loyalty, or
misplaced scrupulosity. To the extent that we specifically avoid any discussion of Gaza, it is
likely to be a way of not-dealing with enormous, messy, tragic complexity, because the
discussion is too fraught with every possibility for going wrong. What might it mean, though,
if we thought that philosophy of education was in part for help in working through these
terrifying complexities? — not in the sense of directly effecting world peace, but in the sense
of contributing vital qualities of inquiry and communication to all of us in our character as
world citizens?

Although I could imagine an argument that any non-treatment of Gaza by philosophers of
education represents a problematic evasion, that isn’t my position. I do think that there exist
any number of ways that philosophers of education (and others) can teach skills, values, and
methods that have little explicit content. Mathematicians and philosophers of education alike,
for example, can teach students about binaries and other assumed relations. One of my
formative experiences as a pre-philosopher of education was learning about bases/radices in
fourth grade; there was no political or even cultural content to the lesson (although there
could have been), yet there were profound implications for my awareness of the power of
organizing frameworks.

In some sense | want to practice my own form of evasion: I’m not really concerned with a
sweeping ‘should’ for philosophers of education, let alone a general mandate over which I
stand as judge. When 1 ask myself whether philosophers of education should address
ourselves to promoting world peace (insofar as | have any idea as to what doing so would
entail), I am thinking primarily in terms of traditions of philosophy of education in social
foundations and post-foundations. That’s not because I assume that only we could have a role
to play, but because adopting that home-ground focus is how | can begin to reflect on a
possible responsibility.

Evasion is organized by some degree of recognition that a claim might be made upon us, a
claim that we seek not to engage. A lack of awareness on our part (even if it might be
problematic) would not amount to evasion. An explicit argument against such claims also
need not constitute evasion, unless practiced in bad faith (that is, with arguments intended to
deflect or quash, rather than engage). Because claims made upon us may be inappropriate for
any number of reasons, we may have good reasons to decline them. (We even may have good
reasons to evade them, as when confronted with hostile demands.)

I am concerned with the evasion of possible claims upon us insofar as that evasion (what
post-structuralists refer to as the presence of an absence) organizes discussion around a
palpably ignored, charged space (Morrison, 1992), (Pateman, 1980), (Kosofsky, 1990).
Evading topics because we feel anxious or unequipped shapes the character of our work. In
my politically engaged department, all but one of the faculty who taught undergraduate
courses during the 2016 election avoided any mention of the results of the election with their
undergraduate (as opposed to their graduate) students. The faculty’s understandable
reasoning was that, if the topic were addressed overtly, newly empowered racist white
students might threaten or silence brown and Black students. The one faculty member that
did address the issue in her undergraduate classes (fearfully, because she was in her first year
as a professor) taught math methods; like our graduate teaching assistants that year, she felt
that she had no choice but to address the election. It was too enormous a presence to ignore.
Our Multicultural Education TAs indeed had strategized well in advance for how they would
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take up the results, regardless of how things turned out. The senior faculty who evaded any
mention of the election included our best teachers; I am not impugning either their teaching
or their motives. They were concerned teachers who did as they thought best. Nevertheless,
the evasion they practiced threatened to leave in place the ominous kind of safety that turns
on not-hearing-things, not having fear, desire, or hatred spoken aloud (Kosofsky, 1990).
Ignoring what is in front of us is specifically what scholars and public schoolteachers
currently are being legally mandated to do throughout much of the U.S. We are expected to
flatten out inquiry so that only understandings geared to dominant groups explain adversarial
relations — if societal tensions are recognized at all. While a soporific blandness prevails
within the brave new curriculum, the world ‘outside’ the classroom is inflamed by
conspiracy-fueled hysteria and wholly fictional ‘news’ designed to diminish or demonize
otherness. Argument and analysis can barely find a footing.

Liberal democracy in the classical (rather than partisan) sense values freedom of thought,
‘both sides’ analyses, and respect for difference (Dewey, 1984a) — something that
fundamentalists long have claimed as political protection for their own values. However, the
protections do not run the other way once extremism and absolutist loyalties hold sway. In
its very character as respect for difference and embrace of challenging inquiry, liberalism is
anathema to fundamentalist and right-wing ideologies. Accordingly, teaching even in what
used to be considered mainstream secular ways may be forced underground.

Paradoxically, there is room for hope, here: liberal and progressive forms of inquiry may be
poised to be revivified by circumlocution and underground movement. We have been talking
about what it may mean to take up philosophy of education in the interests of world peace,
and whether that is desirable or appropriate. When the material prospects for meaningful
peace seem shattered, though, and the very language of university scholarship is treated as a
threat to the weaponized kinds of ‘peace’ and ‘harmony’ that serve particular power relations,
then the work of philosophy of education, even in the form of ‘neutral’ teaching and
scholarship, may be forced into other, newly generative forms of inquiry-as-resistance. |
wonder if that reworking of our work may be vital (Anzaldua, 1999).

HS: There’s a lot to come to grips with in what you say here, Audrey; I don’t think I can do
it justice in this brief conversation. But let me say a few things.

First: you are right that we’re always entangled in historical and political circumstances. This
is true of life generally — we’re so entangled when we drive, shop at the supermarket, exercise,
and in every aspect of living. Even our sleeping is so entangled. Does/should this impact our
thinking about central philosophy of education questions, like those concerning Dewey,
forms of knowledge, and educational ideals mentioned above? The “always-already point”,
as you call it, if taken too seriously, condemns philosophical scholarship to an unavoidable
and destructive-to-scholarship politicization. Take my advocacy of critical thinking as an
educational ideal as an example. That advocacy involves publication and so the economics
of publishing, and I’'m with you that some publishers can be more politically noxious than
others. We can agree that we should go with the less noxious ones. But does the chosen
publisher affect the quality of my arguments for that ideal? I don’t see how. You are right
that we have to be mindful of what interests we are serving, intentionally or not. The very
advocacy of a position — in the current example, arguing for or against the ideal of critical
thinking — will inevitably serve some interests and not others. Nevertheless, there is a live
philosophical (and practical) issue here: should education be guided by the ideal, or not? Here
the answer will depend not on the interests served, like furthering the profits of a noxious
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publishing corporation, but rather on the quality of the arguments advanced in support of and
critical of the proposed ideal. You might argue that assessments of that quality also need to
be evaluated on the basis of interests served. I would disagree, not because it can’t be done,
but because the philosophical question is then reduced to the political one. Such a reduction
would spell the end of philosophy generally, and philosophy of education in particular. We
should be aware of the interests our work serves, of course; when they are noxious, we should
resist. But let’s not lose sight of the issues that brought us to philosophy and philosophy of
education in the first place.

You ask: “Perhaps the main question is, what is philosophy of education for, and what is it
not for?” And you answer that it can be for several quite different things. For me the answer
is obvious: philosophy of education is for furthering philosophical knowledge and
understanding about education, just as, for example, philosophy of science is for furthering
philosophical knowledge and understanding about science. | guess you think that that answer
is far from obvious. On this point we’ll have to agree to disagree, at least for the moment.
You also ask: “What might it mean, though, if we thought that philosophy of education was
in part for help in working through these terrifying complexities? — not in the sense of directly
effecting world peace, but in the sense of contributing vital qualities of inquiry and
communication to all of us in our character as world citizens?” I would like to think that
philosophy of education might so contribute. But I am doubtful. And if it could so contribute,
it would be hard to see how that contribution might differ from the parallel contribution made
by other sub-disciplines of philosophy, and by other disciplines altogether.

I guess our fundamental disagreement concerns the ‘practicality’ of philosophy of education:
Should it be conducted with an eye to improving something else, be it educational practice
or something more broadly political, or should it be conducted with an eye to furthering
itself? Along with Dewey, Peters, Scheffler, and others, | vote for the latter. (Siegel 2025)
Philosophy of education’s aim is to improve our philosophical understanding of education.
That is ambition enough. Of course if it can contribute to things outside itself, like world
peace, we should celebrate such contributions. But so contributing is not its raison d’étre.
You are right, and importantly so, that philosophers of education should be mindful of the
interests we are serving. But the quality of our substantive philosophical contributions does
not depend on either those interests or that serving.

You say “I think it matters less what we talk about than whether (and how) we are evading
troubling questions and topics.” ‘Matters less’ for what? Certainly not for our scholarship. If
I ignore (not evade!) troubling questions about Gaza, for example, while arguing for my
favorite educational ideal, my ignoring them simply has no bearing on the quality of my
arguments for that ideal. And your suggestion that philosophers of education who pursue
their subject non-politically might be avoiding or “evading troubling questions and topics”
that they see as irrelevant to their work simply ignores claims of irrelevance. Do you disagree
that some matters are irrelevant to others? Just as the state of the weather outside my window
as | type is irrelevant to my arguments for this or that philosophical topic, so too is the state
of that war to those arguments. That state may well matter to some philosophical projects,
but surely notto all. It may be that we are simply interested in different philosophical projects.
That of course is fine; let all our projects bloom. Gaza is clearly relevant if our philosophical
task is to fix the problems of the world. My claim is that fixing the problems of the world is
not what our work as philosophers of education is or should be about.

Thanks, Audrey, for this challenging dialogue across differences. | look forward to
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continuing the conversation!

Notes on Contributor

Harvey Siegel is professor of philosophy emeritus at the University of Miami. He specializes
in epistemology, philosophy of science, philosophy of education, and argumentation theory.
His work is the subject of the forthcoming Reasons in Science, Epistemology, and Education:
Essays in Honour of Harvey Siegel, edited by Ben Kotzee and Kunimasa Sato, Springer
Publishing. Contact: hsiegel@miami.edu https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2725-8883

Audrey Thompson in Professor Emerita at the University of Utah. Her research includes
feminist & womanist ethics and epistemologies, anti-oppressive pedagogies, and art and
political inquiry. She currently is working on a history of a Black women's boarding school
in the South in the early part of the 20th C.

Contact: audrey.thompson@utah.edu  https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0090-9265



mailto:hsiegel@miami.edu
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2725-8883
mailto:audrey.thompson@utah.edu
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0090-9265

VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agtn o33 3 o8LES (Do 7 5 e Gls ael2ag Ve

S 59 el Slo 4ol gy

ST (g o https://fedu.um.ac.ir

60 9 S 59 ld (e fuiss oS Sl o 4wl Sy B L
S sl

hsiegel@miami.edu . T ¢ jsbs o215 c4ids jlies slul
O geals 5557

thompson@utah.edu .S, T sy oBsls (s 3 5 rlts Al 421, sl

90/99/9¢ 1)Ll )b AEAMARSE PRI VAN s S5 &b VEeY 4700 183 55 a6
3T 5 SR sl S 1S oSS Sl e 4 b (a5 06 ks LTLOFY) L0 sl (65T S sla 100!

doi: 10.22067/fedu.2025.46540. (M)VF o 5 5 oes Sls 40l 2053 .0 sl
DS (sladi e 5 a3 c(3s5 I IS 53 Coy 7 5 s O gl 25 05053 0t 501 5 U5 (st 08 508 )
b 58 L Ol n a4 Ol o &Sl 335 0 i 1) ST sl 25 S 5 8 ol ainl ler b il olez|

sy iy 5l 15 iy S g ekt OB pedd LT &Sl G o8 s Cople clins hp 1) ol bbb

) ool mdl s o slize i Glcawli 5 oin b 08t 5 . jls S L b slaate) 3 Sl (sl
e ol 53 ol 25 g s 08z e S s Lles 87 3 Slem peheo @ s 5 55 S 5 ouled 4kl 5 4 S
) Sy 5550 gdsm 53 Olagla a5 (33| )3 35 3n Dby ke 5 ba 355051 (5 B e 87 eslizal 8 5 28 LG
b o

hedd (85 iE (55T (5 RS (U 5 ol S s (Sl o (S 5 el 4l 1SS S0 51g


https://doi.org/10.22067/fedu.2025.46540
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2725-8883
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0090-9265

VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 RPEVRINPEY R E PRGN PP IAN

doukio
G355 4 dlodonze SYLD S5 5 bt ahdd ol 53 (oo S Ren 5 ps 53 Olsis 4 s
L 6T ok sb 4 5 @S oo o3bited LOT 31 eu S oo pl ol 3 5 el adeds & Cod Ko
S Dlge 4 1) S 7wkl 5 Ll o ol Sy e | 35 RS e Al
by 4 slad dn gciw SU Cou Ogmel 5,8 o s aids ol wdy )l atli )
5 SY s edlS T lde e psls 45 s U (ST B T (sl iad
B i DUl 5 w50 G b 51 o 5 s 5 5 ool 10T 52 4873503 51370 87 18 Sy
Slsl )3 ol pdlgn ond 5 shain 4y 25 (6 SEE Ly o i SIS 4554l Ul 53 50T en 5
255 Sl s 5> (ol LS Sl 55 ol o (85 4 oS 5 i b S e
oS g 3313 Sle e filos & LI AL 480 o adeds 4S5 1,

ol

5 o218 3103 g 53 Ty o ity ) glaty) Lo o L (ol Ko 5 Dl 1 R (S0
ot 0t 3 5l dl 5 el g 5 s &5 o Jlo 53 0311 &S 4 Olalss o 5 DIl csilin sl
4 ol 51 5 o Lol i planil (65187 i) ol 53 Al 7 OB d STl 5 g oo
D13 015 53 a bl e Sler Olp g Ol 4 el LI Al i (5 O el Ol
j;js.u),gﬁjigﬁ:ﬁLa;;Tgu_ua,Lu;ﬁ;Qlé,_mitéatj;p@u\..u.a;rl?uwcl_;@,;élﬁ
g (i 5 O s (g1 - B e (o g 5l O T B 4 s 0T
(Siegel, 1981a) (Siegel, 1981b) (Siegel, 1983) (Siegel, 2017) .3 & oo

Chicana’
alllan) g3 g8 & BB 3N 5168 oolinl 65,05, L o5 (2 sk Loluy Queer Post-Structuralism |

Gkl A 5 Las ol uSD) (1TSS Lobay 5 (o)loia Sl szl | T S 5 o Slaly 52
638 o das or Ol 5 a8 o e 1 Jn 5 S 0 g b b Ol pl oSl 43S IS0 (58
sl Saabe glaslovia ALS W 5L LSS a7 WOl

Sl 315 5 g iy1S iond iza 53 47 I el sk i 5 skl 12555 Ol 55 (3l jlazes o DT MOOKS: T

el 63,5 &1) kiad )



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 dgtn o33 oBCaS (Lo 7 5 el Gle 4l a3 VY

N o Cobl g0 (355 ekl (p3 40 05 S delater glime 4 (e s S gl U iOgmel ST
3550 3 O3 T 15 iigeT (o b s dae ol 5o oS w6 (slad Vol 5ty 15 (s 7 OB gk
Lot 5 opn Yhomml (bl g 3157 on Uyl cl (533 5 4 ST i b ¥tz 0351 (S 8
Gl 51 (K 1l ge oa L oS oSG 48T 0S pa,8 ol 3 daly Ll e ls 1) S I ik
> 3) ol 355 Dl e gy p 5 (3l g D155l B 5 0L il 4 SSGST das Ol e 4 s
OB gedd sl 105 25500 06k ol Hsb 4 (Ol Db she (ol 5o T Sl ealin
03,0 Sblasl anr oo 5

B35 3t ol 4l s e i 51 TS or S e O gte 4 Lo om0 53 Lo LT 2 0w
b S oSS 01550 T 2005 4 b dae o7 bl go 55 2 b o Bgrye sl 4 S gl bl
Omomed 3 8350 on e g & Slegdge 3y5e 53 OLiGLS ke — ST Sl ) 0 Dl ke
S o0 o e L 50 e Lom b 02 € Sle s e
.>}>'-GZ}}ATA.:;?&A)J‘icmcéb).)?JJ\&&A}}:}‘}‘.{&‘@)u.«i)u\:cwﬁj\:dw‘s
Clab 53 ol ol zg el ol bl 5550 T L2ls Hlasl (gliae 4 Jais oSST 1 i) 5405 551,
J]éj)'\:v.'fsa&j}&L;..Zgrl.b.ej.sjlé()\};a@.m).uj‘s.uﬁf)lﬁs\:,-}:;)fdfl.b-Q)}.,pc\.:
S g aks ol Ol 50T 23l as gt s 35 Jald o 5 O sk g 5 )] Calby Lis
2e98) $2,05 (bl (o e St 515t e s LT Ll AL Gt g 55 &S 2510 0k
oo 3 pleslisnl 5l K (o b 5 O3 b (3 slezel BB (s Sale 035 03LT a5l s
el S (e lize (5t walsn K03 5 ptond ¢ 2305 b Sy kb O g L) 401 soeils iy
03,5 delite (slnn & 1y 0 a5 S0 Sl ) O ity S et Yoz 102
(Beauboeuf- s yshtl Cids 55 bl sh b pmons S S ol cal cr_ﬂi. i ys
Lafontant, 2005) (Fraser-Burgess & Higgins, 2024) (Hooks, 1994) (Mayo, 2010)

Lol B3 510 35 s s iy @l g5 o el e sla 3315 2550 ol 53 &S e 0 S ) 1 1y 82
ladlis 3,1 JISKS mman) LidlS ()3 351 g0 L Ol e oS (oL sl o San €315 g lime - Lo
P e |y s Lo OB ity 4 (e Olgte 4 el i ST L (a8 Sl 5 sline
SV (55T Glaaier cpl o iy €35 Al 48 4l cdas 5 5aT 0o IS s QLIS

I3 53 @S o e Sl o 0)lpa Lo SIS a8 Yl (sl el S



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 PSPPSR E PGNP g PR YS IAN

bl B g 8 (Slime 3550 53 (3L 5 oM ST ad S 1 55T el (055 o 1 Jan
QU}«TU,&J\: 03,5 delis s 4 Loy} O )5 Srﬁélywl{raycgbes\b:\ﬁ ey
W hre (sloolE s 4

Sl s OT GllnS 55 5wt &S S Ol55aT 50 & Jolad 25587 4 o 0 el L
oI35 L5 bl ge Jolad b e el g (Siegel, 2016) (Siegel, 2023) .15 s 5 s sl
— b Ol el il 4 cladd Jll glme 4 ST Smlins 4 4 "Chais K ST Lol L Callne
(b K Sl o sl S Sl el e = e 5l 3 4 0T b am
plovl ot (e CohST b5l (8 8 el 5 5 S S| D15 aT 51 (5,8 sl 4
s 08T o oS 315 (S (53L5 Jolse 4 015 aT (51 (658 5k i b Oljoe oSl 53 sl
ST 03 0e 5 e 4SS b O seT SEIs bl (ST ey e padme ol S iz
b Sl ey (BL U35 Ol 015 5T I Ll cdas (2551 (o 4 phae Sl (Sae 53 L5
o 2l 3550 03 S O g SISl 5 imen 80 pl o il i I bLad s S
frisn 3 G038 Sl 3 S Olgie oS LS (Culg 53,03 35 OT il 5 Sl S Ui
(O ks s ctimn LOT 35507 4 it go o 5 O sukd 457 031051 Olad 4 izt Lo Eous 3 50
et by 51 ol ey ot 1Ll e 5 sl 011 e i s dias (OS5 b
AL (2 5 OB pudd

Bl m L b ST oo a1 8 5 51 0T (sl 5 MG LS 1 had Sl o ST L
S ol il Ll (Siegel, 1988) .ol (o3l S Jals cpils Jibos LOT 4 o0 oS gla 51 S
6 gk 8 oo SEUT 0 g Lo 1 o Sl s o5l g 3L 35 5m g a2l 8 155 L
Sy oo 5 0 658 ol ol O ity Sins (25 50T 1) (6588 U oo 3 35 05 g T 40 b (5
?«.x.wﬁjléjqdjig-»c\fw\ﬁ.ﬂ\ﬁj

byl 53 L5 S oyl a8 ) shailan 55 055 50T .l sian 53U (0515 (Cdand) canlad by G 20 guwolB
Fasg 3 Ile a3 (sl 05 gl 1 4 S8 e SET315 5550 53 il Ll Lol el e
S bl n iz 2 S8 315 (B 5 (S e 06 S w15 e sSS e Sl S

S5 LS 505 0Ll s b agarlpe 3 GO 5 b (65,05, 4 a5 (saddd 3 1(5,50 5L Playfulness

Cﬁ/"j@/eu"):(\ﬂ?'/\)&ﬁé‘s‘)TQ:}.ﬁt}a—).@‘ﬂ}uﬁg_;ﬂf:\ij\QJU}LL;&L&}TA#L;ZGIL-LTQMMUL&



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agin 33 o8 (Lo 5 ekl o el a5 VF

psie ol bdaly 53 L s oo Ll g dal Cgllae 515 eSS oolisl S (JISK S )
S s A Dtk ) (e b e 8 gl Olas ol s Jslite slas S,
Sl il Jl o S ol @ ] e («cl.p g3e s Jead 5 o mman 9) (Ol 5aT 215 4
J_IQLS:%{L;:}»Ua.\;’.fuiwG’L@},-cl.ﬂ&\ﬁzjﬁ-ahi:)@;Jw)xp.\i\g&ﬁjQlé}ml.:é
(Dewey, 1984a) .o 55 (o 6 Lo Olals a2iy 5 5 a2dy & by ssal o 6555 Lo o 505

(Mills, 1997) (Applebaum et al., 2011)
(Anzaldua, 1999) (Butler, Cewar Sl peho Sl L jobte & 5505 35 35 S 55 g bnds

St 4355 (1 LIS )3 Al (5 0B skt ples 7 057 ool S - 2004) (Serlin, 2006)
g;.ejlia.A.il{Ls:,:g;Qléjml:éSmfl;:ldl);ew@jg>)lffﬁjsym>\ng\>,x@lgzcw
.‘,.::5@);Mﬁﬁuﬁql)é‘éﬁ\ﬁwuﬁew&ﬂbg)@w

axbls (6alis] hash 4 S pilie wln Led 5 0 o 350 00 Eol (S ol W8 Wls) o S
V’J‘J et Qlj}»Tui}I:} Ql?uu}\}ﬁ- BIA% s;sjfjlz 23 (1w ylas) 4 u“i‘; Olg galy 93 o r:.&b
T TS (o5 s o a0 OT L ST ulie pl 03 iy ) DL s jie il S 8 &S
@@bbmbM;»)”ﬁ,ﬂ;)%,:.\fugm\;b@lbj;u}abﬁLA,iJ\J:um.u;
(Barad, 2011) (Butler, 2004) (Davis, 1995), (DU 42255 [l 4 355 o0 i 458 Olgar 4|
L s bl Olaglaecilst 01,8 a6 sl p5Y ool (Sae Lo 4an LI Bois, 1935) (Mills, 1997)
(Anzaldua, 1999) (Keller, 1985), v, swThig Al 4 pulis Jlil « 5 s P ety
(Locke & Stewart, 1983) (Lugones, 2003)

Sl o i G5 U3 1 (5 3 &S e Iylsl (63 30 B Sl 0 )1 g0 ol ek U6
Sieron gy 5 iale 75 55 oo o gemn (6315 0,00 5 el ¢ 25y S lot 0 5 61 Sl
ml,;dtj@\?m,a.u;uwwgtfa&,ss@l@);W.mgum?gbw
A& lalyy 4wl el o ol 6 SIS i 355 00 ek G500 35T a5 s
u}uéﬁmw&,ﬁsdal{&.zuﬁd&zh&uﬁ,;.mpﬂnkuﬁﬁ,\,_Lz})-:fv'\o\,&,a
4 8l 4O J,iL“Lu ol uga.ﬂ s ls ST gl galpd amn Jlgw L o s (55905 iy
ool oy (s 4,51 o (Gal b 2 oS ol (551 iy G 51 by ALl bl i (6,80l
O adsl e slazaly 3 (Jle Olgis 4 & ol CSIKE ) @l S (gladens o sl oS 15



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 dgin 33 o8 (Lo 5 bl o el a3 10

ezl 4 (5 S5 (58S 5 Ll 5 sl JSI (Keller, 1985) o1 oo oSS e 1Lk
Jloo Ss 8 b 029 as o el 4 gy Olopan Ll ey n i 5 1y a5kl Jiles (5 a8
A s s

ol bl S o8 03 as (Sla sy $SST 4 Ll 5 0 a5 el 4k 8T laely 5 (SO
Sl 03 $osTol 5 Wge S8 s Vg 4 ol LS LS O T i1 4 7 o
(Dewey, 1984b) (Morrison, 1992) (Pateman, 1980) (Kosofsky, 1990) .S Jfl:

G35 Ll ol LOT 1 (glae gazen Jols oo b 4 aS (s oy 1) § oS5 (oolinl S5 1 S
W OT 3550 3 1SS

0 r bl o Lo sl 55 Lls g s S 573 T des ol g Lot Sl e b
don Ll .(..E.éb.a 3 S 0k ol alad & el goila ey Sosn b o slsly ealasl
€50 00 by Gler o 53 (a5 O pudd (28 4 48 by

Il 53 U 3l 5 aiam Sias 5 odae Oy 4 e oS Sl oS o Ol e e 40T 103 Quubl
S e e 1Sl (Sads GaaTais 5 L b Caaslie sVl (Ko b 3 ISl
DS b (28 oo b S e e g podtn sl o labad el pmen K05 SVl (55l
Aol ( San b 15 K o bils 4 el Ol 5 b Ol 0 o b o Gler Jlowe 4 ol
LU g oo kS s T Lalsy 465 olageal 5 i b e s gro gl s sl S5 b
Sacls » 6585 Sl ) SIS g3 S 55 Dl i 0o 5 et 5l oks s S8
(Butler 2004) .55 s slads Lo <)Lk I ol 5il dan 5 den (o5 oo 3l 1) 0 6, Sws
.x,u.gu?cwiﬁﬁ,du)m&};\&gu@w);w46@T;|u¢u)§sﬁu§uw%
S Ol 5 n 4 I3 5l 3 e b a3 5 O e Lol el B3lo adne 0l ys llas
Al b sl bl 5 05 8T (s 5 lge 355 3550 53 o I Do 6,8 3L Lo o3y,
ol (6 yl5lna

P35 diine po bt Bl ge 13 I (ol CamBge 53 (5 OB peldd 4T Lok S5l L o
Los oS slio 558 4 ¢ IS 5k & 0B sl (K8 a5 ¢ S0 slaansiy 1 ()b 53 01, Kia 53,

il e 455,15 0,15 & y5en 0l Lol Ol ol &y Las b 5,58 by, 4 e /o «Dangerous Dalliance»
T (500 5 9 )/ oo b (GOURSN yud (3 3u5 50 Scamsy o (lei] e ) bialonis (sl b gt 4msi 4



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 dgtn o33 o885 (o 7 5 e Gle aeb g3 VP

Wl pdy o OB BT op 2T 3 1y Lot 4SSl LS 1) 0T sl bl e cys S L
Ko imho 5> S5l o s ateem b STl 228 a1 i p b al 8 G
03 o L;L@Jalf.,b«: w%)}&;&qc&ﬂ))b\i“’?&;«ﬂl?fs ol u\ibd.b.i:crgw.h o & 5 (Yl
S Olge 4 2l S o llae 5 Conle b s S 3550 53 S pp glan L ) 350
s en a5 oyl el St Lo S 3150 4y 5 S0 55 085l b 3 ¢ 7 o
3 g0 Jaal 5 Olala SIS 55 3l 5 o Lo el glatyl STl gl JolST 55b 4 e sla 3306 pLs
widd & Sl (63 )87 ol 5 0 4t (55 Lo ST D)0 ol 53 (@etSS e ) el L
I sp 3a5n oo b o FESS G b 5l p3 S S5 S akedh files (S5 bty
) oot & S 5 gl 3yl s ) o Ol gte 4 S5 hedd OLL o 5 0 e
3 Olondd 3550 55 gat gk Glakely b Lo b 50 4 DT (Sla WIS = 0y 355 OUSS 328 00 5
g i o)lys 1y eed L LT ey O & el K55 WIS 550 Ll 3135 0 0 b
S sSS

Lot IVl el (o )3 pillbne (gl 5 (sl o | Golast b 6L1 T o gls (o )l b e 1O gl
LUl sl SSa 5) 50 53 b adoen 2l 5 eppdy o Lyl (S UL s o b Al s )
A o2 el s or b oDl iy Sl 4 s Olesijsal slaloos Slatbes b (i 51 5 adam)
5 i) Slaanrb o pl b s (less OT 55 &S 5liwe Jl s 0 eS6 &S aT Gisw
(Frye, 1992) (qzun LOT L ojole b=y S 85 ) s g elal glacs pis

23 8 58 WS 03,5 0 )bl 1t 5l 5 4kt €5 & (oo g 0 (5 ke 4 S e 5 Sl 0
D-Lw&1{‘@|a,wCsbL;;.;Jy\,g}l.w;m\,gu)\fouébd\,sum5;,{@\@;}:
50, @i,z,lf‘dmé\j.wombﬁu\,;uu_wt,sa\f@l&audgs,;dﬁfcgf
bt bl b (25) 5,80 Jhe 03 (25 ovbow Bd 515 b o lars) 3,15 7 00K
(il 5 g 5 S 03l 4 a1y SLs 3L 5,05 &5 (g5L 5s 1y lacgr Y1 Ll 5 o Il !
.(Gilmore et al., 1997) ..is el

1> S slie (g1anad 5 OB gaudd (@S on Lo OT 5L ey Ul o o oy e as T s b
(S 3l (NS (i 5 iz (485 (D5 O sz biles & S lets Jlin 5 oIl S
2L Dbl Gaim Glantal (il (nST 5 oo b 15 5 e (sl (sl



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agin o33 oL (o 7 5 e Gle 4l g WY

dr Lo adedd TS Gl (ol Il g Lo (ol (gl I di p2) S (ol g 515 1 o0
Ly 2 o 1358 031 Gy g cpl 0 (gilinn (sla 355 & ol Sas €315 Juls 4z 53515 (Sua
1 il (o 25 Lo LT 48T ol g Lol 8l aels 3 g5 (6L 1S S s L o7 0,8 o 00
s Sy a2y bl 33T g gimn 6 K, b prier CoSom 5 S (pHI> st 45 Bues
s Sl s L LT i on €51 8 kst by e (slinn 4y gy 5,0 5 dilike (8 K,
ool i 53 STl Slie b gl el S 4 S e 255 0L S Gy b 51 DL o butos 1
T il g gl e 4 2 aheld LT S e S R sl
23 4o 4313 Coanl 43}§3- Sl 5 Sl ame (330 L (n(:lgmj\» Uz sl Olge 4 assT baaly 5 a4
amel (bl (Olosl asT baaly 53 a5 cl g0 b (dad o) cidado g SN 1 Olas 5 5 40
@lgu‘&bj”;lu@,‘:ﬁ;p]eM>¢3°>t>J§:ul,uL;:z,;w;wﬁu,wb—i

[ ol osd 5 gSetws bad) S
s fage 238 53 03,503 )13 (6 a8 Cueal 4z 53 53 S o Coms (S 4 o0l Sl p iy
g s Mdlom o b sl ar b 03,8 513 5lemsys Sle g ge 5 SV 5l (485 5) LT
b (5 Ol gudd oS s ol o glate (0B T-u,b 255 comad (0o S 53) &5 L oS oo 5Lz
;lﬁtmﬁ\}:dﬂ.xswmwgbkwth‘x)txéﬁ>a\,@gtﬁz@jﬁﬁu
FVedl clbansro,ib a5 T o)lys Comes Sl (il 5o (e Ol i 0SSl ] Sile 5 50
L sime pswr) (G5 ool LT &0 46 o8 aalllan | (Jlod I8 T o (slacSin 3 ol s
0158 4 48 (gl ¢ 50 50 S5 Ol 0 0) 58 5 DT 5050 51 pn Sl g 313 0 58 p s

(Black-Rogers >l 35 ¥l o33 o S 0oy Sl (e (ot a4 5050 &S5
et al., 1988), (Farella, 1993)

5 4 Ol Yiml o K ool 1y Caliiee Slesige b daein b clacle 485 L o
bl 31 6ol5 0 Ceami Sl ooz VLI s O Kia s (e Olgie 4 Conl 0ld _adilejla
b Naenn 35,5 a3l 55 slasl s Shee opu 4 0T 51 w45 hlosg Lls, 5 Mol
by on it oS S5 Ml OLbbus 4 G35 55b 4 glos s 5 pome 8 m [0 03] 01 e,
(b 5L o 5 ol S e la izl et sl (Sl o 3led Wl Ol (sad 8 J&

s o8 2 . 55 Aila 3l ool ol g3 b ¢ 5150 5 ¢S 315 1L 5 ¢ i cnm gost ol Jadl o 5



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 PEVRPINPEY R E PGNP g PRV AV

ok o3WIG 8 5 ESTUo o olal b g 95b 55 1 s i 53 (oS o 5y 058 G053 (o o )
ol s &7 Sl 15 el S BOT § b 50 2l 15 S o0 JB 6Le SLal (63515
S (e 3b s 1) OT (Ll o S S

dal gt glime ol SSWa (o Sty )51 81 (Slebims 1y St 5 kel (il STl
Wl gty 4 Le ol 4 4 3 K ST Sl ko pdten sbas Ll o Lae opl 4 6 — Sl
s s e Sl OMs g8 Olgea ey 1y 890 5 G Sl s S s
DBk Lo 5 038 anrls Olys I 35 0, 68 2 &8 (S s 1 ool ol ilg on el 075 b
3L ol piine 258 53 o (nl o s go Wl el Sl S Sl S K s s
S das el 1y e ias s il dacslge dil g e (01,503 5) (o5 OB sudd &7 3 15 5.9
Lilsy Jle Ol 4 015 50T 51 4 3l 5 g0 33 2 (5 OB sedd 5 DU 5L I (s o (81 s
(S Dsekd e 65 Ol 4 r Sl S S s 5T 1 (255 Ll ple s s
Spms 02 03 S p o b ool Slyoen g 035 p)ler OIS 3 (s3de Gln 550 50 Sl
Gzl Sl 3l e ABT 6l has cpmeliae Lol ((LsL azbls 3 g2 5 ol 5 o0 42 S1) I
WSl 5 g g odas Ol sl

s OB sudd gl male 1l S @l JLse bid> e oSl p3 5 Ol dde & (bl e
auwugsﬁﬁ@w;\6—55.qu),wﬁwuﬁsdtfum&ﬁujg‘w
4 Gae (pls ol ol SULESI 51 &7 (6500 ) oy Sl oo s 3 g 5 Olos s il 2 5
2P s s o ol 0  SG Laslily 5 elazrl lasly 5 S akls slal s
S Comalag sl 45 5 05 e 1 & Sl s oy oSy S il (2B 0l e L g5 S
o5 b s e 0 ), OT Sl il 5 0

(355 o ALll (il adls sy b ade glesl Cul (Sew Sl I Ctl L o 4 ol
Sl (L 15 S ST o) b (a6 oo 5 als 0T 4 (o 0 ro Lo 7 gle
s g b Sl S35 o5 i Szl arlag ) 55 Qlalesl i ade s o SV kil 5 el o
25 (ledaT Olon 4 58 o b Ol sl g Sl 0 &8 pladVezal b o) 3L ol o
e BV Sl (S 5 LBl 4 goli il Vs 4 ol S L5 0 e b ade ST plales]



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 RPEVRPIPEY R -E PGNP g PR HEET AL

Sl le (bl axils LOT 51 o8, 0 b gl 2 o B Y5 ol (Sn (o)l axils WOT 5 (sl
(.(..1}..2@ o) g0 dSlomas gladinl = L oS

S i Olen = 4 lojib (Bl Lo ar e Sl (e & ozn SUe I 5 0,ib 0SS e
nin HalS g 3050 S5 o 1y aon” ol ol bl 6 60" iy 8 0 0L S Sl by
(Morrison, 1992), (Pateman, 1980), (Kosofsky, 1990) S e 55 eze odis 4 8 oy sb Tobee Lol
03 s on JKE 15 Lo T Conle (08 o SIS L Ol bl alaal S5l s 4 Sle g 0 51 ol
Isb 53 1y olis)l8 slaoyss & (S ) (ke Ciin Lol plad Ly (o (ol OLoS505
355 )8 Ol gty b SUss! s 4 o)Ll 85 8 Sl s S o sl Y0VF Ol
3 ol oode S lael ¢S5 LB s L5 S (65153 5 (keSS Bz O gaT ils M )
el o 4Bl 508055 a5 ey i O 5T B0 358 e Sl i pe STS
23 ke Tia pie K LS S O e b g ) Cgeln 5 Sy 055 0155 T8I
Olgeas Sy dlo 35l 135 5 b o) 550 505 0 500 pl 0 355 (ol )87 (o WIS
vﬁjuduoT,;uM;,M OLSan Lile 558 o s 2Ly o sy sl (g sl
03U 473 0T 51 585, 0 sl ol 3,15 DUl & 350 5 o Al ot 3,5 o ol
3 055 Sl s el I3 51 (Kon piz 35507 058 3l b5 08T Ol 58 4 8
Cin slasl (b e 53 3503 5 (b Bl DU Sy S SG1 51 O ol 4
L@;Tw,.u,'mys.u;ﬁu;)u”m,-.ﬁ;u.u;;gququa\@ajulafﬁjlsm)\&p
535 oo il o o3 4T Bl o s g1 (sukgate Oledins OT 0Ly o ;K31 51 4 5 o o 5L
5 Bl Ot b o il HLESS il (6L (o 5 Slsion) Cundl 5 o0 LT Sl ol el 5l L
(Kosofsky, 1990) .l of jor &85 b Jilad ¢ o 5 s 14l pte

b 5 rses oyl Oledne 5 O Kin 5 45 Sl (65 lads camle (695 i 45T 8 oisl
4 65k 3550 Ht Lo Iz OT pll 4y 5 gee 056 bl outonte YU 1 (6ol )3 ol
2 el Al -l Sl eSOl e slers S a by B S il hash s
pd astld Canny 4 pla| G 25 &S &S 5 )5

Ji 55 oA 51 izl Olgz (ol (STl i (s sl Goslols 25155 &S S o
S plie plasl 6,8 a6 Wlodss ol b a8 ol JLs MlS Hlstl 5 el aihs 5 Sl L O sl



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agtn o33 3 oBLES (Do 7 5 e Gls aeltas Y

My gl Obe cpl 5o il 5 oo (oo @ Jebosd 5 IVl s ol St b analSTy 3 ) plazrl L
4 el 5 sl 53 sl o cato il (3T (sl (o ) SIS (slime 4 (gl S 505 I
ool (Bdlows Ol e 4 Cnlasde 0L Fsly S (g5 (Dewey, 1984a) coul 6 35 g sl
las slag,lsly o L;‘Jf-b\}‘ &S Syl bl ol = pl b Llos S lesl 5 5 sla 3550 sl
oA 3 bl 5 g sls 4 pl et Jo8 510 5 (15 Sled )l b el Ll 0B Bl oS
> el el ol 550 sl 1Sy 51 Sl a3 S Sl sl (e ¢SS Al
oy 4l &) ol s (i o 45 8 a3 53 Y S sla B s, o 5 ol Olsie 4 S ST Slee s
2sh Glgy Sl 4 paee 5 0l

Gurb 3 55 or SEa 5y 5 e 5 L SIS 235 3 5 golatanl (sl ol bt s oSSyl S
S5 4kl (65K o 35 o S 0553 it g Ll (e 5 Sl i 5035 93
o b ol e b sllan (68K I LT Sl s cCmlinn a3 4 Sl el (bl s

Oy 4 (AN OL3 5 cilods okl s B lsline ko 511 (s3le (sajIlptor Sy o ey 55
BSsd oo A A ol D8 Lalgy el s a5 (il (o) s ‘5Lm‘-}§.‘~ Gy by
036 Sl 4 355 Hlab ol (S 5 S s 5 el S 4 S 4kl oKT
S Gl b 2B G i3l I LT 68 Sl o g 23557 (655 ) somn Conglie &554" !
(Anzaldua, 1999) S« L ol

oS oo SS Js elsa s Sl 5 Eom (61 (9305 OIS s ST 0L o T s oo i SR
st S | S5 i s o3l Wl oaty a5 LT 550 s Vsl a6, S8 ol 3 il

23 ol oS (o (S5 Glod o 53 gl 5 Fu b Ll 55 ahoen LS Ay S 0 Sy 1
5 (Sl e 3 (SX) glaais aen j3 b - Sl Golo IS j5b 4 S 54
S Sz 023 ol 3l e b Ol g e ls 13 S 203 2l 03 Bios 5 S ey s
o)k 53 o anT Wile o 5 5 ol akdd o bl Blas oyl 53 b SE 5 b ol LT Ll s
(U Sl 5 adinen 4S50 81 0,008 LT s o,lal iy 5seT (sls Olo,T 5 &6 jme JISCEI ¢ g 0
5 AUl Gl il & 4 1y aedd SEass 58 @ 8 Gl s S e Ol L S

Olo,T S5 Ol sie 4 galiml S5 51 o olas oo O e 40 S (o o Somn 255 555 (Sl o s



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 RPEVINPEY R EX PRGN PP IAY

Sl San O3 (5 oS (bl go L L g eamd 5 5Ll ol ol 5 5Ll ol o o35 90T JTotl
b B SIOL OGS a8 0100 L &8 08 3815 il g5 go il a1 50 0L 5 gl Bl
oo $3,108 o b LT OT 51 gl 53 e oVl kS 5 sl B6 LT Ll oS (6, K0
s PL o

bl bl B e g cotn Olizedst 53 (Shes b b (slas & aile 4 LL A A S 0 o
G bt b 4 - (@oliml S& oleyTade b w4 IVl i by 53— 150 &K 51 g s
c..i,:LJ:;,\;;,?,avu)'(g‘.;j)Mm:ﬁi@;{i,ududw.;ﬂléud;ﬁq&g@@
;yﬂ\}é\@“&b&é—:&tﬂqdsdl}w&i\n\{'cwb??dli>}AL¢.1|VLAMOLA)TW4{A:_Q
st O sy 50 Ol T B b 5 gl 55 &8 gladVatul CuiS 6 aSl b 0L Shlisl oS8 o
ook Cnds e ool b 55 b IVt ) Sk o5 S ol S 5l (St 353
S 4y el Il (S0 aSL s o ST 45 s a4 65 ot BBln 0 3,8 D50
G sk 4 Lo ekl IS b 4 ek OLL e 4 IS i Al o S ool e
u:ﬂsu.ob_jbLaoTsSG;LU',‘ﬁ,zlfal?Tv__M@(\qaqu@Kétﬂj\.u_b.u.\i;;&.;ﬁ.uljs-
.ﬁ}.;;;,p‘vuu,g;ﬁ;M)M@\,u‘a{@by}guﬁ\ﬁw.rt;fu)uay\;_l{‘m:éb_
500 S x5 Ced G 4 T Akl Oa &5 ol ) (ol L L8 iy 0 Lo
%;M;}u:@lcg\joﬁ'cwg.ﬁpu;@%&;ﬁg—x{xljgf;}m&@;@@g
5,;,@\;;&ﬁ»&ﬂ;@&z@)scwlgﬁjwbs&bsﬁju:;\;;,,;:.,4_1
J},s.x,_g‘wwﬁ.@\c,ztm'p@gdlg@ﬁmvg@w».wlrko,pﬁw
ol i et sl b s Jilis &S (S

4SS (Gl (o5 S kel oS S s el glime a8 530 e s e mes
S e Sl o s 35 B 3 6wl Sl ot T S Wpn gl Sty 0 G2 b 51 2l
S5l O, Olge 4 Lo b Bl sy Sl b S 5s omnd B 5o

Ll on S5 pls S g il ls (63 S e Ll 5 0 Sy 5 bl oS 05 G gl (s
@Lﬂ)“‘{@jWQ-@bJ&Sdlrgwﬁ‘ﬁ@»lﬂ,&:cﬁ\g&ibé;fﬂsﬁ
ol iy aasdy Ll g aials glaatdy 5 s buy



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 At o33 oBLa1S (Lo 5 e Gle aab g3 VY

oLl o kel LT 235 0 by e S 7 il 103 oo 0 e g3y SV 05 on ek
L L L 9358 JLs (ool Jos ¢ Famns (gobide 33 2o b 5 (g Jao L3l (6,803 ol 35 4
€255 Gha B35 4am 5 4

S 4kl Cota Siegel, 2025) pas or s ps3 4u S 0 01805 5 M G o0 g3 ol en 4 e
el 4l ST el a3l il SIS 051l 4 g3 g5l Col S 5 e s S5y 3 5
(63 57 3 4edd ¢ Gl S8 I WIIES § i L ST LSS Slgr b Ao s 5 51 2l
e & (o 5 O kd o8 ol ) ol s 8 0 3 L 3 58 s Ty 5 4
5l 0T a oy B13 Lo add 8 lhie S8 Lol il anils B a5 i 0 ok 0T 4 S
Dol Ceds L

Far (232 530,13 )1 3 (5 S a4 53 53 @S 6 St (5 4 0553 SN o S o b
d@ké?a\?;glﬁ«wj.ﬁf» “‘r:'su;“ﬂ})'lﬂ“ﬂ>ﬁ¢t’f’5}°} eV 51 (6 S D LT & o
ba}aa)gﬁa.u)mdm;“cléw;,y&_{;ou)TUp);megﬁ;ﬁw;\.u&a);’é\j
or SVl oS 0T (55 edsl o (S (105 Sl 0T 51 oSyl ) p K oysl
b 4l 355 Sle g ge S o 5 O gk a1 3 ) 9oy et Syl 53,18 6,5 Ol T 0T o)l )s
AT o b gy b 0ls ot 457 GloiS 1S Sole g 0 5 SV 5w 1 ol Ko S o JL> b 2
F S dzen pl (Wl 5,8 e 0l 1y (05 bgr sl slalesl Sale a wdiS” o b ool
2550 03 eVl & (LT e GBI 05 (250 5 T Loyl 13 M Fbines B3l (g e 4 Dl 55 50
Sl (ol 5 dal s LYzl OT s oy &K sl 1 5 glatian 5 6385 idd 3030 OT L 0!
SO TT R T PN VAP RO OIR i PRREA S SN ENEPYS PP PR PC-C S
B33 8,80 Olasloo 35 ples vond 03l el 5 ol el bl iade (udate il (sl
S il o sl W3l o o ¢ b 0 Ll 5 oo 038 ekl Olgr DS o e s I
W bl 315 L b 513 (5 Bl Ol gt Lo &8 (Aloy Ol SWSe J

Sl oyl sal it O sime Olesla a5 OV 3550 53 Al (6 S pl ol L 1 s, T

S atils aals

1O s g5 05l o



VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agin o33 oL (o 7 5 e Gle 4l 2 g VY

s (BT e glaain 53 5l Lamate ol alin o8 3 il a3 bl K (55,l0
u:’J}"Tﬁ wu@ﬂ cvlﬁjé QL&J{“ rbmdwjbj‘ )UT R | JYJ.:.,J q,bju:)yTM?L;
sodd Al g sla LAL«:;;j L;J‘,?thmjdsv\ileu szjTJJf”J'i:‘“ sl C‘#\«,é‘yu.a

REIRTN PR S O T
Contact: hsiegel@miami.edu https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2725-8883

5 irad (S BT me 9 G Jols ol Dol ol b gy 088515 atenis 31 Sl 03 gunsls (5557
Fol b 3 s Aib o b 5 68 Sla a5 mmen 5 LIS e L Sl peT il S0
(e O3 Jolsl 53 domte SVLI g 53 S ol OB (62 (S350 am oo &5 06 65
AS e 8

Contact: audrey.thompson@utah.edu  https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0090-9265

References

Anzaldua, G. (1999). Borderlands/La Frontera: The New Mestiza. In Feminist Studies (pp.
653-662). Aunt lute Books .

Applebaum, B., Babbitt, S. E., Bailey, A., Brogaard, B., Heldke, L., Hoagland, S.,
Kaufman, C., Lebens, C., Mayo, C., & Shotwell, A .(2011) .The center must not
hold: White women philosophers on the whiteness of philosophy. Lexington
Books .

Barad, K. (2011). Nature's queer performativity. Qui Parle: Critical Humanities and Social
Sciences, 19(2), 121-158 .

Beauboeuf-Lafontant, T. (2005). Womanist lessons for reinventing teaching. Journal of
teacher Education, 56(5), 436-445 .

Black-Rogers, M., Darnell, R., & Foster, M. (1988). Ojibwa power interactions: creating
contexts for respectful talk. Native North American interaction patterns, 44-68 .

Butler, J. (2004). Precarious life: The powers of mourning and violence. verso .

Davis, L. J. (1995). Enforcing normalcy: Disability, deafness, and the body. Verso .

Dewey, J. (1984a). The Public and Its Problems (e. b. B. A. Walsh, Ed.) .

Dewey, J. (1984b). The Quest for Certainty (e. b. H. F. Simon, Ed .(.

Du Bois, W. B. (1935). Does the Negro need separate schools? Journal of Negro
Education, 328-335 .

Farella, J. R. (1993). The wind in a jar. University of New Mexico Press .

Fraser-Burgess, S., & Higgins, C. (2024). Surrendering Noble Lies Where We Buried the
Bodies: Formative Civic Education for Embodied Citizenship. Educational
Theory, 74(5), 619-638 .

Frye, M. (1992). Willful virgin: Essays in feminism, 1976-1992. Crossing Press .

Gilmore, P., Smith, D. M., & Kairaiuak, A. L. (1997). Resisting diversity: An Alaskan case
of institutional struggle. In L. W. edited by Michelle Fine, Linda C. Powell, and L.
Mun Wong (Ed.), Off white (pp. 90-99). Routledge .


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2725-8883
mailto:hsiegel@miami.edu
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-0090-9265
mailto:audrey.thompson@utah.edu

VEF Jle oY oyles VF 693 Agin 33 p oL (Lo 5 ekl Lo el a3 YE

Hooks, B. (1994). Teaching to Transgress :Education as the Practice of Freedom.
Routledge .

Keller, E. F. (1985). Reflections on gender and science. Yale University Press .

Kosofsky, E. S. (1990). Epistemology of the Closet. University of California Press .

Locke, A. L., & Stewart, J. C .(1983) .The critical temper of Alain Locke: a selection of his
essays on art and culture (e. b. J. C. Stewart, Ed.). Garland Pub .

Lugones, M. (2003). Pilgrimages/peregrinajes: Theorizing coalition against multiple
oppressions. Rowman & Littlefield Publishers .

Mayo, C. (2010). Incongruity and provisional safety: Thinking through humor. Studies in
philosophy and education, 29, 509-521 .

Mills, C. (1997). The Racial Contract Cornell University Press. Ithaca, London .

Morrison, T. (1992). Playing in the dark: Whiteness and the literary imagination. vintage .

Pateman, C. (1980). " The disorder of women": Women, love, and the sense of justice.
Ethics, 91(1), 20-34 .

Serlin, D. (2006). “Disability, Masculinity, and the Prosthetics of War, 1945 to 2005.” In
The Prosthetic Impulse: From a Posthuman Present to a Biocultural Future (e. b.
M. S. a. J. Morra, Ed.) .

Siegel, H. (1981a). The Future and Purpose of Philosophy of Education. Educational
Theory, 31(1), 11-15.

Siegel, H. (1981b). How" practical™ should philosophy of education be? Educational
Studies, 12(2), 125-134 .

Siegel, H. (1983). On the obligations of the professional philosopher of education. Journal
of Thought, 31(1), 31-37 .

Siegel, H. (1988). Educating Reason: Rationality, Critical Thinking, and Education.
Routledge .

Siegel, H. (2016). “Critical Thinking and the Intellectual Virtues.” In Educating the
Intellectual Virtues: Essays in Applied Virtue Epistemology (e. b. J. Baehr, Ed.) .

Siegel, H. (2017). “Philosophy of Education and the Tyranny of Practice.” In
Bildungsphilosophie: Disziplin-Gegenstandbereich-Politische Bedeutung
(Philosophy of Education: Main Topics, Disciplinary Identity, and Political
Significance) (e. b. M. S. a. K. Stojanov, Ed.) .

Siegel, H. (2023). Rational Thinking and Intellectually Virtuous Thinking: Identical,
Extensionally Equivalent, or Substantively Different? Informal Logic, 43(2), 204-
223.

Siegel, H. (2025). “Education’s Aims.” In The Future of Education: Reimagining Its Aims
and Responsibilities. Oxford University Press .



