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RICHARD PAUL, GLORIA ANZALDUA, AND MESTIZA CONSCIOUSNESS:

SHIFTING THE BORDERS OF CRITICAL THINKING
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Margaret E. Cronin, B.A., Lycoming College
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Directed by Professor Delores Gallo

In recent years, many theorists and practitioners in the field of critical and creative
thinking have moved beyond a discrete s' " understanding of critical and creative
thinking to advocate a more holistic approach. This approach focuses on recc 1izing
underlying assumptions, analyzing frames of reference, and for  >unding personal and
social biases. Yet despite this much needed move toward contextual” = thinking and
the thinker, there is little attention given to the role that power and identity difference
play in the development and teachis  of thinking.

This thesis concerns itself with the issues of power, identity, and difference in
thinking by comparing the work of critical thinking theorist Richard Paul with that of
several race-inflected lesbian feminist theorists. I consider what happens if we try to
insert a very specific thinking subject -- Gloria Anzaldua's mestiza thinker -- into Paul's

theoretical milieu.
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inhabiting a multiple consciousness, the mestiza must also deal with the issue of how she
is seen as different from the norm.

This necessitates a discussion of how difference is inflected by unequal power
dynamics that have an effect on how we envision the thinker, how we grant her authority,
and how we define and validate effective thinking. I use critiques of white feminist
theory by . lda, Norma Alarcon, and Maria Lugones to illustrate how some of Paul's
theorizit  >f the thinking subject parallels white feminist theorizing which has ignored or
devalued women of color in neglecting issues of multiple subjectivity, power, and
difference.

In conclusion, I argue that the critical and creative thinking field would be served
by an inclusion of lesbian/feminist of color discourses. These discourses might serve as
examples of critical and creative thinking, as well as give us a more complete portrait of
the thinker and thinking that goes beyond the notion of the thinker as a universal, unitary

self.
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Neglecting such a discussion has many ramifications regarding canon-formation
and the persons in whom authority is invested in the critical and creative tl * * ing field
(teachers, theorists, writers, and other practitioners). In turn, "who is teaching what
material" affects and effects who ends up in our classrooms and workshops. Recently
here at the University of Massachusetts, we have had discussions on how to make our
program more multiculturally diverse, and how to attract a student body more diverse in
terms of class, race, ethnicity, and open sexual orientation. Our fairly homogeneous
student body is connected to this issue of power, and to the discourses that are used, and
perhaps more importantly, the discourses that are not used, in this interdisciplinary, but
not yet fully multicultural, field of critical ! creative thinking.

In order to bring an understanding of power and privilege into the critical and
creative thinking conversation, [ would like to compare the work of some lesbian and
women of color feminist theorists with that of critical thinking theorist Richard Paul. I
am particularly interested in looking at the ways in which Richard Paul's
conceptualization of the tl © " i1 subject may differ from Gloria Anzaldta's
mestiza/borderdweller portrait of a thinking subject. [ believe such an examination of the
thinking subject will help us to see that the way we conceive of the thinker has
implications for how we theorize knowledge formation and how we define good,
effective, or sound critical thinking.

Like many other theorists and thinkers in the critical thinking field, Richard Paul's
work is marked by an insistence that a successful critical thinker must be able to move
between different frameworks of thinking. ™~ delineates two kinds of critical thinking:

weak sense  “ical thinking and strong sense critical thinking. One way of describing the















very constitution did not extend full citizenry, humanity even, to most of the people
inhabiting the country at the time. Though we have made corrections over time, our
institutions still bear the mark of these founding flaws, and many of our citizens still bear
the injustices remaining in the structural fiber of these institutions. This requires that he --
and al] of us -- face up to the fact that in imperfect, unjust societies power is divided
unequally, and difference often equals deficient. Because thinkers live inside, not
outside, this unfair set-up, thinking itself is affected by unequal power dynamics.

This is not to say that our thinkit need be overly determined by unequal power
dynamics, for it is precisely the meta-analysis the mind is capable of, a meta-analysis
Paul wants to foster, that can move us beyond unequal systems. But we cannot move
beyond what we refuse to see. Comparing A lduda's vision of the thinker with Paul's
allows us not only to see several facets of many truths, but to also understand that
multiple viewpoints without an attendant analysis of context and power gives us a false
and incomplete view of the field of opportunity in critical thinking, and thus de’” s
thinking itself. The mosaic of voices [ bring together here with Paul's offer alternative
visions of the thinker as a continually evolving, sometimes conflicted, but nonetheless
creative self who must continually work at re-assessing and integrating multiple identities
for various purposes and shifting contexts. The idea of the thinking self as a multiple,
fluid entity -- such as the mestiza figure -- is perhaps not as comforting as are stable
formulas or universal descriptions of the thinker as a unitary subject. The strength of the
mestiza figure, however, is that it characterizes the lived experience of most people better

than a lot of traditional ideas about objectivity and universality ever have.



CHAPTER 2
AUTHOR'S CHARACTERIZATION/CONTEXTUALIZATION

Locating the Author

Before proceeding further, let me first locate myself within this discourse and
acknowledge (as far as I can see them) the assumptions undergirdii  my own thinking
here. [ am a white Irish-American lesbian fen * ~ t. I was raised working class, but am
formally educated (as a result of my family's hard work, white skin privilege, and some
good fortune) and thus now operate out of a position of middle-class or upper middle
class privilege. I work to overcome the insularity of that privilege, as well as share the
resources and advantages of such privilege, through activist and community work,
through friendship, through spiritual and critical self-reflection, and through my writi
and critical, lesbian-feminist, anti-racist, student-centered pedagogy in various teaching
arenas.

I understand this investigation and responsible re-deployment of privilege to be an
ongoi and always incomplete endeavor. In our hierarchical, profit-driven consumer
culture, it is not improbable to conceptualize power and privilege as functioning like
drugs. In 7~~"~=Qutlaw, Kate Bornstein, a male-to-female lesbian transsexual writes,
"to have [male privilege] was like t "~ 1g drugs, to get rid of it was like kicking a habit. I
gave it up because it was destroying me and the people I loved" (Bornstein, 108).

Recovery from addiction to the immediate, albeit short-term or unfulfillii
gratification that marks such power and privilege is a lifetime, daily process. Putting
human and spiritual concerns in the center of one's life, one's ¢ "y, necessitates a

vigilant evaluation of and painful disentanglement from the profit-driven, materialist,
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convenience oriented, thrill-promising American culture that threatens and seduces us
from a frighteningly wide array of venues. Not to do so, however, dulls our thinking,
stunts our ima; ~  tion, and jeopardizes not only our integrity, but our quality of life, and
perhaps even our continued physical existence.

[t is my belief that all forms of thinkis  creativity, and especially education,
spring from a political frame of reference, however normalized or concealed that frame of
reference may be. Beyond the feminist notion that the personal is political, I understand
cverything to be informed by politics. Hence, everything operates within the ficld of
power, as power is variously and often contradictorily defined, contested, and deployed in
a culture such as ours that claims, but does not yet fully enjoy or even embrace,
democracy.

This understanding of the ubiquitous nature of power dynamics is born of my
experience as a woman and lesbian in a heterosexist society. My own experience of
oppression, developing critical consciousness, and empowerment, as well as my
connection to working class and racial liberatory critical cor :iousnesses (through
activism, rea<’" , and friendship) vitally informs my particular -- and partial -- view of
the world.

My academic understanding of power, thought and agency is postmodernist in
flavor, though not without a competing romantic sense or desire for modernist certainty
or security in the exhilarating yet disorienting whirlwind of choice, anxiety, urgency,
freedom/oppression and chaos that comprises our American society in the present

moment.






invisibilize lesbian reality. I see this as a political, oppositional stance. However,
embedded in a claim to lesbian identity is a binary gender system which I may ultimately
reject as restricting. Thus, my claim to lesbian identity is also not oppositional, in that it
supports an oppressive gender code. Politically then, in claiming a lesb™  dentity I may
be both supporting a progressive agenda (the r' "t to same-sex love), and re-inscribing
the status quo (a strict male/female binary gender system).

Further complicating the identity matrix, I am also "raced" as white. Unlike my
lesbian identity, my whiteness is curiously visible and invisible. It is apparent to the eye,
but in conversation or writing, in referring to myself, it is often not necessary to " "
myself as white because "whiteness" is the norm. The socio-political assumption is
reflected in our language, where white people are just "people," and people of color are
"of color": "black," "Asian," "Native American," "Latino," etc. People of color are
adjectively (and often abjectly) defined: they are the qualified, the delineated, the
different, the other, while white people are normalized, naturalized, as just people, as the
standard by which difference is marked (Appiah and Gutmann Frankenberg; Morrison).

And even as I try, in the previous paragraph, to expose such white-centered
assumptions, I may unwittingly perpetuate such assumptions, for a person of color
reading this might say, "When I use the word person or people, I don't just think of white
people." And that same reader may indeed mark me as white. The point I am trying to
make here is that as a white person in America, I grew up with the luxury (and
incompleteness) of being able to think of myself as just a person and not a raced person.

Most people of color in our country have not enjoyed that luxury.

11












t opings of privilege and the seduction of hierarchical models of power, when any one of
us is diminished, we are all diminished. Audre Lorde wrote movingly about the
connection between power and our many and different selves in the following way:

My fullest concentration of er 1y is available to me only when I integrate all the

parts of who I am, openly, allowing power from particular sources of my living to

flow back and forth freely through all of my selves, without the restrictions of

externally imposed definition. Only then can I bring myself and my energies as a

whole to the service of those struggles which | embrace as part of my living.

(Lorde, 120-1)

The characteristics that Lorde values in this description -- flux, multiplicity, an
honoring of particularity, tolerance for ambiguity, an internal locus of
definition/evaluation, motion, openness, life-centered service -- are characteristics that I
think should be a part of critical and creative thinking. This thesis is a meditation on

some thinkers and some theories that might create the kind of "power flow" which Audre

Lorde imagined, and which I long for in our program.
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may proceed as a collaborative, dialectic practice, rather than a polarized battle between
thinkers who each believe they possess the ultimate Truth or Knowledge.
Toward Strong Sense Critical Thinking: Identifying Egocentric, Sociocentric, and
Monological Thought

In describing prejudices and self-serving beliefs that impede critical thinking, Paul
articulates two related concepts -- "egocentricity” and "sociocentricity" -- to describe
what he sees to be natural and often unexamined tendencies in human thought. He
defines them as follows:

« ecentricity: A tendency to view everything in  ationship to oneself; to

confuse immediate perception . . . with reality. One's desires, values, and beliefs

(seeming to be self-evidently correct or superior to those of others) are often

uncritically used as the norm of all judgment and experience. (Paul, 646)

sociocentricity: The assumption that one's own social group is inherently and

self-evidently superior to all others. When a group or society sees itself as
superior and so considers its views about the world as correct or as the only
sonable or justifiable views, and all its actions justified, there is a tendency to
presuppose this superiority in all its thinking and thus to think closemindedly. All
dissent and doubt are considered disloyal, and rejected without consideration.

Few people recognize the sociocentric nature of much of their thought. (Paul,

666)

Two other important concepts in Paul's theory of critical thinking are monological
and multilogical thi ~~ Monological thinking is "one-dimensional thinking that is
conducted exclusively within one point of view or frame of reference" (Paul, 659),
whereas multilogical thinking "sympathetically enters, considers, and reasons within
multiple points of view" (Paul, 660).

A cornerstone of Paul's analysis is that much of American education for critical

thought takes a monological approach to multilogical issues. Paul asserts that traditional

cognitive psychological studies that feed into education theory "rarely focus on messy
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real-life multilogical problems that cross disciplines” (Paul, 184). Breaking out of
monological thinking requires a vigilant awareness that all thinking occurs within a
framework, and that we must be able to ) beyond our own egocentric or sociocentric
framework into the more complex and ambiguous terrain of multilogical thinking.
People cannot begin to think critically until they are able to ascertain the difference
between monological and multilogical problems, and until they can recognize and
transcend their own egocentric and sociocentric thinking:

Teaching for critical thinking in the strong sense is teaching so that students
explicate, understand, and critique their own deepest prejudices, biases and
misconceptions, thereby discovering and contesting their own egocentric and
sociocentric tendencies. Only if we contest our inevitable egocentric and
sociocentric habits of thought can we hope to think in a genuinely rational
fashion. Only dialogical thinking about basic issues that genuinely matter to the
individual provides the kind of practice and skill essential to strong sense critical
thinking. (Paul, 666-7)

This 1ssue of mono- and multilogical thinking is connected to Paul's construct of
weak and strong sense critical thinkii

... we distinguish two impor  t senses of critical thinking, a weak sense and a
strong one. Those who think critically only with respect to monological issues
and, as a result, consider multilogical issues with a pronounced monol¢ “cal bias
have merely mastered weak sense critical thinking. They would lack the ability,
and presumably the disposition also, to critique their own most fundamental
categories of thought and analysis. They would, as a result, lack the ability to
enter sympathetically into, and reconstruct, the strongest arguments and reasons
for points of view fundamentally opposed to their own. When their monological
thinking arises from an unconscious commitment to a personal point of view, their
thinking is egocentric; when it arise from an unconscious commitment to a social
or cultural point of view, their thinking is ethnocentric. In either case they think
more or less exclusively within their own frames of reference. (Paul, 184)

Paul goes on to say that to think multilogically, to break out of egocentric and

sociocentric thinking, is to cultivate a "Socratic character" through which one is able
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think beyond simple self-serving strategies. Paul maintains that this Socratic character is
rare in thinkers, subsequently, "most everyday critical thought is egocentric" (Paul, 191).
Imagining the Thinker in Multilogical Terms: Paul's Exclusion of Relevant
Discourses

Paul's assertion that "most everyday critical thought is egocentric," sets up a
masses/elite equation that troubles me. It suggests that special trainiy  rather than life
experience, is the only route to strong sense critical thinking. But even more disturbing is
that this assertion ignores many well-established streams of critical thought which have
developed in response to the egocentricity and sociocentricity that inform Western
patriarchal rationality. When Paul makes such a statement, he is obviously not thinking
about feminist theory, critical race theory, Freirian pedagogy, lesbian philosophy. As I
will later illustrate in subsequent chapters, these are all schools of thought that might
serve as examples of critical thin® * ; that complexify the thinker's relationship to
egocentricity and sociocentricity.

Beyond ignoring these particular strains of critical thought, Paul is not imagining
the thinker in fully multilogical terms. For all his insistence that we must approach
multilogical issues with multilogical tools, his configuration of the critical thinker
remains relatively monological, if not monolithic. For example, he maintains that "[FJew
adults have experience in reciprocal critical thought, that is, in reasoning within their
antagonists' point of view" (Paul, 189). Paul, as a straight white man whose identity is
the norm by which other identities are judged, does not consider that there are whole
sectors of the American population whose everyday survival depends upon an ability to

"reason within their ant: Hnists' point of view." Because we live in a society in which
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racism, sexism, classism, homophobia are built into its institutions, people "on the

ma ‘ns" of institutional power must learn how to think like those with power over them
in order to get by. Furthermore, the "antagonist point of view" is often inculcated in a
person on the margins to such an extent that rather than learn how to think like the

ant: Hnist, such a person must instead unlearn the mindset of the oppressor. People on
the margins don't always experience the luxury of holding "vested interests" that are
backed up by institutional power. Often, such people need to excise the internalized
vested interests of their antagonist in order to find out what interests will support their
own thinking and agency in an unsupportive environment.

I am not saying that, for example, a black lesbian is automatically a more
generous or deeper critical thinker than a white man. However, her relationship to the
culture and to traditional critical thought is more vexed than someone who is comfortable
in and supported by the culture and by Western rational traditions. She is not mirrored
but "othered" by traditional discourse on thinking and rationality; she is not represented
but rather fractured or erased by universality. Unless she has completely internalized
white male heterosexist reality, a black lesbian's very positionality cultivates a
multilogical stance in our culture. Critical th™ " ers thus have somethii  to gain by
paying attention to the discourse of black lesbians and other marginalized thinkers.

In his description of "typical" thinkers, Paul further asserts that "[flew [people]
have experience in making the structures of their own thought conscious" (Paul, 189).
Yet people on the n  gins are often asked to account for their point of view, to justify it,
while the mainstream identities go unchallenged because they are the norm, the standard,

the "natural." For example, there is intense cultural pressure on gay people to explain
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their affectional/sexual desire, to find its source, to figure out the reasons they are gay.
Yet it would seem odd to most of us to ask a straight person, "What do you think caused
your heterosexuality?" Gay people are thus often quite adept at understanding the codes
of heterosexuality. At the same time, they are forced into examining their own desires in
order to know th¢  :lves in a society that does not support or reflect them very well, and
in order to try to represent themselves to that society. Issues of representation are
extremely complicated for everyone. This complexity is particularly salient for those on
the margins, and often engenders sophisticated critical and creative analyses that might
not be required of someone who sees him- or herself as "normal," as a member of the
dominant culture.

This issue of reality and representation runs throughout Paul's work. He
maintains that one of the biggest stumbling blocks to strong-sense critical thinking is the
human tendency to conflate one's perspective, one's framework, with reality. The

assumptions we take for granted, the "givens" that appear self-evident, the information

that seems mere perception rather than conception, are exactly the most important "~ s
to investigate and unpack, for these are the elements of egocer "= and sociocentric
thinking:

One manifestation of the irrational mind is to uncritically presuppose the truth of
beliefs and doctrines embedded in social life and values. We intellectually and
affectively absorb common frames of references from the social settings in which
we live. Our interests and purpose find a place within a socially absorbed picture
of the world. We use that picture to test the claims of contesting others. We
imaginatively rehearse situations within portions of that picture. We rarely,
however, describe that picture as a picture, as an image constructed by one social
group as against that of another. We cannot easily place that picture at arm's
length, so to speak, and for a time suspend our acquiescence to it. (Paul, 191)

22



I have no argument with Paul's belief that serious critical (' * <1 demands this
ability to see the "picture as a picture." Yet again, I would argue that there are sectors of
the American population who are not "uncritical” of certain "absorbed frames of
references," who know the picture to be a picture because they do not easily fit in the
frame, or because they are cropped from that picture. I am not talking about the odd
philosopher or artist here, but about entire streams of critical and creative discourse that
have come out of the experiences of being "different” in America. There are, to name a
few, such African-American discourses, ” inist/womanist discourses, gay/lesbian/
bisexual/transgendered discourses, working-class discourses. Many people who are not
"in" the so-called "traditional" American social picture are in several of the pictures I just
named, so not only do they experience ' onance or invisibility in the white-male
American construct, they embody the harmony and/or discord inherent in occupying
several identity positions. Can we comfortably say of such people that "[they] cannot
easily place that picture at arm's length . . . and suspend [their] acquiescence to it?" For
many people in the groups [ named above, opposition -- or at least ambivalence -- rather
than acquiescence, is the more typical relationship to supposed shared American beliefs.

I do not wish to imply that a straight white middle class American man has single
or simple affiliations to dominant American frameworks. He too, will have many
intersec and or conflicting relationships to certain social values. Yet, there may be
things he does not see, as I think is the case with Paul. Because major parts of his
identity have traditionally composed the norm, he can still operate with a more unified

sense of self.  tamining his multiplicity would take a conscious effort on his part to look
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at how social and institutional power consolidates his unified self while distorting or

erasing the selves of people on the margins.

Problems With the Idealized T" ° “ter in Paul's Work

As I indicate in my introduction, this thesis addresses a number of inter-related
issues that arise from what I perceive to be a generally white, upper or middle class,
patriarchal bias to the Critical and Creative Thinking canon. I was led into thinking about
these issues by the lack of adequate feminist, lesbian, and people of color representation
in course readings, and by my feeling that even exemplar theorists such as Richard Paul
posit ideas and approaches that did not always fit or work for me as a thinker who
occupies particular stances in the thinkir field: white, anti-racist, mixed working/middle
class woman, lesbian intellectual.

Embedded in Paul's writings are unexamined assumptions about the self or the
thinker. Paul does not question the Western concept of rationality that promotes the
unitary self, universality, and the consistent stable subject as the marks of the integrated,
whole, thinking person. Issues of agency, subjectivity, objectivity, the self, along with
matters of personal, collective, and institutional power are important to any discussion of
thinking, yet Paul does not deal with these issues in more than a cursory fashion.

I think the fact that he does not include critical discourses of marginalized people
within the scope of his discussion on critical thinking allows Paul to gloss over such
issues of the self,. ¢y, and power. This is a serious omission because Paul's failure to
acknowledge entire streams of thought -- such as various theories of feminism,

diffe e, and class -- not only reinforces an oppressive pattern that privileges certain
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voices over others, it compromises his ability to carry out his own ideas for educational
reform and limits his ability to fully imagine the thinker.

Though much of Paul's work is concerned with how we must attend to the
diversity of frameworks and assumptions that undergird all thinking, his approach
nonetheless ignores historical and social structures of power that have historically marked
certain thinkers and certain structures or traditions of thought as rational, normal, or
natural, while relegating others as alternative, marginal, or invisible.

Beyond the populist or democratic merits of mere inclusion of many kinds of
people, it is important that the critical literatures of many peoples and sites be
investigated in our program because it changes the very nature of the make-up of the
thinker, how we imagine and conceive of the thinker. By extension, this chai :s what
we mean when we say "good" or "strong" or "effective” critical thinking. Simply
including those that have been excluded not only brings more voices to the table, it forces
us to ask questions about the very subject of thinking, because definitions of the t' * " er
and thinking are for the most part still based on masculinist ways of being in the world.

By masculinist I mean a patriarchal world view, a chauvinist consciousness that
not only privileges a masculine point of view but conflates that point of view with human
experience in general. An example of masculinist language would be the use of
"mankind" and "man" to refer to humankind and v n. I use the term "masculinist” as
opposed to "male" purposefully here. I do not conflate masculinist or patriarchal with the
biological male. Being male does not automatically mean one is masculinist or
patriarchal in one's thoughts or actions, nor does being female guarantee that one is not

masculinist or patriarchal in one's thoughts or actions. It may be true, however, that men,

25



more than women, raised in a patriarchal culture are more susceptible to buying into and
purveying masculinist ideas, just as the privileging of whiteness in our culture fosters
white supremacist ideas in white people.

This distinction between masculinist and male is important for a couple of
reasons. One reason is to avoid the placement of negative or positive values on the states
of being male or female. Another is to avoid a kind of biological determinism. B¢~ 1
male does not mean one automatically holds sexist or masculinist views; being female
does not mean one is free of such views. The most important thing I wish to convey is
that I am talking about attitudes and consciousnesses where there is an imbalance of
power backed up by institutions and historical processes that result in supremacist,
oppressive world views.

I agree with Paul that one of the most fruitful endeavors we might undertake as
educators would be to help people acknowledge and step out of egocentric and
sociocentric thinking. However, I feel that Paul's construction of the weak and strong
sense '~ ' 'r does not get at how different kinds of people in America might have very
complicated relationships to  >centricity and sociocentricity. Though Paul is obviously
very consciously trying to account for difference (the very terms egocentricity and
sociocentricity imply multiple, if insular, perspectives), by acknowledging that everyone
has biases, prejudices, partial world views, there lurks in his writii  a notion of a generic
thinker who need only follow certain steps in order to move into strong sense thinking.
Furthermore, one senses vestiges of realism in Paul's work: a belief that "truth" is

1

attainable, that objectivity is possible, that "good " * " ing" equals a rationality that has
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consistency at its core. Such a rendering of human thot ' * and social relations is at best
uncomplicated, at worst naive or willfully = 10orant.

I would like to complicate this portrait of the strong sense thinker and these issues
of egocentricity and sociocentricity by juxtaposing Paul's work with theorists whose
critical thinl ©  happens in very specific mar; ~ lized bodies, lives, settings. What I
want to look at here is how Paul's ideas work out by inserting a very specific lesbian
feminist of color "I" as the thinker and non-dominant "we" as the audience here. How do
Paul's notions of egocentricity and sociocentricity consistent rational thought play out for
someone other than a straight white male, someone whose relationship to agency,
subjectivity -- even full citizenship -- is complicated by unequal distribution of power
(econc "z, legislative, and cultural capital, etc.). We might start by imagining an
audience or thinker different from what Paul seems to imagine.

A movement to a deeper thi '~ g may indeed be "primarily l¢ “cal and driven by
a commitment to a consistent and fair use of logical principles" (Paul, 230) for those who
are comp ely or to a large extent supported by the social/political paradigms of a given
culture. But for individuals comprising groups systemically marginalized by the
dominant culture, I think the process may be different, may be primarily experiential and
may perhaps "feel" intuitive.

To illustrate the poor fit between Paul's prescriptions for the betterment of the
generic thinker and the experience of specific, actual thinkers, I will turn, in the following

chapter, to Gloria Anzaldda's theory of the mestiza thinker.

27



CHAPTER 4
MESTIZA CONSCIOUSNESS AND CRITIC IINKING

Thinking in the Borderlands: Gloria Anzaldua's Mestiza Consciousness

Inher book ™--7gr'-- "7 7 Gloria Anzaldta uses multiple languages --
English, Spanish, fejano -- and multiple forms (poetry and both analytic and lyric prose)
to develop her idea of mestiza consciousness. She uses mestiza to refer to a person who
lives in the interstices of many identities, identities which overlap, which rub against each
other sometimes creatively, sometimes painfully. The mestiza figure is defined not
simply through her multiple identities (in Anzaldda's case, queer, Indian, Mexican,
tejana, woman, workil  class, to name a few), but through the process of having to
navigate and integrate several identities, often under conditions that devalue some or all
of those identities.

Writing of her experience as a Mexican/Indian living in an A1 "o world,
Anzaldua asserts that she and others like her must learn the codes of two different worlds
or cultural systems in order to survive: "... people who inhabit both realities are forced
to live in the interface between the two, forced to become adept at switching modes"
(Anzaldua 1987, 37).

This 1s not a simple exercise of switching modes horizontally. Because white or
anglo culture is more powerful and claims more legitimacy, the mestiza is forced to live
in the interface of unequal power dynamics that array the  :lves along a vertical,
hierarchical axis. This has effects ranging from internal (impact on one's self-esteem,
one's identity) to external (what counts as good tl * ' * g, as sane, rational behavior in the

public domain). While mode-switching is necessary for survival, the mestiza runs the

28






but habitually incompatible frames of references causes un choque, a cultural
collision. (* aldua 1987, 78)

And yet, the mestiza is more than a fractured, constantly in crisis being. Her multiple
experience allows her to fuse fragments, to continually create and recreate who she is, to
incorporate the many and the contentious while maintaining a core integrity that comes
from honest process, from cultivating evolution:

That focal point or fulcrum, that juncture where the mestiza stands, is where

phenomena tend to collide. It is where the possibility of uniting all that is

separate occurs. This assembly is not one where severed or separated pieces
merely come together. Nor is it abalanc™  >f opposing powers. In attempting to
work out a synthesis, the self has added a third element which is greater than the
sum of its severed parts. That third element is a new consciousness--a mestiza
consciousness--and though it is a source of intense pain, its energy comes from
continual creative motion that keep breaking down the unitary aspect of each new

paradigm. (Anzaldua 1987, 79-80)

ldia admits that it is hard to explain or analyze the process whereby this
synthesis happens. She is content to simply say, "The work takes place unde ound --
subconsciously. It's work that the soul performs” (Anzaldta 1987, 79). Understanc”’
borders, she is comfortable with recognizing the limits of rationality; she does not feel the
need to explain all phenomena in order to know it.

Regarding the limits of rationality, AnzaldGa resonates with other critical
consciousness educators such as Henry Giroux (1992). She contends that sole
dependence on such enlightenment rationality has been far from illuminating; rather, it
has kept us in the dark as divided people, fearful of difference in ourselves and in others,
and locked into violence as a way of responding to that fear: "In trying to become
'objective,’ Western culture made 'objects' of things and people when it distanced itself

from them, thereby losing 'touch' with them. This dichotomy is the root of all violence"

(Anzaldua 1987, 37).
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to survive in a world that demands they know their native culture as well as the culture of
those in economic and political control?

In other words, given the confusion and damaged self-esteem that can be part of
life in the borderlands, and given the privileges held by many people in educational
institutions, what can we as educators offer the mestiza student, before demanding she
work through her "egocentricity” or "sociocentricity"? It may be that we need to ¢
ways for her to strengthen her ego, to explore her culture in a positive, affirming way
before questioning it. Chances are, given the multiplicity of life in the borderlands, her

questioning will come, if it is not there already. She may need support, not interrogation.
The Mestiza Student Reads Richard Paul -- A Hypothetical Case

Let us entertain an example here. Suppose we have two students in a Critical and
Creative Thinking class. One is a Native American woman named Pauline, the other is
an Irish-American named Thomas. Pauline was born in Arizona and was educated in a
government boarding school. The U.S. government mandated Pauline's attendance at this
school, where she was separated from her family and community for most of the year,
and where her native lat 1age was prohibited in favor of Standard English. In her
summers at home however, her grandmother does her best to ensure that Pauline learns of
her people's traditions and beliefs. These traditions and cultural beliefs are tr iitted in
oral and communal modes, through story, through ceremony, through observation and
participation in tribal life.

Sixmon~ ago, Pauline came out as a lesbian to her family and her community.

Some family members have accepted ' * news quietly. Others, both in her biological
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a whole. She feels both embarrassed and angry that she does not share Thomas’s
confidence in the U.S. legal system. If she tried to explain her wariness to Thomas or her
class, she would have to back up her position, and she's not sure she wants to share any of
the pe~ "l experiences that have informed her distrust. But if she doesn't recount any of
these experiences, they might think she is paranoid and angry, or too emotional to be
rational.

She decides maybe the safest thing she could talk about is the understanding of
family 1k° ' "> with which she was raised. But it is so complicated, she doesn't know
if there will be time to adequately explain it. Plus, some days, she has doubts about her
own understanding of her tribe's customs because so much of her time was spent away
from her tribe in the government boarding school, where a lot of her cultural practices
and beliefs were ignored, maligned, or forbidden. To stall for time, she asks Thomas if
they can look again at Paul's definitions of egocentric and sociocentric thinking. She
finds herself re-reading the following lines over and over:

~—ycentricity: ... One's desires, values, and beliefs (seeming to be self-evidently

correct or superior to those of others) are often uncritic "y used as the norm of all

judgment and experience. (Paul, 646)

sociocentricity: The assumption that one's own social group is inherently and

self-evidently superior to all others. When a group or society sees itself as

superior and so considers its views about the world as correct or as the only
reasonable or justifiable views, 1all its actions justified, there is a tendency to
presuppose this superiority in all its thinking and thus to think closemindedly.

(Paul, 666)

These definitions do not help clear Pauline's mind. She wonders how she is supposed to
define her social group, and whose perceptions, values, beliefs she is to overcome in

order to become a "strong-sense" critical thinker. After years of being taught by the

government teachers that her tribal language is not useful, and that her people are
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the hybrid. The dynamic possibility of flux and rupture is both the pain and the power of
mestiza liminality.

It is precisely this risk and rich1 s inherent in mestiza liminality that can enhance
our understanding of the thinking subject, and raise questions about how we theorize
thinking itself. T will first deal with the question of what it means for the woman-of-color
tobeatl” "ing subject in territory that has been the domain of a unitary, universalized
thinking subject derived from white masculinist consciousness. Following that, I will
turn to a discussion of how theory has been defined in much the same way, and how

mestiza theorizing could change the way we think of theorizing.

Woman of Color as Thinking Subject: Multiplicity, Difference, Power

In 1981, Gloria Anzaldua and Cherrie Moraga co-edited an anthology entitled

M. T 1 ~ e «= - E T),\(_‘I_",I Y71 "o~

o gs P Frustrated with
the absence and marginalization of women of color in feminist discourse, Anzaldta and
Moraga conceived of an anthology that would put women of color at the center of
feminist theorizing. A major assumption informing is the belief that if
feminism is to succeed, women of color must be able to name and honor their differences.
Concomitantly, white women must learn to see and honor these differences. A second
informing principle of * ° volume is that we all must acknowledge the ways in which

power in our culture is unevenly attached to certain differences, such as gender and race,

and in fact, affects the way we perceive difference and grant authority.
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difference and divergent thinking. What is often missing, however is an analysis of how
difference is defined in relation to accepted norms, and how, as a result, particular
differences are accorded more value than others.

In "Age, Race, Class, and Sex: Women Redef ~  Difference," Audre Lorde,
speaking as a black lesbian, talks about how power is connected to a "'nc " that does not
represent her, but is actually particular to certain kinds of people in our society:

Somewhere, on the edge of consciousness, there is what I call a mythical
norm, which each one of us within our hearts knows "that is not me." In america,
this norm is usually defined as white, thin, male, young, hetero  ual, christian,
and financially secure. It is within this mythical norm that the trappings of power

reside within this society. (Lorde, 116)

Here we see Lorde exposing this norm as mythical. Despite the fact that such a norm
contains certain class, race, and gender particularities, it gains and consolidates power
through institutionally sanctioned assertions of objectivity and universality that are not
always easy to see or unravel, especially for those whose experience match the norm. To
such a person, the norm seems natural, self-evident. This norm is so insidiously
pervasive that Paul can write a six hundred and seventy p: = book on critical thinking
and never once identify himself as white or male. In contrast, Audre Lorde must fight
being subsumed or erased by this norm by constantly delineating her particular, and
multiple, identities:

As a forty-nine-year-old Black lesbian feminist socialist mother of two,

includit  one boy, and a member of an interracial couple, I usually find myself a

part of some group defined as other, deviant, inferior, or just plain wrong. (Lorde,
114)

Lorde's experience illustrates the "otherizing" effect operative in defining
difference in our society. Because of the "mythical norm," many identity differences are

not just differences in kind, but in quality. The "mythical norm," parading as
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This focus on the body and the emotional realm, so prevalent in the work of Anzaldta
and others who resonate with her mestiza " * " r, is missing from a lot of mainstream
models of t* * " ing and intelligence. This is due, in part, to the way in which mainstream
models of the thinker are constructed. The body of the typical ideal thinker is
"unmarked": maleness and whiteness are at once given and invisible. This (white, male)
thinker's status as a subject is not contested or maligned; thus his body is not the
battlefield of distortion or ambiguity that the body of a mestiza lesbian might be. His
gender and color, his body and consciousness, are the standard, and the standard does not
have to justify or even notice itself. Anything other is different, notable, marked by
difference in a way that is not equal to the standard.

Audre Lorde asserts that when we as a society ignore or distort difference in this
way, we limit our capacity for effective thinking in that we fail "to develop tools for using
human difference as a springboard for creative change within our lives" (Lorde, 116). 1
believe the focus on feelit  and on the body, as well as the ~~*~d, as sites of meanii

making and intelligence, is one of the springboards for creative change in critical thinking

that mestiza theorizing offers.

Thon g A R T
Nor is it just the lesbian, the mestiza, the borderdweller, or other marginalized
people who need theories of th” ' " ig that utilize emotional and embodied experience. In
fact, I would argue that what is likely to compel many of us who are supported by the
"mythical norm" to question that norm and really "see" the perspectives of others has to

do with emotions. The emotion might be pain or guilt sustained by what our privileges
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of color theorize, and how such theorizing might change institutional theorizing space
that is so often closed or damaging tonon ~ ‘ream people:

Theory, then, is a set of knowledges. Some of these knowledges have been kept

from us--entry into some professions and academia denied us. Because we are not

allowed to enter discourse, because we are often disqualified and excluded from
it, because what passes for theory these days is forbidden territory for us, it is vital
that we occupy theorizii  space, that we not allow whitemen and women solely to
occupy it. Byt © ° yin our own approaches and methodologies, we transform

the theorizing space. (A  ldda 1990, xxv)

In regard to critical thinking, I am concerned with three ways in which women of
color, new mestizas, and borderdwellers transform the theorizing space: (1) through their
understanding of difference, (2) through their understanding of how power informs
difference, and (3) through their understani”  of the thinker as multiple rather than
unitary. Overarching all of " * is an understandit  >f the ways in which all of these

three things -- difference, power, and multiple identity--are connected to thinking and

theorizing.

3T I4 L4 1o 7 LI Ed . ~ow

In her essay "On the Logic of Pluralist Feminism," Maria Lugones deals with the
interrelatedness of these three issues and argues "that the logic of all theor” ™ ig is affected
by a recognition of difference (Lugones 1991, 37). Lugones asserts that most white
feminist theorists have gotten to the point of seeing what she calls "the problem of
difference," but not to the point of truly seeing difference, because they don't really
"notice" women of color. Lugones suggests that since the emphasis on theor” "~ g is
toward generalizing, and since white women don't really see women of color, they tend to
theorize "as if all women are the same" (Lugones 1991, 40). She goes on to say, "one can

try to explain away this lack of noticing = = ny ways related to the received

56






theory because how we theorize people or groups of people affects both description and

prescription, thus it affects people's lives:

Most of the time what the theory proposes is not just a description of a
particular practice or a particular construction or reconstruction of people. Most
of the time a prescription is included. But a prescription for whom? How is one
who lies outside the limits to correct the prescription? How is one to tell that the
discourse that produced this prescription is friendly to oneself? Who is the author
in her own eyes with respect to us? Who is the author in our eyes? Who are we
in the author's eyes? Why does the author think that all we need to do is to correct
the prescription? Why does the author just leave us to write another paper on the
subject, but one that is dependent on hers even though she does not really
acknowledge us? Why does she think she is justified in doing that? Why doesn't
she realize that what she is doir  is exercising authority and that the authority she
would exercise, if we are not careful, is authority over us? (Lugones 1991, 39)

Lugones' characterization of theory as a prescription is rich and layered in many ways. 1
want to join Lugones here by emphasizing that theory is a lens by which we see a person
or a group, and a vision of where we see that person going, or how she might grow.
Theory affects our perception and conception of what a woman is, of what a person is, of
what a thinking subject is.

Lugones sees the answer to the above-quoted list of questions as related. White
women feminists do nota * ywledge women of color, and are not careful about the
authority and privilege they exercise over women of color, because white women fear the
multiple subject. If white feminists truly notice women of color, they must acknowle °
the multiple subjectivity not only of women of color but of themselves as well.

Lugones speculates that this multiplicitous self frightens white feminist theorists
in at least three ways. The first is simply that multiple subjectivity itself may be scary for
those who are used to operating as a unitary subject. Second, the multiple subjectivity of

women of color demonstrates that white women, too, are many-selved, and that some of

the selves we animate in our interaction with women of color are selves we may not want
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Though Richard Paul champions multilogical thinking that incorporates not only
many points of view, but many frames of reference, the "we" and the "I" of his writing
seem to assume a unitary voice and a universal we. Nonetheless, a particularity informs
and shapes this voice. In other words, his voice does not match up with his theory.
Indeed, it undermines his theory in that he does not bring a multilogical perspective to the
authorial voice.

Paul believes that a strong sense critical thinker is "comfortable thinking within
multiple perspectives, in engaging in dialogical and dialectical thi *~ 1, in practicing
intellectual empathy, in thinking across disciplines and domains" (Paul, 660). While all
of tt  :things are essential to effective critical thinking, I hope this chapter has
illustrated that the strong sense critical thinker must also cultivate the ability to feel and
examine the power dynamics that inform multiple perspectives, difference, and the

context in which thinkers and the: * ; are created evaluated.
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through several women of color and lesbian feminist discourses that are examples of
critical and creative thinking and that do attend to the dynamics of power helps us rethink
the critical and creative thinker as well as critical and creative thinking itself. It will
reveal the often hidden or neglected role of interactivity, community, particularity, and
emotion in the enterprise of effective, humanistic thinking. Such a focus on the multiple
subject, community, particularity, and emotion will illumine the limitations of a critical
thinking tradition overly invested in rationality, consistency, and objectivity at the
expense of the relational, paradoxical, and contextual elements that characterize the
critical and creative thinking of marginalized groups.

Marginalized groups have not traditionally enjoyed the power to decree their
experience universal, nor the entitlement to set the terms of objectivity in close match to
their subjective experience. Yet they have had to learn to live or survive within such a
paradigm and somehow reconcile its ill fit with their own experience and values. Those
who develop a critical consciousness regarding this ill fit have a lot to offer the
mainstream field of critical and creative thinking in that they have a kind of "double-
seeing" or "binocular vision" that Berel Lang (1990) terms the "ironic stance of the
philosopher." Marilyn Frye complicates the notion of the philosophical "ironic stance"
by asserting that those of usonthe ma ~  here specifically * bians, operate from an
experience and consciousness that is by definition beyond the monological or egocentric

perspective that Paul cautions us to avoid (Frye 1983).
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with Anzaldua's idea that the borderdweller lives not just outside the mainstream, but in a
fecund space where many worlds collide.

Community, like individual identity, is socially constructed. It does not exist a
priori on some static transhistorical plane, but emerges out of discursive, recursive,
constitutive processes that are made up of both empowering and oppressive elements, that

are, in the clearest moments bewi' * ‘ingly paradoxical, but most often contradictory and

messy.

Authentic Transformative Pedagogies -- Beyond the Universal and the Unitary Self

Our mythologies of the unitary self or the "natural" community based on race,

e’ ' ity, nationalism, tribes, etc., provide certain feelings of security, platforms from
which to consolidate energy and power. But they have oversimplified the conflicts
inhering in lived experience and consciousness. Their consolidating, tota’” * g energies
often lead to polarization, despair, xenophobia. Narratives of transcendent universality,
while appearing at first to be liberating, often flatten out specificity and diversity to a

toti  sameness that mirrors and supports dominant paradigms. This is tantamount to
presenting just a part of evolution theory -- that of survival of the fittest -- while ¢~ *“ting
the part about diversity and mutability.

The unitary self and rationality that prizes consistency and closure above all else
are luxuries of privilege, a privilege not enjoyed by many Americans. The fact that these
paradigms of consciousness and thinking have persisted for so long attest not necessarily
to their validity, but to the skewed power dynamics in representation and agency that

govern private and public spheres of identity and thinking. It is a relatively recent
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Redefining Critical Thinking Through Mestiza and Lesbian Feminist Discourse

Viewing the world as a mestiza, as A1 'dua does, or as a lesbian feminist, as do
Frye and Phelan, forces us to rethink the definition of what good critical thinking is. It
forces us to abandon rigid notions of consistency. It makes us suspicious of universal
claims. It means we must entertain the importance of the subconscious, as well as the
rational. It ; creativity a larger role in good thinking, and makes it less easy to divide
critical from creative thinking. Im: "ning the thinker in terms of non-mainstream
multiple identities may help us to: : that thinking and education cannot be separated
from everyday life, from community, from context. The thinker who inhabits a mestiza
consciousness demonstrates the ways in which thinking and feeling are connected; the
mestiza helps us to see that empathy is necessary to powerful thinking.

Navigating Power and Multiple Subjectivities: Plural Rather Than Objective
Participation in Thinking

Imaginir the thinker in the way Anzaldua, Lorde, Alarcén, and Lugones do
means that actual lived experience of the thinker cannot be separated out from socio-
political, cultural reality. Thus, thinking cannot be separated from issues of power. The
issue then becomes not how to we divest thinking of partiality, subjectivity, and power,
but rather how do we navigate all these subjectivities ina way ~  is useful and
empowering to all citizens. How may we create plural (rather than objective)
participation in thinking that creates democratic possibility rather than oppressive

institutions and situations.
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something outside of ourselves, something to be fought for, hoarded, and deployed over
or on each other in destructive, fragmenting ways that foreclose the community
formation, or more pointedly, the communion necessary to the realization of true

democracy.

76









Warren, K 1J. “Critical Thinking and Feminism.” Ir
Mormmnnbipan iy Cpi+i--1 T -1]155-76. Albany, NY: State University ot New
York Press, 1994.

79



	University of Massachusetts Boston
	ScholarWorks at UMass Boston
	9-1997

	Richard Paul, Gloria Anzaluda, and Mestiza Consciousness: Shifting the Borders of Critical Thinking
	Margaret E. Cronin
	Recommended Citation


	c1
	c2
	c3
	c4
	c5

