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Abstract

An increasingly diverse student population is becoming the norm at South African universities with culturally
and linguistically complex classrooms being the reality. Lecturers are challenged not only to prepare students to
participate in an increasingly diverse context, but also to respond to such diversity within their own sites of
learning and teaching. Most of the current lecturers at higher education institutions (HEIs) were schooled during
the apartheid era, and were predominantly exposed to Western ideologies and fundamental pedagogics. This
complicates curriculum transformation at HEIs because lecturer dispositions need to be revisited to bring about
the change required to address the needs of the new generation of students. Despite the transformation and
curriculum renewal efforts at universities in South Africa, students still claim that they feel the effects of
colonialism in lecture halls and in the rendition of the curriculum—and they call for the decolonisation of the
curriculum. Changing the curriculum without changing the lecturer is especially difficult under conditions of
radical social transformation. Changing the curriculum too far ahead of the lecturers who have to implement it,
is unlikely to rearrange the epistemological order of things in the classroom. This paper seeks to understand
lecturer dispositions to decolonise teacher education, and proposes a framework to enhance these dispositions to
engage with decolonisation.
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Introduction and background

More than 20 years after the first democratic elections in South Africa (SA), it is evident that
the euphoria of liberation from apartheid has made way for a realisation that the deeply
entrenched inequalities and injustices are still prevalent in the country’s social construct.
South Africa’s private and public sectors continue to battle with this dilemma and public
higher education is no exception (Suransky & van der Merwe, 2014). Higher education in the
postapartheid era has never been more volatile than it is currently. The higher education
sector in South Africa currently is very different from its fragmented, insular, elite, and
uneven apartheid past. However, the legacy continues to shape and influence the sector in
less desirable ways, and the stresses exerted by the challenging socioeconomic context of the
country are having a far-reaching effect on the quality of the sector as a whole. Bozalek,
Carolissen, and Leibowitz (2013, p. 40) concurred, suggesting that “the apartheid-designed,
segregated higher education institutions (HEIs) continue to have a major influence on
students and lecturers in South Africa.”

For the past two decades, higher education institutions in South Africa have been exploring
ways in which they can make their curricula more responsive to the needs of the new
generation of students and to the community it serves. Despite extensive efforts, students still
claim that they feel the effects of apartheid in the lecture halls and in the rendition of the
curriculum. Soudien (2015) highlighted that shifting knowledge regimes is intensely difficult.
Jansen (2009) concurred with this notion and suggested one of the reasons for this being that
lecturers themselves are burdened by their own histories and prior experiences, which
influence their ability and preparedness to mediate dialogue on difference. He further
postulated that:

Changing the curriculum without changing the curriculum maker is especially
difficult under conditions of radical social transformation. Changing the curriculum
too far ahead of the teachers who have to implement it, is unlikely to rearrange the
epistemological order of things in the classroom. (Jansen, 2009, p. 179)

It is thus, important to ensure that those who implement a new curriculum have the necessary
disposition to bring about the envisaged transformative goals of the curriculum. This paper
reflects on the findings of a qualitative investigation of lecturer dispositions regarding
decolonising a teacher education curriculum. Furthermore, the paper draws on literature
regarding dispositions as well as the decolonisation of a teacher education curriculum, and
shares the findings of the study. In conclusion, a framework with some guiding questions and
suggestions regarding how to enhance lecturer dispositions on decolonising a curriculum is
presented.

Problem statement

The recent Fees Must Fall students’ action can be seen as an attempt by students to reject the
colonised mentalities they claim prevail in universities and that oppress their knowledge
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through a form of epistemicide (Santos, 2014). Students voiced the need to make sense of
their positionality in a world characterised by the exclusion and marginalisation of black
students on the basis of class, race, and gender (Fataar, 2018). HEIs seem to remain
vulnerable to ongoing systematic and institutional racism and consequent socioeconomic
structures of poverty and privilege (Bozalek, Carolissen, & Leibowitz, 2013). These
conditions have only worsened in SA with the steady increase of neoliberal imperatives to
control higher education policy and institutional structures.

Increasingly, students question the relevance of the curriculum they are taught. The lecturers
are central to the pedagogic project of the university, and their disposition influences the way
they teach (Palmer, 1997; Sathorar & Geduld, 2018). In examining the influences of lecturer
dispositions on the curriculum, we must first look at the notion of dispositions. In this
context, dispositions are the principles, commitments, values, and professional ethics that
influence attitudes and behaviours towards students (The National Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education Council, 2006). The challenge with the dispositions of
the current lecturers at universities is that most of them were schooled in a colonised system.
This thus impacts the way they think about the curriculum and the implementation thereof.
Banks (2003, p. 6) postulated that lecturers perpetuate their own “political values, beliefs,
myths, and meaning about the world” within lecture halls.

One way to contribute to the decolonisation of education is by changing the disposition of
those who are responsible for implementing the curriculum. Freire wrote that humans are
conditioned by structural and institutional forces—but are not determined by them; the fact
that we are able to be conscious of that conditioning, means that we can transcend it (1994,
1998a, 2004, 2007). He continually emphasised the fact that humans are unfinished, and our
unfinishedness suggests our constant search for deeper understanding and social, personal,
and professional transformation. Therefore, lecturer dispositions are not static and can be
changed.

In this paper, we strive to understand and explore lecture dispositions in our faculty, and
propose a framework to enhance lecturer dispositions to engage with decolonisation.
Lecturers need to be aware of their own dispositions, which could isolate students through the
notions of knowledge construction, power, and mistrust. We used the following three
questions to guide our discussions:

e  What are your beliefs and feelings about decolonisation?

¢ Do you believe that you are engaging in decolonised practices in your classroom?

¢ How can we enhance lecturer dispositions to engage positively with decolonising the
curriculum?

Ngiigi wa Thiong’o (1981) postulated that education is a means of gaining knowledge about
ourselves. After we have examined ourselves, we radiate outwards and discover people and
worlds around us. In this light, lecturers reflecting on their own dispositions towards
decolonising the curriculum becomes crucial to transformation in higher education.



Sathorar & Geduld: Reflecting on lecturer dispositions to decolonise teacher education 111

Literature review: Lecturer dispositions regarding
decolonising a teacher education curriculum

Decolonisation

Decolonisation as a process allows one to engage with the historical legacies of intellectual
colonisation and racialisation and patriarchy in our curriculum (du Toit, 2000, as cited by
Ramoupi, 2014). It involves the reclamation of new ways of relating to one another that entail
the co-creation of new possibilities and the transformation of political and personal histories
(Goulet, Linds, Episkenew, & Schmidt, 2011). Mbembe (2015, p. 6) further claimed that
decolonising the university has to do with “creating a set of mental dispositions.” The mental
dispositions that need to be nurtured are in line with what Oelofsen (2015) has been calling
the decolonisation of the mind. In this paper, we emphasise the call for academics as
transformative intellectuals to make their voices and perspectives heard in the university and
in the intellectual landscape. This will require them to be engaged in self-reflection with their
own teaching and learning context.

Decolonising the curriculum can mean different things: it includes a fundamental
reconsideration of who is teaching, what the subject matter is, and how it is being taught
(Geduld & Sathorar, 2016). Decolonisation asks us to consider how the disposition and
identity of a lecturer shape their perspectives. How the design of the lecturer’s modules
entails narrating stories and knowledges; thus, we need, as lecturers, to reflect more critically
on how these stories are told and knowledges shared. Which actors are privileged and placed
at the centre of our teaching and learning? Whose voices are authoritative and considered part
of the core teaching while others are left at the margins (Battiste, 2013)? In this paper, we
argue that decolonisation is an ongoing process of becoming, unlearning, and relearning of
who we are as lecturers, and of taking responsibility for curriculum design and what our
students learn.

Lecturer dispositions

Bourdieu (1998, p. 87) defined habitus as a “system of continuous and transferable
dispositions.” According to him, disposition means the individuals’ positions and tendencies
in terms of the particular way they think, feel, act, and understand. Furthermore, they embody
and internalise—not in a conscious way, but through pedagogical processes and
socialisations at the base of the objective social conditions of their existence and of their
social orbit (Bourdieu, 1998). Asimaki & Koustourakis (2014) emphasised that dispositions
tend to function as non-conscious principles that guide practice and, in general, perception as
well as every reaction of the individual. These acquired dispositions define how each person
understands, realises, and evaluates social reality because they guide the formation of the
behaviours and strategies they choose in the various social fields in which they participate
(Bourdieu, 1990a). Habitus “is not fixed or permanent and can be changed under unexpected
situations or over a long historical period” (Navarro, 2006, p. 16).
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Similarly, Villegas (2007) argued that dispositions are tendencies for individuals to act in a
particular manner, under particular circumstances, based on their beliefs. In analysing the
above definitions of dispositions, Bondy, Beck, Curcio, and Schroeder (2017) argued that for
them the term, dispositions, encapsulates both beliefs and actions, and they rejected the
notion that dispositions are purely based on one’s personality and can therefore not be
changed. Thus, they defined dispositions as the context specific manifestations, whether
mental or physical, of one’s beliefs and actions that, while predictable, are nevertheless
capable of being changed over time. Splitter (2010) argued that dispositions move beyond
what people might know or be able to do at the current moment, and incline towards what
may be possible for a person to do in terms of their conscious mental state, thereby alluding
to the fact that a disposition can be learned. Bondy et al. (2017) posited that certain beliefs,
values, and attitudes, when honed and developed over time, can create a certain disposition.

Lecturers in HEIs develop dispositions that determine their approach to students, and which
are formed as a result of the knowledge and experience they have acquired during previous
experiences and actions in the different social fields of their education and training, and from
their professional occupation with diverse students (Bourdieu, 1977, 1990a; Swartz, 1997).
These dispositions are incorporated into lecturers’ daily practices and guide their pedagogical
choices for the education of students in their classrooms. Habitus consists of embodied social
knowledge, and is detected in the practical effects of a person’s actions, in their way of
speaking, in their perceptions and in the arguments they express on specific issues (Bourdieu,
1990b)—such as the decolonisation of education. Bourdieu (1977) used the concept
hysteresis effect to describe a type of relationship between habitus and field (social structure;
Asimaki & Koustourakis, 2014; McDonough & Polzer, 2012). The dispositions (habitus) of a
person are shaped by the social structure (field) and they change “in response to new
experiences” (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 161). Moreover, changes in the rules of a field, such as the
decolonisation of HEI, will not usually produce quick changes in the dispositions of actors
like lecturers. The hysteresis effect is the experience of mismatch caused by the temporal lag
between a person’s disposition and a changing social structure (Bourdieu, 1984, 1990b,
1998). People tend to maintain the dispositions already acquired—even when they do not fit
the new situation. More specifically, Bourdieu argued:

As aresult of heightened consciousness associated with an effort of transformation . .
. there is an inertia (hysteresis) of habitus which has a spontaneous tendency to
perpetuate structures corresponding to their conditions of production. As a result, it
can happen that . . . dispositions are out of line with the field and with the “collective
expectations” which are constitutive of its normality. (1977, p. 160)

In this light, Sardar (2008) was of the opinion that much has changed in the world, however,
the underlying structures of oppression and injustice remain the same. Similarly, Mbembe
(2016, p. 32) argued that “there is something profoundly wrong when . . . syllabuses designed
to meet the needs of colonialism and apartheid should continue well into the liberation era” in
South African HEIs. Therefore, epistemological change at HEIs is much needed. According
to Heleta (2018), white academics remain in the majority at HEIs in SA, whilst one of the
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failures of decolonisation has been the lack of curriculum transformation at these institutions.
He is of the opinion that curricula at universities remain Eurocentric, rooted in colonial and
apartheid knowledge systems, and disconnected from the realities and lived experiences of
black South Africans. Thus, changes in the field of curriculum transformation in HEIs require
lecturers to revisit their dispositions regarding decolonisation. Consequently, many of the
lecturers who work in HEIs may experience the hysteresis effect, that is, a lag in their
dispositions adjusting to the required curriculum transformation in contemporary lecture
halls.

In this hysteresis, lecturers find themselves in a place of internal struggle that can be
categorised into a place of resistance, a place of inertia, and a place of possibility. The place
of resistance is characterised by refusal to change—refusal to engage on issues of
decolonisation, and arguing for maintaining the purity of the discipline. The place of inertia is
a place where thinking has stopped. The person acknowledges the importance of engagement,
but the engagement is not translated into action. The place of possibility demands that critical
consciousness be translated into action, and requires liberatory praxis regardless of the risks.

Mitchie (2012) and Bondy et al. (2017) suggested that in order to enhance lecturer
dispositions, various values should be honed and supported. These values include radical
openness, humility, and self-vigilance. In the same light, Bautista (2018) proposed that the
values of haven, community, love, healing, agency, and creation be honed and supported to
develop a transformative lecturer disposition framework. In our discussion of lecturer
dispositions, we utilise the metaphor of the butterfly that is centred in love and propelled by
the wings of community and healing. The butterfly represents lecturer dispositions that
strengthen its wings of community and healing through acts of agency and creation within the
context of a haven (see Figure 1).

In the higher education sector, the neoliberal assaults on people have created toxic and
violent environments (Ginwright, 2010; Gordon, 2010; Lipman, 2011) that signal a need for
safe spaces for intellectuals to work in. Establishing a haven—a counter-hegemonic space
that supports the creation of alternative structures, practices, and relationships towards
democratic and liberatory aims (Darder, Baltodano, & Torres, 2009)—would enhance the
pursuit of transformation in this sector. Freire (1970) postulated that an authentic
transformation is marked by the communion of people through a collective engagement in
praxis. He called for decolonial approaches that decentre colonial hierarchies and dignify the
experiences of the people. According to him, this can be marked by a shared commitment to
disrupt the tension people experience internally, interpersonally, institutionally, and
ideologically. He was of the opinion that, through the promotion of community, the growth of
counter-hegemonic spaces is critically disrupted.
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Figure 1: A visual summary of the transformative lecturer disposition framework (Bautista, 2018, p. 225).

Darder (2015, p. 49) referred to love, as represented by the centre of the butterfly, as “an
intentional spiritual act of consciousness that emerges and matures through our social and
material practices, as we work to live, learn, and labour together.” Furthermore, she
postulated that, it demands “our shared curiosity, creativity, and imagination, giving meaning
to both our resistance and counterhegemonic practice” (Darder, 2015, p. 50). The aim of the
“healing” wing is to facilitate the epistemological healing and unity of the body, mind, spirit,
and heart because colonial epistemicides have systematically divided the unity between
bodies and minds (De Sousa Santos, 2014). The acts of agency and creation in the sphere of
the haven are means for democratic communities to dismantle colonial institutions and
epistemologies through meaningful collective action in order to create a new world. We draw
on Bautista’s (2018) metaphor of practice to propose a framework to enhance lecturer
dispositions to engage with decolonisation.

Methodology

Freire (1998a) urged teachers to reject their domesticating role and work to challenge the
authoritarianism of standard policies and practices of pedagogy, curriculum, and school
administration that require an open process of dialogue. Using dialogues as research
methodology, we believe, assists participants to tell their personal histories and to access their
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political rights. The use of this methodology enabled participants to remain radically open,
humble, and self-vigilant.

Data collection strategy

This study was based in the faculty of education at Nelson Mandela University, and formed
part of a bigger process of curriculum renewal. For this particular paper, the data collection
was arranged through a series of focus group discussions with 20 faculty members from
across all the programmes offered in the faculty. The table below provides an overview of the
profiles of the participants. It was important to establish the profiles of participants because
we tried to ensure that the participants were representative of faculty staff in terms of gender,
race, and age. More than half of the faculty staff at the time of this investigation were older
than 50 years. This is significant in that it highlights the fact that the majority of staff
members in the faculty were schooled and trained as teachers during the apartheid era when
most of the state-funded HEIs and teacher training colleges were complying with the policies
of the apartheid regime.

Table 1: The biographical details of our participants

Biographical category Participant profile

Gender Female: 10
Male: 10

Race Black: 7
Coloured: 1
Indian: 2
White: 10

Age 50-55 years: 5
55-59 years: 5
60-65 years: 10

Previous institutional affiliation NMMU: 5 (joined after the merger)
PE Technikon: 4

UPE: 8

Vista (PE): 3

Data was obtained from focus group discussions to gain direct responses and views from
participants regarding the research questions (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011). This allowed
participants to “build explanations” (Rubin & Rubin, 2012, p. 5) from what was being
discovered collectively regarding the research questions. Leedy & Ormrod (2005) maintained
that information gained from participants voicing their perceptions and understandings of a
topic during focus group discussions can be a useful source of data. Furthermore, Taylor and
Medina (2013) postulated that the dialogical engagement during focus group discussions is
suited for a critical paradigm because it is characterised by collaboration, active and
voluntary participation, and open, frank, democratic communication. In our focus group
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discussions, we evaluated and interrogated participants’ (faculty) agency in trying to
understand these questions:

e What are your beliefs and feelings about decolonisation?

¢ Do you believe that you are engaging in decolonised practices in your classroom?

¢ How can we enhance lecturer dispositions to engage positively with decolonising the
curriculum?

The questions would assist us in understanding the individuals’ disposition and tendencies in
terms of the way they think, feel, act, understand, and which they have embodied and
internalised—as proposed by Bourdieu (1998). We sought to empower participants by
critically looking at the practical implementation of decolonising the curriculum in our
faculty. In addition, this look at practice allowed us to self-critique our own practice and
provided alternative pathways to improving it.

Once the research questions were posed, participants were encouraged to freely engage with
the questions. These focus group discussions proved to be journeys of inquiry that led us to
multiple perspectives and uncharted pathways regarding decolonisation. Occasionally, the
researchers as facilitators were asked what their opinions were—however, we had to stay
neutral and guide the discussion by posing further questions to be reflected on. The
researchers posed probing questions that entailed requesting participants to comment or ask
questions about what another participant had said. This ensured that the discussion flowed,
and allowed for the eliciting of deeper meaning on certain aspects. The discussion resulted in
a dynamic and reflexive process of sharing stories and experiences by faculty members on
the topic of decolonisation. Participants used this space to critique themselves: they drew into
debates, challenged their reasoning, and emerged from the discussions with heightened
critical understanding of their practice. Even before the data was analysed, and just by
general observation of the process, the researchers noted that participants—by their own
admission—felt that the discussions had allowed them to gain better understanding regarding
decolonisation, and how it created opportunities to learn and to try new things. Some said that
the discussions just confirmed what they already knew and were practising, whilst others
admitted that the discussions left them with several questions. The discussions also
illuminated the challenges of decolonising the curriculum within a complex higher education
space that was not actively supportive of decolonisation, with white academics still being in
the majority.

Data analysis

The focus group discussions were videotaped and audio taped to allow us to capture
interactions between researchers and participants. Miles and Huberman (1994) stated that
data analysis comprises the interaction and interrelatedness of reducing, displaying, and
drawing conclusions from the data collected. After making verbatim transcriptions of the
focus group discussions, we checked the accuracy of the transcriptions against the audio
recordings (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). The transcripts were read repeatedly to familiarise
ourselves with the data and to identify possible themes. The data was coded, and the initial
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themes were handwritten on the transcriptions (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The dialogic
narrative analysis was reviewed at a follow up session and consensus was reached amongst
participants that the data was correctly analysed and captured.

Findings and discussion

As described above, this study sought to investigate lecturer dispositions with regard to the
decolonisation of the curriculum. In this section, we provide a summary of the analysed data.
Drawing reference from Bourdieu’s (1998) definition of disposition, we asked lecturers about
their feelings and beliefs about decolonisation. In this light, Freire and Macedo (1995)
postulated that one knows with one’s entire body—with feelings, with passion, and also with
reason. It is your entire body that socially knows. You cannot, in the name of exactness and
rigor, negate your body, emotions, and feelings (Freire & Macedo, 1995). Most participants
had positive feelings about decolonisation, and highlighted the importance of engaging with
the topic. One of the participants made the following comment:

Decolonisation is absolutely needed in South Africa to bring about true change. It will
allow both lecturers and their students to think and reflect critically about their
practices and to resist the dominance of one culture as well as to focus on bringing
about the required change in South Africa.

Additional viewpoints included:

Decolonisation sets individuals free from ways of thinking that inhibits their creativity
and uniqueness.

It will empower individuals to realise that they have a meaningful contribution to
make to their communities.

It will encourage individuals to take responsibility for the retention of their heritage
and unique identities by resisting any pressures which outside forces may exert to
make their cultures appear less worthy than any dominant culture or language.

Furthermore, participants also reflected on the role that decolonisation plays in promoting
diversity and social justice. The following quote serves as evidence:

Decolonisation allows for the acknowledgement of different cultures and languages,
and highlights the importance of taking note of power relations in the pursuit of social
justice.

Despite the mostly positive feelings about decolonisation, some reservations were raised
including how students would manage the matter of empowerment, and whether students
know what they needed to learn. Participants also reflected on how one would accommodate
all the different voices in a class, as can be seen from the following statement by a
participant:



118 Journal of Education, No. 76, 2019

How will one be able to ensure that all voices are equally represented in a curriculum
and in class?

We further pursued the matter by asking whether the participants believed that they were
engaging in decolonising practices in their classrooms, and asked them to cite examples of
these practices. There were several examples cited, which provided evidence that some
lectures were indeed engaging in practices that supported the cause of decolonising the
curriculum in their classes, as can be seen from the following participants’ statements:

I teach in the Socratic style; I am very disruptive and challenging of existing thoughts.
I challenge privilege and other hegemonic ideas, norms and standards. I provide
readings which seek to cause discomfort and present alternative viewpoints.

I provide my students with provocative text and encourage them to read for meaning
by looking for the literal meaning, inferential meaning and the personal meaning. It is
the personal meaning that allows them to interact with the text and to ask questions. It
is during this process that student voice comes out and where lived experiences are
shared.

The examples above accentuated the importance of lecturers and students engaging in a
mutual quest for knowledge and understanding, that lecturers and students are equal partners
in this process, and the importance of constantly raising consciousness through dialogue and
problem posing strategies. Another viewpoint that was strongly communicated was the
importance of involving students in curriculum decisions. A participant had the following to
say in this regard:

We need to decolonise the way we teach; we cannot proceed as in the past, as
valuable information was lost due to the emphasis on Western societies and
knowledges.

Participants explained that they encouraged students to think for themselves by drawing on
their own lived experience in the teaching process. Lecturers need to be open to sharing their
power in class with students (Freire, 1994). They need to take local content and context into
account (Sathorar & Geduld, 2018), challenge dominant thinking and power relations (Freire,
1970), respect and give prominence to all cultures (Freire, 1978) and languages—ensuring
that language is not used as a tool to disempower specific groups (Alexander, 2014). Several
dissenting views as well as concerns about applying decolonising practices were also raised.
Some participants indicated that engaging in these practices was time consuming and that
sometimes students would get irritated by the process. The following statement refers:

Many students do not appreciate my problem-posing approach and enquiring
methods. They prefer a more direct, transmission style as they do not want to think
and reflect on their thinking and understanding of what we grapple with in the
classroom. They find self-discovery and engaging in discussions daunting, and I
literally have to force them to participate.
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The fact that what we teach is determined by prescriptive policies, and how we teach is
limited by institutional regulations, also hampers the implementation of decolonising
practices. A participant made the following statement in this regard:

Engaging in decolonising practices is often impeded by prescribed curriculums and
restrictive institutional regulations, like timetables.

Although most participants indicated that they were engaged in decolonising practices, there
were several who also indicated that for various reasons they did not address decolonisation
in their classes. There were some participants who mentioned that they did not know how to
implement decolonising practices in their classrooms as the following statement illustrates:

Despite having an idea of what decolonisation entails, I find it difficult to put these
principles into action in my classes.

What became evident is that, in some cases, lecturers used the above excuse to knowingly or
unknowingly not engage with decolonising practices.

The data analysis also revealed a lack of agency to engage with decolonisation practices.
There needs to be a willingness to engage on the topic as well as implement practices that
will enhance decolonisation. The study found that people were set in their ways of doing
things, and that they found it difficult to engage with the matter of decolonisation. The
following comment refers:

I am not implementing decolonisation practices to the extent that I should be. I wish I
could blame the system of education that produced me, but I can’t. After so many
years at the university, I should have no excuses. I need to revise my ways of being,
thinking, and doing.

Based on the analysis provided above, the tension of lecturers being in a place of resistance
(not willing to change), inertia (having many questions), and possibility (seeing opportunities
to learn) was evident. The above concerns gave impetus to the following question: What is
required to enhance lecturer dispositions regarding decolonisation, and how can they be
encouraged to participate in decolonising practices? In other words, how can we support
lecturers to reach a place of possibility? There was a strong request for support from
academic structures through more flexibility in taking the curriculum beyond formal
bureaucratic boundaries including fixed timetables and pre-determined assessments. Sadeghi
(2008) described how lonely and isolated she felt at work when she tried to engage with
decolonisation by applying a critical approach in her classroom. She described how she was
frowned upon for touching on complex topics, and how difficult it was to examine biased
voices in every different context. Having a supportive institutional environment (haven or
safe space) would encourage lectures to engage in decolonisation matters. Participants also
made an earnest appeal for exposure to experts on the topic as well as for implementable
examples. Pruyn and Malott (2013) suggested that lecturers would be encouraged to engage
in critical practices such as decolonisation if there was strong leadership that believed in the
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power of exposure and collaboration. They postulated that working collaboratively as a
community would encourage lecturers to experiment with approaches and strategies in their
classrooms that would enhance the decolonisation project. The importance of linking what is
being taught in class to the students lived experience was strongly emphasised, and lecturers
indicated a need for agency to take what is being discussed in class into the society.

Suggestions

Drawing on the above analysis and more specifically on the requirements indicated by
lectures that would encourage them to engage in decolonising practices we would like to
propose the following framework of practice as a tool to enhance lecturer dispositions as well
as their willingness to engage in decolonising practices. The table below indicates elements
of the framework that could assist lecturers who finds themselves at various places of the
decolonisation project to develop a positive disposition towards decolonisation, and
encourage engagement with the topic.

The participants committed themselves to the following vision for continuous revisiting of
lecturer disposition and the decolonisation of teacher education. As agents of change, we
reflect and respond to the elements of the place where our teaching and learning happen. We
recognise the inherent political nature of the curriculum, the pedagogies we adopt, and the
unequal society we find ourselves in. However, we remain mindful that we will learn,
unlearn, and relearn as we move through these places of reflection where nothing is static but
always in motion (Mackinlay & Barney, 2012).

Table 2: Places to enhance a disposition of possibility to engage with decolonisation

Places to Enhance a Disposition of Possibility to Engage With Decolonisation
P: Political
L: Lived experience and locality
A: Agency
C: Critical consciousness
E: Exposure and engagement

S: Student and self-interchangeability

We formulated a number of guiding questions (Freire & Shor, 1987) for each letter of the
word “places” where lecturers find themselves in the struggle with their own disposition.

P: Political

As lecturers and students, we need to continuously read the world where our work is situated
in a society, which we gradually need to look at more critically. The world where our work is
situated refers to the haven in Figure 1. The haven is intended to be a safe space where
lecturers are encouraged to have an opinion and not to be neutral about issues. It is
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impossible to separate our roles as teachers from our roles as human beings. We need to be
political about education. According to Freire (1998b), we need political clarity regarding our
stance (which proposes an understanding of man and the world), and to engage dialogically
with our students. Education does not exist in isolation, disconnected from the community it
finds itself in. As a faculty and an institution, it is important that we are consciously mindful
that the historical, political, economic, and social systems of a country influence the
education system, in general, and subject matter as well as pedagogies used in lecture halls,
in particular. As lecturers, we need to ask: What kind of politics do I practise in my lecture
hall? Who do I favour through my lecturing? How can I be consistent in my teaching
practice? This inevitably means that you need to take a stance and have an opinion, whether
right or wrong. And be open to students having a different opinion to yours. Recognising this
supports the idea of a safe haven where people can differ in opinion.

L: Lived experience and locality

Nakata (2004, p. 12) asserted that “we might teach ourselves and our children about our
‘locatedness’ or ‘situatedness’ in relation to what is around us, in this case, not environmental
elements only, but also knowledge systems” of our respective communities. All knowledge is
historical and contextual and must be taught in such a way. Our connected learning in HEIs
ought to be connected to experiential learning, contextual learning, problem-based learning,
constructivism, outdoor education, indigenous education, environmental and ecological
education, as well as other approaches that are concerned with context and the peoples’ value
of learning from specific places, communities, or regions. Do you openly discuss issues of
race, and social justice with your students? Which strategies do you employ to deal with
students’ background knowledges and lived experience in your lecture hall? To what extent
do you incorporate students’ lived experiences in what you teach? Thus, through
incorporating students lived experiences in the teaching process and acknowledging the local
context, a sense of community will be enhanced.

A: Agency

As researchers, we recognise that as a faculty, we need to take individual and collective
action to transform our places of learning. We need agency to make it more reasonable and
more just and democratic through the content and pedagogies as we reflect on our own
dispositions. As agents of change, lecturers need to make an analysis of their own situation,
looking at what foreshadows their pedagogies. This demands persons to look at their own
historicity asking the questions: How did I come to see things the way that I do? Why do I do
the things the way I do? How do we assist colleagues who do not understand or agree with
the decolonisation project? How do I stay committed to bring about the required change?
Freire (1970) contended that lecturer agency emerges only through restless, impatient,
continuing, hopeful, and critical enquiry with other people.
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C: Critical consciousness

Battiste (2000, p. xvi) argued that if decolonisation is to achieve its principal goals of
restoring dignity (healing) and applying fundamental human rights to indigenous peoples,
then it must necessarily entail a “complex arrangement of conscientisation, resistance and
transformative praxis”’—it must entail a consciousness that is mindful that reality needs to be
transformed and social change provoked. The PLACES framework requires persons to think
critically about their situation, in the world and the faculty specifically, and what actions are
open to them to improve their situation. So, how do I constantly create a critical awareness
for myself and my students? People need to realise that critical consciousness is an ongoing
process of healing, where people are able to stop, reflect, evaluate, and start all over again.

E: Exposure and engagement

The PLACES framework offers participants a space where people can collaboratively engage
in meaningful ways, and allows for sharing between different cultures. It becomes relevant to
discern how we ensure that the educational content we teach is appropriate to our students’
lives, and that our methods are based on dialogue and respect. How do we include local
knowledges, experiences, skills, and values in our curriculum? There are no easy answers
within HEIs, but we need to continuously search for and create new pathways that are useful
and beneficial to all. Pruyn and Malott (2013) encouraged the use of collaborative teams to
enhance the implementation of decolonisation practices because they create a safe space to
share experiences and learn from each other.

S: Student and self-interchangeability

Freire (1978) convincingly argued for a strong partnership between teachers and students—
learning from and working with one another. Teachers need to see and value students as
allies in common struggles for social justice (Perry, 2003). In the space of higher education, it
is important for lecturers to know when to lead and when to follow using a pedagogy of love
(Darder, 2017) to encourage student voices. The pedagogy of love, which forms the core of
the metaphor butterfly referred to above, encourages democratic classroom spaces as places
where the lecturer and the student together constitute a community of inquiry, where the
lecturer is also a co-inquirer, a participant who tries to uncover meaning as a co-learner
(Apple & Beane, 2007) collaboratively with their students. Or as Freire (1978) said, being in
communion with one another. How do you as a lecturer exercise your authority without being
authoritarian, in a democratic and respectful manner? How do you as a lecturer stay true to
your stance, and still respect your students who might think differently, to you? How do you
share power in your classroom, and not feel intimidated? We propose that lecturers reflect on
these guiding questions as they navigate towards a place of possibility and reevaluate their
dispositions towards decolonising the curriculum.
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Conclusion

As we continue to reflect on lecturer dispositions in higher education, we are mindful of
Freire’s (1994) inspiring call to action and to responsiveness in our places of learning.

Progressive educators ought to. . . keep their eyes always open, along with their ears,
and their whole soul—open to the pitfalls of the so-called hidden curriculum. Hence,
the exigency they must impose on themselves of growing ever more tolerant, of
waxing ever more open and forthright, of turning ever more critical, of becoming ever
more curious. . . . The more tolerant, the more open and forthright, the more critical,
the more curious and humble they become, the more authentically they will take up
the practice of teaching. (pp. 80-81)

PLACES challenges all in the higher education sector to expand the scope of their theory,
inquiry, and practices. Most importantly, it challenges lecturers to read the texts of their own
lives, and to ask constantly what needs to be transformed and what needs to be conserved.
The primary value of PLACES is that it serves to strengthen connections to self and to others
as we facilitate collaborative spaces to decolonise the curriculum.
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