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The purpose of the study conducted by the author was to explore white racial identity, examine the meaning of whiteness, and to confront the difficulties in thinking critically about race and racism. More specifically, McIntyre conducted a participatory action research (PAR) study with thirteen white, undergraduate, female student teachers at a private northeastern university who were involved in pre-practicum field training. The author noted that educational research is inundated with suggestions for improving training with teachers about multicultural education, but that the literature lacked innovative research into the relationship between white racial attitudes, beliefs, and how teacher’s make meaning of whiteness and its relationship to multicultural education. As a result, the author did not want to rely on “a developmental modeling consisting of statuses and various transitions to the formation of a healthy racial identity or a modeling that relied on assessing the types of white people that participants might be” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 18). Instead, she wanted to gain a better understanding by looking at white racial identity as a social activity that is “constantly being created and recreated in situations” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 18).

McIntyre described herself as a feminist researcher and that she chose a PAR project because it was rooted in the tenets of Freirean philosophy whereby knowledge is constructed and a consciousness is raised through the research. Therefore, I assumed she was using a Feminist approach since this paradigm and Freirean philosophy emphasizes creating a space where “inquiry is pried open….within a context of dialogue and shared risk-taking….to critique what seems natural, spin images of what’s possible, and engage in questions of how to move from here to there” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 21-22). The author provided through out the book many illustrative examples of discourse and analysis of the participants’ understandings that support this assumption.

The data for the study were collected during the fall semester of 1994. Initially, the data were collected during semi-structured interviews with each of the thirteen participants within the first two weeks of the semester. These interviews lasted for an average of one hour and were conducted to give the author an opportunity to investigate some of the participants’ ideas about how being white functions within the field of education. Then, the participants and the author participated in eight group sessions lasting approximately two hours each. During these sessions, they discussed readings, shared personal stories, and teaching experiences related to the subject of race and engaged in a “consciousness raising process that involved critical dialogue and the naming and analyzing of the participants’ realities around the issues of whiteness, white racial identity, race, racism, and teaching” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 24-25). All sessions were audio-taped and transcribed in an effort to identify codes and themes. In addition to analyzing and interpreting “white talk,” talk that insulates white people from examining their individual and collective role in the perpetuation of racism, the author was particularly interested in “documenting the interruptions, overlaps, silence, and ways that the participants both challenged one another, and colluded in uncritically accepting problematic talk” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 152).
McIntyre also provided the participants with opportunities to engage in the analysis of their interviews and group talk in terms of providing clarification, elaboration, and critique. Additionally, she met with the full group of participants twice during the semester following the project to further analyze the tapes and transcripts and to continue thinking about issues related to whiteness. 


The study’s findings implied that for the young, white females being white was “normal, typical, and functioned as a standard for what is right, what is good and what is true….the participants experienced unvarying conformity with the dominant white Eurocentric discourse that underlies white society’s way of thinking, living, and relating with people of color” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 135).  According to the author, even though participants empathized and expressed feelings of guilt and anger about the inequities Blacks have faced in American culture, it still was at times difficult for them to gather up enough rage and anger at contemporary white racism to refocus their privileged racial positions. Their discussions often resulted in “shadowboxing” around the topic of race with the recreation of white myths that the United States is a land of opportunity for all who work hard and stick to their goals, no matter what your color, or the sharing of “exception stories” about individuals of color who have “made it,” or conveying an ideology of separateness and a perspective that being different meant being deficient. 
The author noted that the data suggested these young white, female student teachers had constructed a set of ideas, images, and strategies for teaching that were “illusory, limited, full of possibilities, and pitfalls” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 132). The participants believed they would be better able to confront racism in the classroom and make a difference by caring for students, being colorblind, and sympathetic with the plight of students of color. However, the author concluded that  “being couched in the suffocating world of altruism made it difficult for the participants to keep focus on them, as white people, who benefit from racist society…their fixed gaze on people of color interfered with participants taking their own racial inventories” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 136).  She believed that this lack of focus was rooted in their fear of having to face the contradictions and ambiguities in their lived experiences thereby creating a state of conflict that kept them consciously or unconsciously from thinking more critically about racism.  Yet, she did admit that however complex or difficult her dialogue was with participants, there were times when they were willing to “open the door” to reconceptualizing the complexities of white racism. The author wrote that:

“although their feelings of defensiveness, fear, frustration, powerlessness, and privilege slammed the door shut, as they frequently do for white people, the participants often times managed to reenter the discourse with a desire to better understand themselves as white people, thus gaining a different perspective about the multifaceted world of racism as it is experienced by people of color” (McIntyre, 1997, p.137).

A central part of this methodology (PAR) is to encourage participants to become creators of their own stories by paying closer attention to their daily lives and their subjective realities.  In other words, it “stresses the importance of human subjectivity and consciousness in knowledge creation” (Maguire, 1987, as cited in McIntyre, p.22) whereby participants are not told what they should be thinking, but are engaged in transformative actions that will allow them to grow and become more self-reflective. For the most part, I think the author made a valiant effort in involving participants in collective inquiry, engaging them in dialogic discourse, and negotiating                  meanings with them; however, this was not an easy task. She noted that “in this research experience, opening the Pandora’s box labeled ‘whiteness’ often times resulted in the participants maintaining their racist attitudes when it ‘should have’ (according to me) led to critical self and collective transformation….that was not always the case” (McIntyre, 1997, 
p. 22).  
However, the author brought her own struggles to the study that resulted in these missed opportunities. Even though she was frustrated and angered by the talk, she feared putting ideas in their heads or “teaching” them a different way and as a result did not challenge or deeply probe some of their exchanges. This silence created an unspoken connection with her participants that diverted her attention and even resulted in her colluding in “white talk.”  She admitted that: 
“engaging in a PAR project as a doctorial student, researcher, participant, teacher,    feminist, and white female required that I ‘work the intersection’ of my varied positionalities, negotiating the boundaries that frame this project with both eagerness and caution….it was extremely challenging to conduct white-on-white participatory action research and experienced….seduction of similarity” (McIntyre, 1997, p.30).
Often during dialogic interactions the participants and researcher begin to relate to exchanges resulting in a “shared understanding of personal experiences….encouraging a relational connection between co-participants and the interviewer” (Eyring, 1998, p.142). So, I do not criticize the author for that as much as I find fault with the way she managed her own subjectivities. McIntyre pointed out that she found herself constantly deciding when to engage and when to critique the group because of her need as a white activist researcher to enact social change. But, ultimately, this left her with “little room to discover alternative strategies with which to frame discussions” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 38). Her uncertainty resulted in a number of frustrating moments rather than creating a stimulating environment that provoked possibilities for consciousness-raising moments among the group members. Unfortunately, her boundary issues were heightened by her multiple roles, but these “property lines help us to distinguish what is our responsibility and what isn’t” (Cloud and Townsend, 1992, as cited in Eyring, 
p. 143) and should not be forced upon the group dynamics. However, despite her dilemmas with negotiating the boundaries of “engagement and critique” and navigating the “gray and messy areas” that are characteristic of PAR, in the end, the author felt that her participation in the project led her to transform her own reality as a white person and white, female researcher.


Finally, I would have liked to have seen the author make a stronger effort to visit the participants’ classroom sites. However, due to scheduling changes she had to abandon this plan. I believe the discussions as they related to the classroom experience would have been meaningful and provided an opportunity for “connecting the participants’ theorizing about whiteness and race with their actual teaching practice” (McIntyre, 1997, p. 35). Simply talking about whiteness had less of an impact for me as an educator than actually seeing in context how the participants’  meanings of whiteness inevitably influenced their own work in the classroom with all students.
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