


When they stepped away, I saw this image dedicated to my performance:

Figure 1: Created by students in the English 125 course on joy

Such an image may seem silly or frivolous, but I look at it in context to a group of
students who had entered the classroom fully convinced that the topic of joy and the texts of
Harry Potter were too silly and frivolous for academic learning. By unit 3, however, not only
were students paying tribute to the merging of theory and lived experience, of joy and struggle,
but they were also performing unit 3 projects that moved me as much as anything I’ve witnessed
as an instructor. Students who had barely spoken in class talked about their struggles in
childhood and adulthood, mixing joy narratives and negative scripts. One student talked about an
abusive father, the first time he was old enough to stand up to him, and the difficulties that
relationship still has on his concept of relational joy. Another powerful moment came from a
student whose social anxiety is such that, if you knew nothing about it, the almost impossibility
of her public speaking voice (almost disappearing on her as she tried to talk) would tell you all
you needed to know. This student broke the tension in the classroom, when midway through her
performance, she let out a piercing shout of triumph and a right-handed chop as an affective

demonstration of a momentary defeat of her social anxiety. In a collaborative performance, two
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students who felt they never would have made it through college without each other, sought to
embody the affective by writing letters to each other detailing what their relationship had meant,
only to hear the letters for the first time standing in front of the classroom.

In unit 3, each of the four joy narratives were pursued, in some form, and, in final
uptakes, students made it clear that one of the most impactful parts of the semester was when
they saw their peers be vulnerable in the breaking down of their own scripts in pursuit of joy
narratives:

I thought you were kind of crazy when you introduced [unit 3]. I was nervous
and did not know how I was supposed to get personal with a group of strangers. |
feel like you knew we were going to feel this way but you challenged us and I
appreciate that (Canter); [The unit 3] presentations were so different than any
presentation I’ve ever had to do and I think that’s what made them so special.
Every single person had such a personal topic and no two were the same or even
remotely similar (Belousek); I also really liked [unit 3]. I am definitely guilty

of judging people before I get to know them, and I think the worst thing I do is
assume that people haven’t been through much in their [lives] and have it easy. I
really don’t like that I do that and this section of the semester...really opened my
eyes to what other people go through (Heidcamp). (Combs “On”)

For a semester where nothing was as it seemed, it was at this time where students were
seeing their instructor, seeing each other, seeing themselves, as far more than their public faces
and performances. As one student wrote above, “no two [performances] were the same or even

remotely similar” (Belousek). Yet each performance was personal and vulnerable and inclusive
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of theory, narrative, and experience, and all this proximity to struggle, difficulty, and pain came
to us through the lens of joy.

What moved me most about this robust uptake, however, is that it wasn’t only centered
around one assigned performance. In many of the final uptakes, students revealed that they had
seen growth in their lives in ways that could impact them in and outside the classroom:

This class made me do things I would never do. It made me stand

up in front of a group of people and talk about my personal problems (Ervin);
...being able to put names to my emotions and joy is very important...to
recreating these [experiences] (Wyatt); I [now] know how others got through
awful events and how they have found joy, so I know I will be able to do the
same (Miller); I will also try to pass on what I’ve learned about [joy] and try to
help people find the joy that they feel is missing in their lives (Rodriguez); [Joy
narratives] are not just something that I learned, but something I can apply to my
life and better myself as an individual (Skinner). (Combs “On”)

These narratives represent the best in what I try to teach, a conglomeration of theory and
lived experience, not always attainable in sixteen weeks but cherished when it is. The quotes

99, ¢

above demonstrate the experiential with action words or phrases: “stand up”’; “put names to my
emotions and joy”’; ’be able to [get through awful events]”; “be able to help people”; “apply [joy
narratives] to my life.”

In conjunction with these hints and nods to action in their own lives, a few students put it
more specifically and spelled it out relationally. One student, who had struggled with social

anxiety her whole life, told me she got into her first romantic relationship because of the class.

Another student ended a five-year relationship because, after he learned to analyze our four joy
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narratives, he realized they had rarely been present in his relationship. Several students reported
that this was the only class they talked about to their friends and family. And in an ironic move
from the first impressions of the course, one student recommended the books to his friend while
another purchased texts for a friend.

These uptakes would be powerful in a course that had gone well from the start, but they
continue to move me, in part, because of the assumptions surrounding joy we had to fight against
just to get any buy-in on the theme of the course. In this regard, I find myself, at the conclusion
of this essay, returning to where I started before teaching this course: contemplating the need for

joy in the academy and the best ways to bring forth this topic.

Into Joy: Continuation
The only other pertinent cluster of student uptake responses I’ve yet to share is a strange
one, a paradoxical one—a cluster that seems to demonstrate almost a double bind of resistance
initially against joy. Many of the students who at first would be turned off by a class they
perceived to be outside the educational norms (using joy and Harry Potter), also admitted to
being put off by the educational system as it normally is:
School does not allow people to open up and be themselves. There is this
standard that everyone seems to be living by in school but this class made us
break that standard and I loved it (Ervin); You changed what I think the
potential of the classroom could be and I appreciate that a lot (Wyatt); I think
this class should be given to students at least once in their schooling
(Heidcamp); It is the only gen ed class that has dealt with

personal and real-life circumstances (Barrow); Joy should be more heavily
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discussed in education because it is something that so many individuals lack
because they do not truly know what joy is (Davis); I am not a huge fan of the
educational system. I think it’s too standardized for how much variety there is in
the student population. Yet...you created a little bubble that was our classroom,
gave everyone their own voice, and let students be vulnerable and individual in a
system that does not promote such activities (Kalafut). (Combs “On”)

These quotes are important for at least a couple of reasons. The first being that they
demonstrate that our scripts can be so strong that, while we oppose a system as it is, we may still
find ourselves skeptical of an alternative approach to the normative approach. These quotes are
also important, however, especially for those interested in taking up their own pedagogical
approach to joy, as they demonstrate that students can come into a classroom convinced of one
thing and leave convinced of something else entirely, despite how improbable the ideas or how
deep the initial disdain.

Most compelling to me from the quotes above are the two students who now believe that
joy should be taught at some point in the learning experiences of every student. To measure that
response against the initial resistance to these ideas demonstrates the need to teach a
sophisticated approach to joy. In approaching joy, according to several of the students, we
approached the experiential, including the individual, voice, urgency, place in the world. This
concept is embraced by the student who wrote that the course created a little bubble, or, a joy
bubble. I will conclude by using this concept to state what I now believe a joy bubble is and
isn’t.

First and foremost, a joy bubble isn 't a get-out-of-difficult-learning pass. A joy bubble

isn’t an opportunity to stay in naivety or behind a forcefield against the difficulties that flaunt
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themselves at individual, familial, and societal levels. And maybe most important: a joy bubble,
or a pursuit of joy, is rarely, maybe never, specifically about joy. Our course was about
mindfulness, about relationships, about life directions, about risk, about negative nuclear
scripts—joy is more so a light filter that gives hope to the seemingly hopeless, light to the
darkness, reason to the pursuit of difficult paths that, if framed with joy narratives, might extend
beyond reasons such as because life is difficult, or hopeless, or impossible. In my opinion and
experience, current culture gives us enough of those last three reasons already.

Of equal importance then is what a joy bubble is. A joy bubble is an opportunity to learn
what is new, unexpected, and nontraditional. A joy bubble is an expansion of concepts,
sometimes seemingly contradictory ones, that include trauma, negativity, scripts that we would
never have chosen for our lives, but, in the same bubble, an inclusion of both positive and
negative examples of relationships, mindfulness, direction, risk. A joy bubble is narrativized; it is
theorized; it is lived experience. A joy bubble, perhaps, most of all, is expansive: towards greater
learning, greater living, and towards dialogue and action with people who were not even
originally in the course or part of the joy bubble.

A joy bubble is expansive as well, because it is yet to be taken up by scholars, instructors,
and students, whose lived experiences and approaches to joy will continue to enlighten this path
and to begin a more inclusive, more expansive conversation into what we might someday call joy
studies. In the academy, particularly in English Studies, we have, rightly, had a history of shining
a light on places that are difficult—places painful, unjust, unkind. Too many times, however, we
have seemingly treated aspects of positive emotional health as either binary to, or in need of
elimination for the sake of, exploring what is difficult. When I look at students in my classrooms,

and more so by the year, I see people who understand, on some level, how much is wrong in the
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world. And, sure, those concepts need to be dialogued and nuanced through learning, but not at
the exclusion of what has been presented in this essay. So often I see students who are fatigued,
who are attempting to fight hard battles personally and societally, often at the expense of hope
and of mental and emotional health. One thing these students need, I suggest, are shared
constructions of a world that can—because it does—include both what is wrong and what is
right, what seems hopeless and what may not actually be. What these students need, I believe,
and what I will continue to provide, is invitation into a space that includes a range of human
emotions and experiences, of uptakes that sometimes contradict and need further working out, of
a space that is expansive and experiential, narrativized and theorized, heard and spoken. What
these students need, what we all need, if not a joy bubble, is—at minimum—an ever-expanding

learning bubble that isn’t afraid to be both inviting and inclusive of joy.
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

When I attempt to reflect upon the work contained in this dissertation, the first thing that
comes to mind is how much further back I have to go than the year-and-a-half I’ve been writing
this project. If I were to go back to when I first engaged the concept of life writing, I’d go back
four years. If I were to go back to when I first engaged Donald Murray, I’d go back six years. If
were to go back to when I first engaged highly sensitive temperament, I’d go back either nine
years or, if we’re talking experientially, over three decades.

But where I choose to begin this conclusion is not at the earliest years listed, or of this
dissertation. Instead, I begin when my attending a life writing class intersected with my first
attempt to write life writing pedagogy. This was the fall of 2017, some two-and-a-half years ago.
I was in the final semester of classes as a Ph.D. student. I was writing my final project for Amy
Robillard’s life writing course. And, though it wasn’t explicit in my mind, the two ideas that
compelled me to attend Illinois State University—that there was life writing under the rhetoric
and composition umbrella and that the University itself was pedagogically focused, with a
required chapter on pedagogy in the English Studies dissertation—were playing out in front of
me. In the upcoming fall, I would teach an Advanced Composition course on “Bearing Witness
through Life Writing,” which was thought to be the pedagogy chapter for my upcoming
dissertation (in reality, two-thirds of this dissertation would become IRB-based, theoretically
structured, experientially performed, pedagogy chapters). Yet, even before the pedagogy
chapters featured in this dissertation, there was the article I wrote at the end of that life writing
course, “Can I Be/Get a Witness: An Open Letter to the Life Writing Students I’ve Not Yet
Met.” That article served as the initial construction of the affective-relational pedagogy that

became the thread that most clearly runs through the chapters that make up this dissertation.
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The affective-relational pedagogy, as it is put forth in “Can I Be/Get a Witness: An Open
Letter to the Life Writing Students I’ve Not Yet Met,” is quoted explicitly in chapters 2 and 3,
and it is referred back to in chapter 4. In fact, had I not sent that aforementioned article to
Writing on the Edge two years ago, I could see a version of it sitting between the chapters on
Donald Murray and “Developing an Affective-Relational Pedagogy” in this dissertation. That
article, though not featured in its entirety here, served as the predecessor and then companion
piece to what became chapter 3 in this dissertation, “Developing an Affective-Relational
Pedagogy: Teaching Advanced Composition as Bearing Witness through Life Writing.” Because
this article on pedagogy informed the pedagogical experience that went on to inform the entirety
of the dissertation, one doesn’t have to look any further than the first paragraph of “Developing
an Affective-Relational Pedagogy” to locate the goal of this dissertation. It is right there, when I
write that, “In my six years as a rhetoric and composition scholar, one of my approaches to
scholarship has been an attempt to bring attention to pedagogy that involves both the external
and internal realities of being human, without simply collapsing one into the other” (49). This
approach, sometimes counterintuitive, sometimes paradoxical, was designed, over time, through
teaching and witnessing student need, with one hope in mind: to help students collaborate on
what is rhetorically and affectively urgent to them, combined with what the instructor and fellow
students bring to the experience, in order to locate, develop, and write to and through that
urgency wherever it may be and wherever it may go. This pedagogical line of thought is parallel
to that of Dee Fink’s when he writes that, too often, the classroom space doesn’t allow students
to connect their “course files” to the their “life files” and vice versa (7). The concepts of “course
files” and “life files” are inclusive of an affective-relational pedagogy, but they still leave space

for further explanation. When we write about a “life file,” for instance, do we mean the events of
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a student’s life that happen outside of the classroom space? Sure, we do. However, for some, this
thought might bring up only that which is external, spatial in the world, shared explicitly with
another human being. When we say, “life file,” then, we must be explicit that what we mean is
also inclusive of what happens within a student’s concept of interiority. Not just a claim that this
interiority is a reflection of the cultural and the social, but that some people, for reasons
mentioned in this dissertation and likely some not, might pull more of their life files or more of
the important ones, from the creative, imaginative, interior world that they’ve built and
maintained. If we are inclusive of the second part, we then have to recognize that a student may
well bring their “life file” to class, and it might be this very aspect that keeps them from paying
attention, because what is discussed in the classroom space might continually be so far removed
from what is happening within the brain within the body sitting in the chair that it has no local,
individual recognition.

These are the thoughts, for me, that cue a life writing approach, sometimes explicitly
(chapter 3) and sometimes implicitly (chapter 4). And, too, these are the thoughts that cause me
to lay over that life writing approach with an affective relational pedagogy. When I refer to “life
writing” here, I mean anything from a life writing course (one that might include the reading,
writing, studying, and dialoguing of and about memoir and personal essay to any course that
either privileges or simply allows in discussion and project work that which is personal,
embodied, vulnerable, and inclusive of life story). In this regard, life writing is featured in the
entirety of the chapter 3 course on “Developing an Affective-Relational Pedagogy,” as well as
the unit 3 approach from chapter 4 when I ask my joy students to perform a project that tells a
story from their lives that touches affectively on some aspect of a negative nuclear script and at

least one joy narrative.
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As for the affective relational aspect of my pedagogy, it is important to note the
transformational potential when blending experiential and theoretical, not just for reader but for
author. Over the last three years, this pedagogy, and my understanding of it, has evolved from
the time I constructed it pre-teaching, to how it evolved after teaching it, to how it continued to
evolve throughout the process of writing this dissertation. Originally, as stated in chapter 3, I
chose the terms “affect” and “relational” to try to capture multiple perspectives in my pedagogy.
Towards this aim, I write:

My pedagogy, which I first called the pedagogy of giving a shit and now call an
affective-relational pedagogy, centers on neither of the two binary choices we are
sometimes given—individual/isolated or social/political. Instead, an affective-
relational pedagogy is dialogical and posits that we are always in relation, both to
the world beyond ourselves (our classmates, instructors, reading materials,
friends, family, and greater social/political contexts) as well as to our interior lives
(the conversations we have by ourselves, with ourselves, with imaginal others).

Two points are noteworthy here. The first is, when I originally wrote this paragraph and
even deep into the dissertation process, there was no mention of “imaginal others.” That concept
came to be while I was attempting to justify why, in five years of teaching a conflict letter to
undergraduate students, I’ve never encountered a student who felt like the rhetorical and
affective force of choosing someone to write their letter to would be lessened by knowing they’d
likely never actually send the letter. It was here that I encountered the article, “Opposites in a
Dialogical Self: Constructs as Characters,” and the quote I share in chapter 3, stated here, speaks

to one of the reasons why I believe this is so:

131



In an extensive discussion of the role of ‘invisible guests’ in the self, Watkins
(1986) argued that in most psychological theories, imaginal phenomena are most
often approached from the perspective of the real. Ontological priority is clearly
given to the existence of the real others and to ‘reality’ in general, whereas
imaginal others are typically seen as derivative from and subordinate to this
‘objective’ reality. Nevertheless, our daily lives are filled with imaginal dialogues.
Taking place alongside actual dialogues with real others and interwoven with
them, they constitute a central part of our narrative construction. (7)

This quote is important because this is where my own thinking and pedagogy gets
challenged by teaching and writing about it. In the initial work, simply wanting to be inclusive of
individual, interior states of being, I carried over a bit of a binary myself. For me, in originally
creating an affective relational pedagogy, the relational would be the explicit aspect of the
pedagogy that captures the external, captures the social and cultural, captures the familial,
captures bearing witness in the classroom space. It would be the affective, with what we feel in
those moments and how we often take them up introspectively, that would allow for spotlighting
the often under-theorized personal/internal. While these concepts are still true—meaning they
create space for all of these factors—I now realize that, originally, I had restrained one area (the
external) from another (the internal) in a way that still needed to be complicated. Part of this
expansion of my theory came through writing chapter 2 on Donald Murray, which I will touch
on soon, and realizing how much of his so-called isolated imaginative time, locked away with
life writing, spoke not just to the imaginative in others but explicitly to their external worlds and

how they lived their lives.
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While this lesson may seem small, it plays out in two important ways in the work of this
dissertation. The first is within the variety of student topic choices featured in this dissertation
and the second is in my own affective-relational uptake from chapter 2. Towards this first aspect,
student topic choices, it might seem inevitable that students would become confused and
overwhelmed in a class where some students were frontloading personal experiences while
others were focused on societal issues while still others were focused on that which is familial.
Indeed, it is possible for this to become confusing or overwhelming. It is also possible, however,
as chapter 3 demonstrates, for students to take up a variety of topics, form a variety of
perspectives, for a variety of reasons, and still have enough commonality in the classroom space
(through explicit terminology, through bearing witness, through reading and dialoguing memoir
and personal essay, through listening to one another’s writing and reasoning) to be able to speak
to each approach. And while it is true that it takes pedagogical intention to allow this happen, I
am also coming to realize, as I’m referencing here, that sometimes more complicated is more
simple because it is representative of human beings who are more complicated than simple.

As example of the variety of choices and reasons from students in chapter 3, I highlight a
student who wrote about her relationship with her Nana, who has passed away. Her focus is
primarily personal and internal, with a familial relational lens accompanying it. I also highlight a
student who, in identifying as transgender, fears what their initial teaching experience might be
like. This is also personal, but it is accompanied closely by a social and cultural lens. Still
another student wrote about her mother as a dragon. Such was her work, her focus on her mother
even beyond her own self, that I would say that the focus on the mother comes first, and thus it is
familial relational, accompanied secondarily by a personal and internal lens. As mentioned, in

theory, this all could become confusing for one space, but because we defined bearing witness
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through the words of Leslie Jamison, who challenges us to “‘enter another person’s pain as
[we’d] enter another country, through immigration and customs, border crossing by way of
query: What grows where you are? What are the laws? What animals graze there?’” (“Can I” 2),
and because I explicitly hunched that the more we approach the life stories of others with
questions instead of answers, with permission instead of demands, with awe and wonder instead
of insufferable know-it-all-ness, the more we would approach our own selves, our own stories,
and our own lives with questions, permission, wonder and awe, and vice-versa, I believe the
students in that course demonstrated that they were capable of finding their own urgency through
a lens of their own choosing, while simultaneously bearing witness to 17 other urgencies,
differently placed. After all, simply because one’s point of focus today is primarily social-
cultural, doesn’t mean that it won’t be internal or familial tomorrow. Or maybe it was yesterday.
In this regard, it is not separate spaces, unaffected, that we are referencing but, instead, where we
are placing the primary weight and focus of what we choose to write, research, and approach in a
moment in time.

Secondly, as mentioned, in writing this dissertation, I ended up impacted by the very
pedagogy I sought to put forth. After writing chapters 2-4, after editing, I still found myself
being asked to bring more of my personal story into chapter 2 on Donald Murray and life
writing. One night, somewhere between 12 and 6 a.m., I reread that chapter on Murray and
added two paragraphs to the conclusion. They were meant to be my tribute to Murray. They were
meant to be my reason why when it came to a second article on a man that some have likely
forgotten, and others never even knew. After reading the article, I went straight to the computer

to type up a felt response, which includes the following:
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when I was so fearful that I would never articulate and theorize what it is that I
am (highly sensitive? introverted?), and while seeking capital in our culture made
me believe that until I could articulate and theorize what I am then I am really
nothing at all, I woke up one day and realized I’ve already become, already am,
what I sought to be all along. And this is how it happened as far as I can tell: I
read and was moved by the words of a Donald Murray who lived from 1924 to
2006; I developed and fostered a relationship with an Imaginal Murray; from the
relationship with that Imaginal Murray, I developed an Imaginal Me, who, over
time, I now realize I’ve stepped into and become. (42)

It would be painful to convey how many years I sought some direct transfer from the
imaginative interior of another to my own, one that would allow me to write something about my
identity that would be validated by somebody enough to make me feel like I could officially be
who I sought to be. This failed equation, I now believe, is because of its lack of an eye for what
was going on in my external, social reality. It wasn’t until writing about Murray, focusing on the
experiential and practical, that I saw the line from Imaginal Other to socialized version of me,
when I wrote in admission and realization that:

Like Murray, I am, first and foremost, a practitioner. I am a doer of the
experiential. These days, when I stand in the classroom and tell my students I’'m
an introvert, they laugh in disbelief. When I tell them I am highly sensitive, they
look at me sideways. Yet, none of this is due to my being any less introverted or
highly sensitive. It is because, just as Murray found an indirect relational through
his life writing, I have found an indirect relational through my life writing classes.

In the classroom, I am social and relational, and I don’t even recognize it. [ don’t
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recognize it because, in these classrooms, we build a kind of social and relational

that theory has told us for thirty years cannot be: one that is not divided but is

further captured and encapsulated by a room full of individual interiorities bearing

witness to a collective imagination that makes me feel as if [ have escaped into a

favorite book. (42)

As I wrote this, I knew its truth in the way that, once you hear certain things, you feel as
if you’ve always known them in some faraway manner. And what is most important here, I
believe, is the reason why it was so difficult to make this transfer: I had become so adverse to
putting the internal in context with the external because, to me, those around me often seemed to
privilege the external as actor upon the internal—with no rhetorical or affective space for what
goes on in private, in the imaginative, why some prefer the world built there, and how what goes
on in the imaginative might serve as pushback to specific external spaces. Such was my
frustration, that I took up the opposite problem, privileging the internal to the exclusion of the
external. Because people called Murray’s internal work isolated, I tried to take it up imagination
to imagination, not seeing that Murray’s internal work, made manifest through his writing, had
impacted me successfully already, particularly in the place of who I am and how I am in the
social, external world, specifically the classroom. Even as I had this struggle and was producing
this binary, I had the goal of presenting the widest possible relational pedagogy I could. This
realization demonstrates to me that, even in the best of our intentions, we must continually check
for what we are leaving out or undervaluing in our pedagogical stances.
That this pedagogy could get so close to me that it transforms my way of thinking about

it, about myself, implores me to ask, when a teacher gets close enough to their pedagogy to be

changed by it and a scholar writes close enough to their pedagogy to be changed before the
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process ends, is that close enough to fulfilling the call put forth in the introduction to this
dissertation, in Art Bochner’s push against equating “knowing exclusively with seeing from a
distance?” (138). Moreover, does it answer Bochner’s call for “multiple forms of representation
and research; away from facts and towards meanings; away from master narratives and toward
local stories; away from idolizing categorical thought and abstracted theory and toward
embracing the values of... emotionality, and activism; away from assuming the stance of
disinterested spectator and toward assuming the position of a feeling, embodied, and vulnerable
observer; away from writing essays and toward telling stories” (134-135).

I’d like to think it’s a start.

The one aspect that I envisioned, however, that will not be realized in this dissertation is
one additional chapter—a final chapter—where I focus on ongoing uptake documents in the
classroom and how, combined with an ongoing affective relational pedagogy, they bring forth a
kind of assessment explicit to the ongoing, dialogical nature of both aspects. Simply put, time did
not permit this chapter, and the closest I come in the dissertation, is to borrow assessment goals
from “Dialogue on Dialogic Pedagogy,” where Matusov and Miyazaki put forth an assessment
where:

[T]he learning process has an intrinsic value in itself and can be viewed positively
as pleasure; interesting challenge (including even frustration and

pain); “curious wonder” (Taylor, 1968); deep, bottomless,

unfinalized understanding; dialogic relationship with important others; growth;
life itself; creativity; becoming somebody different; experiential; eventful (even at

times through dramatic, painful, and tragic events); relational, valuing others;
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situational, ill-defined; immeasurable; not limited in time and space; unfinalized;
and so on. (4)

In this same chapter where I include this assessment, I make clear my reasoning for using
it: “I borrow from this passage on ontological dialogical pedagogy because, even as I continue to
structure my own dialogic stances in an affective relational pedagogy, Matusov and Miyazaki are
ahead of me in creating a vast, wonderful, specified list of assessment criteria that is applicable
to the work I do in a life writing space but that I’ve yet to specify so clearly” (62). While the
assessment criteria listed here is close enough to serve in regards to the work highlighted in this
dissertation, I still believe important discoveries concerning this pedagogy will be uncovered
once I write this additional essay.

As an academic, it is too easy to always feel behind, and there is a lens here in which I
could easily feel that way. However, it is also true, as I stated in the beginning of this conclusion,
that writing specifically about life writing from the classroom took me four years, writing the
chapter on Murray took six years, and high sensitivity has been with me for the entirety of my
life. It is imperative, then, in forwarding an approach to academic life that values experiential
reality and is inclusive of joy, that I continue to live my own words while performing academic
life. In this regard, not only do I know the chapter on uptake and affective relational pedagogy
will come but, upon graduation from Illinois State University, I find myself beginning work at a
University whose English department, in my first year, will be concentrating their efforts on
reimagining their assessment. This is an example of how, when one is inclusive of the
experiential and a joy lens, how we feel, think, and function can all be transformed. With

inclusion of the experiential and of joy, my focus goes from the too-often sense of always feeling
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behind to understanding that the work of this dissertation actually positions me to be right on
time for what is next to come.

Finally, in closing, I end by echoing calls I made throughout this dissertation, from the
introduction through the chapters that followed. First and foremost, whether one’s particular
pedagogy would thrive with such broad affective and relational parameters or not, I hope the
reader at least comes to better appreciate a need for such parameters in our spaces at large. All of
the time, our lives are being affected and are affecting the personal, individual, relational,
familial, cultural and societal aspects of what it means to be alive. Urgencies change but these
functions remain relevant and necessary.

For life writers and teachers of life writing pedagogy, especially in the rhetoric and
composition tent, I truly believe we need to explicitly network, research, and communicate in
ways that makes broadly known the legitimacy and necessity of the work that we do.

For those who would invite joy into the classroom, I hope you continue to problematize it
according to what you know, who you are, and what you’ve experienced. But I also hope you
will allow parameters inclusive of a large body of work that, if enough people feel welcomed,
could create a legitimate joy studies space in the English field.

And, finally, for whoever reads this text, I hope you have asked yourself the questions of
an affective relational pedagogy: What is prompting me and why? Which parts stood out to me in
a first read? Which should I revisit? To you I offer the invitation I offered the Imaginal Donald
Murray at the conclusion of chapter 2. Ultimately, like a dressing room, we choose to take some
things with us and leave some behind, and that is okay. So, give yourself permission to try on the

narratives, pedagogies, and approaches of this dissertation. And, if you are feeling particularly
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brave or experimental today, feel free to reach first for what might be most outside your

normalized narrative attire.
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