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Crossing the Boundaries of Educational
Discourse: Modernism, Postmodernism,

Wehave entered anage thatismarked byacri-
sis of power, patriarchy, authority, identity,
and ethics. This new age has been described,
for better or worse, by many theorists in a vari-
ety of disciplines as the age of postmodernism
(e.g. Foster 1983; Hassan 1987, Hebdige
1986, 1989; Huyssen 1986; Hutcheon 19884,
19885, 1989; Appignanesi and Bennington
1986; Aronowitz 1987/8; Connor 1989; Jame-
son 1990; Lash 1990; and Flax 1990). It is a
period torn between the ravages and benefits
of modernism; itisan agein which the notions
of science, technology, and reason are associ-
ated not only with social progress but also with
the organization of Auschwitz and the scien-
tific creativity that made Hiroshima possible
(Poster 1989). It is a time in which the human-
ist subject seems to no longer be in control of
his or her fate. It is an age in which the grand
narratives of emancipation, whether from the
political right or left, appear to share an affin-
ity for terror and oppression. Itis also a histor-
ical moment in which culture is no longer seen
as areserve of white men whose contributions
to the arts, literature, and science constitute
the domain of high culture. Welive ata timein
which a strong challenge is being waged
against a modernist discourse in which know-
ledge is legitimized almost exclusively from a
European model of culture and civilization. In
part, thestruggle for democracy can beseen in
the context of a broader struggle against cer-
tain features of modernism that represent the
worst legacies of the Enlightenment tradition.

and Feminism

Henry Giroux

And itis against these features that a variety of
oppositional movements have emerged in an
attempt to rewrite the relationship between
modernism and democracy. T'wo of the most
important challenges to modernism have
come from divergent theoretical discourses
associated with postmodernism and femi-
nism.

Postmodernism and feminism have chal-
lenged modernism on a variety of theoretical
and political fronts, and I will take these up
shortly, but there is another side to mod-
ernism that has expressed itself more recently
in the ongoing struggles in Eastern Europe.
Modernism is not merely about patriarchy
parading as universal reason, the increasing
intensification of human domination over
nature in the name of historical development,
or the imperiousness of grand narratives that
stress control and mastery (Lyotard 1984).
Nor is modernism simply synonymous with
forms of modernization characterized by the
ideologies and practices of the dominating
relations of capitalist production. It exceeds
this fundamental but limiting rationality by
offering theideological excesses of democratic
possibility. By this I mean that, as Ernesto
Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) have
pointed out, modernism becomes a decisive
point of reference for advancing certain and
crucial elements of the democratic revolution.

Beyond its claims to certainty, foundation-
alism, and epistemological essentialism, mod-
ernism provides theoretical elements for

Extracts from Border Crossings: Cultural Workers and the Polstics of Education (Routledge, 1992), 39-88.

Reprinted with permission.



114 Modernism, Postmodernism, and Feminism

analyzing both the limits of its own historical
tradition and for developing a political stand-
point in which the breadth and specificity of
democratic struggles can be expanded
through the modernist ideals of freedom, jus-
tice, and equality. As Mark Hannam' (1990)
points out, modernism does have a legacy of
progressive ambitions, that have contributed
to substantive social change, and these ambi-
tions: need to be remembered in order to be
reinserted into any developing discourses on
democracy. For Hannam, these include: ‘eco-
nomic redistribution towards equality, the
emancipation of women, the eradication of
superstition and despotism, wider educa-
tional opportunities, the improvement of the
sciences and the arts, and so forth. Democra-
tization was one of these ambitions and fre-
quently was perceived to be a suitable means
towards the realization of other,. distinct
ambitions.’

I want to argue that modernism, postmod-
ernism, and feminism represent three of the
most important discourses for developing a
cultural politics and pedagogical practice
capable of extending and theoretically
advancing a radical politics of democracy.
While acknowledging that all three of these
discourses are internally contradictory, ideo-
logically diverse, and theoretically inade-
quate, I believe that when posited in terms of
the interconnections between borh their dif-
ferences and the common ground they share
for being mutually correcting, they offer crit-
ical educators a rich theoretical and political
opportunity for rethinking the relationship
between schooling and democracy. Each of
these positions has much to learn from the
theoretical strengths and weaknesses of the
other two discourses. Not only does a dialogi-
cal encounter among these discourses offer
them the opportunity to re-examine the par-
tiality of their respective views. Such an
encounter also points to new possibilities for
sharing and integrating their best insights as
part of broader radical democratic project.
Together these diverse discourses offer the
possibility for illuminating how critical edu-
cators might work with other cultural workers
in various movements to develop and advance
a broader discourse of political and collective
struggle. Atstakehereisan attempt to provide
a political and theoretical discourse, that can
move beyond a postmodern aesthetic and a
feminist separatism in order to develop a pro-

ject in which a politics of difference can
emerge within a shared discourse of democra-
tic public life. Similarly at issue is also the
important question of how the discourses of
modernism, postmodernism, and feminism
might be pursued as part of a broader political
effort to rethink the boundaries and most
basic assumptions of a critical pedagogy con-
sistent with a radical cultural politics. . . .

Mapping the Politics of Modemism

To invoke the term ‘modernism’ is to imme-
diately place oneselfin the precarious position
of suggesting a definition that is itself open to
enormous debate and little agreement (funn
1982; Kolb 1986, Larsen 1990; Giddens
1990). Not only is there a disagreement
regarding the periodisation of the term, there
is enormous controversy regarding to what it
actually refers. To some it has become syn-
onymous with terroristic claims of reason, sci-
ence, and totality (Lyotard 1984). To othersit
embodies, for better or worse, various move-
ments in the arts (Newman 1985; 1986). And
to some of its more ardent defenders, it repre-
sents the progressive rationality of commu-
nicative competence and support for the
autonomous individual subject (Habermas
1981; 1982; 1983; 1987). It is not possible
within the context of this essay to provide a
detailed history of the various historical and
ideological discourses of modernism even
though such an analysis is essential to provide
a sense of the complexity of both the category
and the debates that have emerged around
modernism (Habermas 1983;:1987; Berman
1988; Richard 1987/88). Instead, I want to
focus on some of the central assumptions of
modernism. The value of this approach is that
itserves not only to highlight some of the more
important arguments that have been made in
the defense of modernism, but also to provide
atheoretical and political backdrop for under-
standing some of the central features of vari-
ous postmodernist and feminist discourses.
This is particularly important with respect to
postmodernism, which presupposes some
idea of the modern and also various elements
of feminist discourse, which have increasingly
been forged largely in opposition to some of
the major assumptions of modernism, partic-
ularly as these relate to netions such as ratio-
nality, truth, subjectivity, and progress.
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The theoretical, ideological, and political
complexity of modernism can be grasped by
analyzing its diverse vocabularies withrespect
to three traditions: the social, the aesthetic,
and the political. The notion of social moder-
nity corresponds with the tradition of the new,
the process of economic and social organiza-
tion carried out under the growing relations of
capitalist production. Social modernity
approximates what Matei Calinescu (1987:
41) calls the bourgeois idea of modernity,
which is characterized by:

The doctrine of progress, the confidence in the
beneficial possibilities of science and technology,
the concern with time (a measurable time, a time
that can be bought and sold and therefore has, like
any other commodity, a calculable equivalent in
money), the cult of reason, and the ideal of freedom
defined within the framework of an abstract
humanism, but also the orientation toward prag-
matism and the cult of action and success.

Within this notion of modernism, the
unfolding of history is linked to the ‘continual
progress of the sciences and of techniques, the

“rational division of industrial work, which

mtroduces into social life a dimension of per-
manent change, of destruction of customs and
traditional culture’ (Baudrillard 1987: 65). At
issue here is a definition of modernity, that
points to the progressive differentiation and
rationalization of the social world through the

" process of economic growth and administra-

tive rationalization. Another characteristic of
social modernism is the epistemological pro-

_ject:of elevating reason to an ontological sta-

tus. Modernism in  this view becomes
synonymous with civilization itself, and rea-

" son is universalized in cognitive and instru-~

mental terms as the basis for a model of
industrial, cultural, and social progress. At
stake in this notion of modernity is a view of
individual and collective identity in which
historical memory is devised as a linear
process, the human subject becomes the ulti-
mate source of meaning and action, and a
notion of geographical and cultural territoral-
ity is constructed in a hierarchy of domination
and subordination marked by a center and
margin. legitimated through the civilizing
knowledge/ power of a privileged Eurocentric
culture (Aronowitz 1987/88: 94-114).

The category of aesthetic modernity has a
dual characterization that is best exemplified
in its traditions of resistance and formal aes-
theticism. But it is in the tradition of opposi~

tion, with its all consuming disgust with bour-
geois values and its attempt through various
literary and avant-garde movements to define
art as a representation of criticism, rebellion,
and resistance that aesthetic modernism first
gained a sense of notoriety. Fueling this aes-
thetic modernism of the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries was an alienation and neg-~
ative passion whose novelty was perhaps best
captured in Bakunin’s anarchist maxim, ‘To
destroy is to create’ (Calinescu 1987: 117).
The cultural and political lineaments of this
branch of aesthetic modernism are best
expressed in those avant-garde movements
that ranged from the surrealism and futurism
to the conceptualism of the 1970s. Within this
movement, with its diverse politics and
expressions, there is an underlying common-
ality and attempt to collapse the distinction
between art and politics'and to blur the
boundaries between life and aesthetics. But in
spite of its oppositional tendencies, aesthetic
modernism has not fared well in the latter part
of the twentieth century. Its critical stance, its
aesthetic dependency on the presence of
bourgeois norms, and its apocalyptic tone
became increasingly recognized as artistically
fashionable by the very class it attacked
(Barthes 1972).

The central elements that bring these two
traditions of modernism together constitute a
powerful force not only for shaping the acad-
emic disciplines and the discourse of educa-
tional theory and practice, but also for
providing a number of points where various
ideological positions share a common ground.
These elements can be recognized in mod-
ernism’s claim for the superiority of high cul-
ture over and against popular culture, its
affirmation of a centered if not unified subject,
its faith in the power of the highly rational,
conscious mind and its belief in the unequivo-
cal ability of human beings to shape the future
inthe interest of a better world. Thereisalong
tradition of support for modernism and some
of its best representatives are as diverse as
Marx, Baudelaire, and Dostoevsky. This
notion of the unified self based on the univer-
salization of reason and the totalizing dis-
courses of emancipation have provided a
cultural and political script for celebrating
Western culture as synonymous with civiliza~
tion itself and progress as a terrain that only
needed tobe mastered as part of the inexorable
march of science and history. Marshall



Berman (1982: 11) exemplifies the dizzying
heights of ecstasy made possible by the script
of modernism in his own rendition of the
modernist sensibility (1982; 1988: 81-6).

Modernists, as I portray them, are simultaneously
at home in this world and at odds with it. They cel-
ebrate and identify with the triumphs of modern
science, art, technology, communications, eco-
nomics, politics—in short, with all the activities,
techniques, and sensibilities that enable mankind
to do what the Bible said God could do to ‘make all
things new.’ At the same time, however, they
oppose modernization’s betrayal of its own human
promise and potential. Modernists demand more
profound and radical renewals: modern men and
women must become the subjects as well as the
objects of modernization; they must learn to
change the world thatis changing them and to make
it their own. The modernist knows this is possible:
the fact that the world has changed so much is proof
that it can change still more. The modernist can, in
Hegel’s phrase, ‘look at the negative in the face and
live with it.” The fact that ‘all that is solid melts into
air’ is a source not of despair, but of strength and
affirmation. If everything must go, then let it go:
modern people have the power to create a better
world than the world they have lost.

Of course, for many critics, the coupling of
social and aesthetic modernism reveals itself
quite differently. Modernist art is criticized
for becoming nothing more than a commercial
market for the museums and the corporate
boardrooms and a.depoliticized discourse
institutionalized within the universities. In
addition, many critics have argued that under
the banner of modernism, reason and aesthet-
ics often come together in a technology of self
and culture that combines a notion of beauty,
that is white, male, and European with a
notion of mastery that legitimates modern
industrial technologies and the exploitation of
vast pools of labor from the ‘margins’ of Sec-
ond and Third World economies. Robert
Merrill (1988: 9) gives this argument a special
twist in claiming that the modernist ego with
its pretensions to infallibility and unending
progress has actually come to doubt its own
promises. For example, he argues that many
proponents of modernism increasingly recog-
nize that what hasbeen developed by the West
in the name of mastery actually indicates the
failure of modernism to produce a technology
of self and power that can deliver on the
promises of providing freedom through sci-
ence, technology, and control. He writes:

[A loss of faith in the promises of modernism] . . . is

no less true for corporate and governmental culture
in the United States which displaysa. . . desperate
quest for aestheticization of the self as modernist
construct—white, male, Christian, industrialist—
through monumentally styled office buildings, the
Brooks Brothers suit (for male and female),
designer food, business practices which amount
only to the exercise of symbolic power, and most of
all, the Mercedes Benz which as the unification in
design of the good (here functional) and the beauti-
ful and in production of industrial coordination
and exploitation of human labor is pre-eminently
the sign that one has finally achieved liberation and
master, ‘made it to the top’ (even if its stylistic lines
thematize what can only be called a fascist aesthet-
ics).

It is against the claims of social and aesthetic
modernism that the diverse discourses of
postmodernism and feminism have delivered
some of their strongest theoretical and politi-
cal criticism, and these will be takert wup
shortly. But there is a third tradition of mod-
ernism that has been engaged by feminism but
generally ignored by postmodernism. This is
the tradition of political modernism, which,
unlike its related aesthetic and social tradi-
tions, does not focus on epistemological and
cultura) issues as much as it develops a project
of possibility out of a number of Enlighten-
ment ideals (Mouffe 1988: 31-45). It should
be noted that political modernism constructs

a project that reésts on a distinction between
political liberalism and economic liberalism.

With the latter, freedom is conflated with the
dynamics of the capitalist market place,

whereas with the former, freedom is associ-
ated with the principles and rights embodied
in the democratic revolution that has pro-

gressed in the West over the last three cen~

turies. The ideals that have emerged out of
this revolution include ‘the notion thathuman

beings ought to use their reason to decide on

courses of action, control their futures, enter

into reciprocal agreements, and be responsi-

ble for what they do and who they are’ (War-

ren 1988: 9-10). In general terms, the political

project of modernism is rooted in the capacity

of individuals to be moved by human suffer-

ing so as to remove its causes, to give meaning

to the principles of equality, liberty, and jus-

tice; and to increase those social forms that

enable human beings to develop those capaci-

ties needed to overcome ideologies and mate-

ria] forms that legitimate and are embedded in

relations of domination . ..
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The beginning of postmodernity can . . . be con-
ceived as the achievement of multiple awareness:
epistemological awareness, insofar as scientific
progress appears as a succession of paradigms
whose transformation and replacement is not
grounded in any algorithmic certainty; ethical
awareness, insofar as the defense and assertion of
values is grounded on argumentative movements
{conservational movements, according to Rorty),
which do not lead back to any absolute foundation;
political awareness, insofar as historical achieve-
ments appear as the product of hegemonic and
contingent—and as such, always reversible—
articulations and not as the result of immanent laws
of history.

Laclau’s list does not exhaust the range of
negations that postmodernism has taken up as
part of the increasing resistance to all totaliz—
ing explanatory systems and the growing call
for a language that offers the possibility to
address the changing ideological and struc-
tural conditions of our time. . . .

Postmodernism and the Negation of
Totality, Reason, and Foundatlonallsm

A central feature of postmodernism has been
its critique of totality, reason, and universal-
ity. This critique has been most powerfully
developed in the work of Jean-Francois
Lyotard. In developing his attack on Enlight-
enment notions of totality, Lyotard argues
that the very notion of the postmodern is
inseparable from an incredulity toward meta-
narratives. In Lyotard’s view (1984: 24), “The
narrative view is losing its functors, its great
hero, its great dangers, its great voyages, its
great goal. It is being dispersed in clouds of
narrative language elements—narrative, but
also denotative, prescriptive, descriptive, and
so.on.’ For Lyotard, grand narratives do not
problematize their own legitimacy; rather,
they deny the historical and social construc-
tion of their own first principles and in doing
so wage war on difference, contingency, and
particularity. Against Habermas and others,
Lyotard argues that appeals to reason and
consensus, when inserted within grand narra-
tives that unify history, emancipation and
knowledge, deny their own implications in the
production of knowledge and power. More
emphatically, Lyotard claims (1984: 82) that
within such narratives are elements of mastery
and control in which ‘we can hear the mutter—

ings of the desire for a return of terror, for the
realization of the fantasy to seize reality’.
Against metanarratives, which totalize histor-
ical experience by reducing its diversity to a
one-dimensional, all-encompassing logic,
Lyotard posits a discourse of multiple hori-
zons, the play of language games, and the ter-
rain of micropolitics. Against the formal logic
of identity and the transhistorical subject, he
invokes a dialectics of indeterminacy, varied
discourses of legitimation, and a politics based
on the ‘permanence of difference.’ Lyotard’s
attack on metanarratives represents both a
trenchant form of social criticism and a philo-
sophical challenge to all forms of foundation-
alism that deny the historical, normative, and
the contingent. Nancy Fraser and Linda
Nicholson (1988: 86--7) articulate this con-
nection well:

For Lyotard, postmodernism designates a general
condition of contemporary Western civilization.
The postmodern condition is one in which ‘grand
narratives of legitimation’ are no longer credible.
By ‘grand narratives’ he means, in the first instance,
overarching philosophies of history like the
Enlightenment story of the gradual but steady
progress of reason and freedom, Hegel’s dialectic of
Spirit coming to know itself, and, most important,
Marx’s drama of the forward march of human pro-
ductive capacities via class conflict culminating in
proletarianrevolution. . . . For what most interests
[Lyotard]about the Enlightenment, Hegelian, and
Marxist stories is what they share with other non-
narrative forms of philosophy, Like ahistorical
epistemologies and moral theories, they aim to
show that specific first-order discursive. practices
are well formed and capable of yielding true and
just results. True and just here mean something
more than results reached by adhering scrupu~
lously to the constitutive rules of some given scien-
tificand political games. They mean, rather, results
that correspond to Truth and Justice as they really
are in themselves independent of contingent, his-
torical social practices. Thus, in Lyotard’s view, a
metanarrative . . . purports to be a privileged dis-
course capable of situating, characterizing, and
evaluating all other discourses, but not itself
infected by the historicity and contingency that
render first-order discourses potentially distorted
and in need of legitimation.

What Fraser and Nicholson imply is that
postmodernism does more than wage war on
totality, it also calls into question the use of
reason in the service of power, the role of intel-
lectuals who speak through authority invested
in a science of truth and history, and forms of
leadership that demand unification and con-

sensus within centrally administered chains of
. eommand. Postmodernism rejects a notion of
eason that is disinterested, transcendent, and
finiversal. Rather than separating reason from
the terrain of history, place, and desire, post-
maodernism argues that reason and science can
¥ anly be understood as part of a broader histor-
, political, and social struggle over the rela-
¢ ionship between language and power. Within
this context, the distinction between passion
ind reason, objectivity and interpretation no
pnger exist as separate entities but represent,
stead, the effects of particular discourses
fivd.forms of social power. This is not merely
mepistemological issue, but one thatisdeeply
plitical and normative. Gary Peller (1987:
). mhakes this clear by arguing that what is at
e in this form of criticism is nothing less
an the dominant and liberal commitment to
ghtenment culture. He writes:

the whole way that we conceive of liberal
s (overcoming prejudice in the name of
,seeing through the distortions of ideology to
r4t reality, surmounting ignorance and supersti-
gom - with the acquisition of knowledge) is called
question. Postmodernism suggests that what
i been presented in our social-political and our
itellectual traditions as knowledge, truth, objec-
, and reason are actually merely the effects of
ticular form of social power, the victory of a
cular way of representing the world that then
ents itself as beyond mere interpretation, as
th itself. ‘ g

 asserting the primacy of the historical and
pritingent in the construction of reason,
uthority, truth, ethics, and identity, post-
iadernism provides a politics of representa-
on and a basis for social struggle. Laclau
argues that the postmodern attack on founda-
tionalism is an eminently political act because
“it expands the possibility for argumentation
and dialogue. Moreover, by acknowledging
questions of power and value in the construc-
tion of knowledge and subjectivities, post-
modernism helps to make visible important
ideological and structural forces, such as race,
gender, and class. For theorists such as
Laclau, the collapse of foundationalism does
not suggest a banal relativism or the onset of a
dangerous nihilism. On the contrary,; Laclau
(19884: 79-80) argues that the lack of ultimate
meaning radicalizes the possibilities for
human agency and a democratic politics. He
writes:

Abandoning the myth of foundations does not lead

to nihilism, just as uncertainty as to how an enemy
will attack does not lead to passivity. It leads,
rather, toa proliferation of discursive interventions
and arguments that are necessary, because there is
no extradiscursive reality that discourse might sim-
ply reflect. Inasmuch as argument and discourse
constitute the social; their open-ended character
becomes the source of a greater activism and a more
radical libertarianism. Humankind, having always
bowed to external forces—God, Nature, the neces-
sary laws of History—can now, at the threshold of
postmodernity, consider itself for the first time the
creator and constructor of its own history.

The postmodern attack on totality and foun-
dationalism is not without its drawbacks.
While it rightly focuses on the importance of
local narratives and rejects the notion that
truth precedes the notion of representation, it
also runs the risk of blurring the distinction
between master narratives that are mono-
causal and formative narratives, that provide
the basis for historically and relationally plac-
ing different groups or local narratives within
some common project. . . .

Postmodern Feminlsm as Political
and Ethical Practice

Feminist theory has always engaged in a
dialectical relationship with modernism. On
the one hand, it has stressed modernist con-
cerns with equality, social justice, and free-
dom through an ongoing engagement with
substantive political issues, specifically the
rewriting of the historical and social construc-
tion of gender in the interest of an emancipa-
tory cultural politics. In other - words,
feminism has been quite discriminating in its
ability to sift through the wreckage of mod-
ernism in order to liberate its victories, partic-
ularly the unrealized potentialities that reside
in its categories of agency, justice, and poli-
tics. On the other hand, postmodern femi-
nism has rejected those aspects of modernism
in which universal laws are exalted at the
expense of specificity and contingency. More
specifically, postmodern feminism opposes a
linear view of history, that legitimates patriar-
chal notions of subjectivity and society; more-
over, it rejects the notion that science and
reason. have a direct correspondence with
objectivity and truth. In effect, postmodern
feminism rejects the binary opposition
between modernism and postmodernism in



favorof a broader theoretical attempt to situ-
ate both discourses critically within a feminist
political project.

Feminist theory has both produced and
profited from a critical appropriation of a
number of assumptions central to both mod-
ernism and postmodernism. The feminist
engagement with modernism has been taken
up primarily as a discourse of self-criticism
and has served to radically expand a plurality
of positions within feminism itself. Women of
color, lesbians, and poor and working-class
women have challenged the essentialism, sep-
aratism, and ethnocentricism that have been
expressed in feminist theorizing and in doing
so have seriously undermined the Eurocentri-
cism and totalizing discourse that has become
a political straitjacket:within the movement.
Fraser and Nicholson (1988: 92, 99) offer a
succinct analysis of some of the issues
involved in this debate, particularly in relation
to the appropriation by some feminists of
‘quasi-metanarratives.’

They tacitly presuppose some commonly held but
unwarranted and essentialist assumptions about
the nature of human beings and the conditions for
social life. In addition, they assume methods
and/or concepts that are uninflected by temporal-
ity or historicity and that therefore function de facto
as permanent, neutral matrices for inquiry. Such
theories, then, share some of the essentialist and
ahistorical features of metanarratives:. they are
insufficiently attentive to historical and cultural
diversity; and they falsely universalize features of
the theorist’s own era, society, culture, class, sexual
orientation, and/or ethnic or racial group. . . . Ithas
become clear that quasi-metanarratives hamper,
rather than promote, sisterhood, since they elide
differences among women and among the forms of
sexism to which different women are differentially
subject. Likewise, it is increasingly apparent that
such theories hinder alliances with other progres-
sive movements, since they tend to occlude axes of
domination other than gender. In sum, there is a
growing interest among feminists in modes of the-
orizing that are attentive to differences and to cul-
tural and historical specificity.

Fashioning a language that has been highly
critical of modernism has not only served to
make problematic what can be called totaliz-
ing feminisms, but has also called into ques-
tion the notion that sexist oppression is at the
root of all forms of domination (Malson,
O’Barr, Westphal-Wihl, and Wyer 1989a:
1-13). Implicit in this position are two
assumptions that have significantly shaped

the arguments of mostly Western white
women. The firstargument simply inverts the
orthodox Marxist position regarding class as
the primary category of domination with all
other modes of oppression being relegated toa
second rate consideration. Here, patriarchy
becomes the primary form of domination,
while race and class are reduced to its dis-
torted reflection. The second assumption
recycles another aspect of orthodox Marxism
that assumes that the struggle over power is
exclusively waged between opposing social
classes. The feminist version of this argument
simply substitutes gender for class and in
doing so reproduces a form of ‘us’ against
‘them’ politics that is antithetical to develop-
ing community building within a broad and
diversified public culture.

Both of these arguments represent the ide-
ological baggage of modernism. In both cases,
domination is framed in binary oppositions,
which suggests that workers or women cannot
be complicit in their own oppression and that
domination assumes a form that is singular
and uncomplicated. The feminist challenge to
this ideological straitjacket of modernism is
well expressed by bell hooks (1989: 22), who
avoids the politics of separatism by invoking
an important distinction between the role that
feminists might play in asserting their own
particular struggle against patriarchy as well
as the role they can play as part of a broader
struggle for liberation.

Feminist effort to end patriarchal domination
should be of primary concern precisely because it
insists on the eradication of exploitation and
oppression in the family context and in all other
intimate relationships. . . . Feminism, as liberation
struggle, must exist apart from and as a part of the
larger struggle to eradicate domination in all of its
forms. We must understand that patriarchal domi-
nation shares an ideological foundation with racism
and other forms of group oppression, that there is
no hope that it can be eradicated while these sys-
tems remain intact. This knowledge should consis-
tently inform the direction of feminist theory and
practice. Unfortunately, racism and class elitism
among women has frequently léd to the suppres-
sion and distortion of this connection so that it is
now necessary for feminist thinkers to critique and
revise much feminist theory and the direction of
the feminist movement. This effort at revision is
perhaps most evident in the current widespread
acknowledgement that sexism, racism, and class
exploitation constitute interlocking systems of
domination—that sex, race, and class, and not sex
alone, determine the nature of any female’s iden-

tity, status, and circumstance, the degree to which
she will or will not be dominated, the extent to
which she will have the power to dominate.

Iinvoke the feminist critique of modernism to
make visible some of the ideological territory
At shares with certain versions of postmod-
; grnism and to suggest the wider implications
ithat a postmodern feminism has for develop-
ing and broadening the terrain of political
struggleand transformation. Itis important to
wote that this encounter between feminism
snd postmodernism should not be seen as-a
gesture to displace a feminist politics with a
politics and pedagogy of postmodernism. On
«contrary, I think feminism provides post-
ernism with a politics, and a great deal
dore. What is at stake here is using feminism,
#n the words of Meaghan Morris (1988::16), as
‘context in which debates about postmod-
{wenism might further be considered, devel-
awped, transformed (or abandoned)’. Critical
o such a project is the need toanalyze the ways
4nswhich feminist theorists have used post-
modernism to fashion a form of social criti-
wismwhose value liesin its critical approach to
der issues and in the theoretical insights it
vides for developing broader democratic
id pedagogical struggles.
‘The theoretical status and political viability
‘ofvarious postmodern discourses regarding
#he-issues of totality, foundationalism, cul-
ire; subjectivity and language are a matter of
intense debate- among diverse feminist
groups .. .!
Feminism’s relationship with postmod-
ernism has been both fruitful but problematic
Ann Kaplan 1988: 1-6). Postmodernism
hares a number of assumptions with various
feminist theories and practices. For example,
both discourses view reason as plural and par-
tial, define subjectivity as multilayered and
vontradictory, and posit contingency and dif-
ference against various forms of essentialism.
++° At the same time, postmodern feminism
tas criticized and extended a number of
assumptions central to postmodernism. First,
it has asserted the primacy of social criticism
and in doing so has redefined the significance
. of the postmodern challenge to founding dis-
courses and universal principles in terms that
‘prioritize political struggles over: epistemo-~
logical engagements. Donna Haraway (1989:
579) puts it well in her comment that ‘the issue
. is ethics and politics perhaps more than epis~

¥y v 'y GRS ¥ bl

temology’. Second, postmodern feminism has
refused to accept the postmodern view of
totality as a wholesale rejection of all forms of
totality or metanarratives. Third, it has
rejected the postmodern emphasis on erasing
human agency by decentering the subject; it
has also resisted defining language as the only
source of meaning and has therefore linked
power not merely to discourse but also to
material practices and struggles. Fourth, it
has asserted the importance of difference as
part of a broader struggle for ideological and
institutional change rather than emphasizing
the postmodern approach to difference as
either an aesthetic (pastiche) or asaexpression
of liberal pluralism (the proliferation of differ-
ence without recourse to the language of

power). ...

Towards a Postmodern Pedagogy

As long as people are people, democracy in the full
sense of the word will always be no more than an
ideal. One may approach itas one would a horizon,
in ways that may be better or worse, butit can never
be fully attained. In this sense, you too, are merely
approaching democracy. You have thousands of
problems of all kinds, as other countries do. But
you have one great advantage: You have been
approaching democracy uninterrupted for more
than 200 years. (Havel 1990: 16) -

How on earth can these prestigious persons in
Washington ramble on in their subintellectual way
about the ‘end of history?’ As I loek forward into
the twenty-first century I sometimes agonize about
the times in which my grandchildren and their chil-
dren will live. It is not so much the rise in popula-
tion as the rise in universal material expectations of
the globe’shuge population that will bestraining its
resources to the very limits. North-South antago-
nisms will certainly sharpen, and religious and
national fundamentalisms will become more
intransigent. The struggle tobring consumer greed
within moderate control, to find a level of low
growth and satisfaction that is not at the expense of
the disadvantaged and poor, to defend the environ-
ment and to prevent ecological disasters, to share
more equitably the world’s resources and to insure
their renewal—all this is agenda enough for the
continuation of *history’. (Thompson 1990: 120)

A striking character of the totalitarian system is its
peculiar coupling of human demoralization and
mass depoliticizing. Consequently, battling this
system requires a conscious appeal to morality and
an inevitable involvement in politics. (Michnik
1990: 120)
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All these quotations stress, implicitly or
explicitly, the importance of politics and
ethics to democracy. In the first, the newly
elected president of Czechoslovakia, Vaclav
Havel, addressing a joint session of Congress
reminds the American people that democracy
is an ideal that is filled with possibilities but
one that always has to be seen as part of an
ongoing struggle for freedom and human dig-
nity. As a playwright and former political
prisoner, Havel is the embodiment of such a
struggle. In the second, E. P. Thompson, the
English peace activist and historian, reminds
the American public that history has not
ended but needs to be opened up in order to
engage the many problems and possibilities
that human beings will have to face in the
twenty-first century. In the third, Adam
Michnik, a founder of Poland’s Workers’
Defense Committeeand an elected member of
the Polish parliament, provides an ominous
insight into one of the central featuresof total-
itarianism, whether on the Right or the Left.
He points to a society that fears democratic
politics while simultaneously reproducing a
sense of massive collective despair. All of
these writers are caught up in the struggle to
recapture the Enlightenment model of free-
dom, agency, and democracy while simulta-
neously - attempting to deal with the
conditions of a postmodern world.

These statements serve to highlight the
inability of the American public to grasp the
full significance of the democraticization of
Eastern Europe in terms of what it reveals
about the nature of our own democracy. In
Eastern Europe and: elsewhere there is a
strong call for the primacy of the political and
the ethical as a founidation for democratic
public life, whereas in the United States there
is an ongoing refusal of the discourse of poli-
tics and ethics. Elected politicians from both
sides of the established parties complain that
American politics is about ‘trivialization,
atomization, and paralysis.” Politicians as dif-
ferent as the late Lee Atwater, the former
Republican Party chairman, and - Walter
Mondale, former vice president, agree that we
have entered into a time in which much of the
American publicbelieves that ‘Bull permeates
everything . . . (and that) we’ve got a kind of
politics of irrelevance’ (Oreskes 1990: 16). At
the same time, a number of polls indicate that
while the youth of Poland, Czechoslovakia,
and Germany are extending the frontiers of

democracy, American youth are both uncon-
cerned and largely ill-prepared to struggle for
and keep democracy alive in the twenty-first
century.

Rather than being a model of democracy,
the United States has become indifferent to
the need te struggle for the conditions that
make democracy a substantive rather than
lifeless activity. At all levels of national and
dailylife, the breadth and depth of democratic
relations are being rolled back. We have
become a society that appears to demand less
rather than more of democracy. In some quar-
ters, democracy has actually become subver-
sive. What does this suggest for developing
some guiding principles in order to rethink
the purpose and meaning of education and
critical pedagogy within the present crises? In
what follows, I want to situate some of the
work I have been developing on critical peda-
gogy over the last decade by placing it withina
broader political context. That is, the princi-
ples that I develop below represent educa-
tional issues that must be located in a larger
framework of politics. Moreover, these prin-
ciples emerge out of a convergence of various
tendencies - within modernism, postmod-
ernism, and postmodern feminism.-What is
important to note here is the refusal to simply
play off these various theoretical tendencies
against each other. Instead, I try to critically
appropriate the most important aspects of
these theoretical- movements by raising the
question of how they contribute to creating
the conditions for deepening the possibilities
for a radical pedagogy and political. project
that aims at reconstructing democratic public
life so as to extend the principles of.freedom,
justice, and equality to all spheres of society.

At stake here is the issue of retaining mod-
ernism’s commitment to critical reason,
agency, and the power of human beings to
overcome human = suffering. Modernism
reminds us of the importance of constructing
adiscourse thatis ethical, historical, and polit-
ical. At the same time, postmodernism pro-
vides a powerful challenge to all totalizing
discourses, places an important emphasis on
the contingent and the specific, and provides a
new theoretical language for developing a pol-
itics of difference. Finally, postmodern femi-
nism -makes visible - the importance of
grounding our visions in a political project,
redefines the relationship between the mar-
gins and the center around concrete political

struggles, and offers the opportunity for a pol-
itics of voice that links rather than severs the
relationship between the personal and the
political as part of a broader struggle for jus-
tice and social transformation. All the princi-
ples developed below touch on these issues
and recast the relationship between the peda-
gogical and the political as central to any social
‘movement that attempts to effect emancipa-
- tory struggles and social transformations.

1. Education needs to be reformulated so
as to give as. much attention to pedagogy as it
" does to traditional and alternative notions of
scholarship. This is not a question of giving
pedagogy equal weight toscholarship as much
it it is of assessing the important relationship
between them. ‘Education must be under-
' stood as the production of identities in rela-
. tion to the ordering, representation, and
Jegitimation of specific forms of knowledge
and power. As Chandra Mohanty reminds us,
‘questions about education cannot be reduced
to disciplinary parameters, but must include
issues of power, history, self-identity, and the
possibility of collective agency and struggle
(Mohanty ch. 36). Rather than rejecting the
-language of politics, critical pedagogy must
link public education to the imperatives of a
gritical democracy. Critical pedagogy needs to
be informed by a public philosophy defined,

 part, by the attempt to create the lived expe-
rience of empowerment for the vast majority.
_In other words, the language of critical peda-
gogy needs to construct schools as democratic
public spheres.

In part, this means that educators need to
develop a critical pedagogy in which the
knowledge, habits, and skills of critical citi-
zenship, not simply good citizenship, are
taught and practiced. This means providing
students with the opportunity to develop the
critical capacity to challenge and transform
existing social and political forms, rather than
simply adapt to them. It also means providing
students with the skills they will need to locate
themsélves in history, find their own voices,
and provide the convictions and compassion
necessary for exercising civic courage, taking
risks, and furthering the habits, customs, and
social relations that are essential to democratic
public forms.

In effect, critical pedagogy needs to be
grounded in a keen sense of the importance of
constructing a political vision from which to
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develop an educational project as part of a
wider discourse for revitalizing democratic
public life. A critical pedagogy for democracy
cannot be reduced, as some educators, politi-
cians, and groups have argued, to forcing stu-
dents to either say the pledge of allegiance at
the beginning of every school day or to speak
and think only in the language of dominant
English. A critical pedagogy for democracy
does not begin with test scores but with ques-
tions. What kinds of citizens do we hope to
produce through public education in a post-
modern culture? What kind of society do we
want to create in the context of the present
shifting cultural and ethnic borders? How can
we reconcile the notions of difference and
equality with the imperatives of freedom and
justice? ‘

2. Ethics must be seen as a central concern
of critical pedagogy. This suggests thateduca-
tors attempt to understand more fully how
different discourses offer students diverse
ethical referents for structuring their relation-
ship to the wider society. But it also suggests
that educators go beyond the postmodern
notion of understanding how student experi-
ences are shaped within different ethical dis-
courses. Educators must come to view ethics
and politics as a relationship between the self
and the other. Ethics, in this case, is nota mat-
ter of individual choice or relativism but a
social discourse that refuses toaccept needless
human suffering and exploitation. Ethics
becomes a practice. that broadly connotes
one’s personal and social sense of responsibil-
ity to the Other. Thus, ethics is taken up asa
struggle against inequality and as a discourse
forexpanding basic human rights. This points
to a notion of ethics attentive to both the issue
of abstract rights and those contexts that pro-
duce particular stories, struggles, and histo-
ries. In  pedagogical terms, an ethical
discourse needs to be taken up with regard to
the relations of power, subject positions, and
social practicesitactivates. Thisis an ethics of
neither essentialism nor relativism. It is an
ethical discourse grounded in historical strug-
gles and attentive to the construction of social
relations free of injustice. The quality of ethi-
cal discourse is not simply grounded in differ-
ence but in the issue of how justice arises out
of concrete historical circumstances and
public struggles.

3. Critical pedagogy needs to focus on the
issue of difference in an ethically challenging



and politically transformative way. There are
at least two notions of difference at work here.,
One, difference can be incorporated into a
critical pedagogy as part of an attempt to
understand how student identities and sub-
jectivities are constructed in multiple and
contradictory ways. In this case, identity is
explored through its own historicity and com-
plex subject positions. The category of stu-
dent experience should not be  limited
pedagogically to students exercising self-
reflection but opened up as arace, gender, and
class specific construct to include the diverse
waysin which students’ experiencesand iden-
tities have been constituted in different his-
torical and social formations. Two, critical
pedagogy can focus on how differences
between groups develop and are sustained
around both enabling and disabling sets of
relations. In this instance, difference becomes
amarker for understanding how social groups
are constituted in ways that are integral to the
functioning of any democratic society. Exam-
ining difference in this context does not only
focus on charting spatial, racial, ethnic, or cul-
tural differences structured in dominance,
but also analyzes historical differences that
manifest themselves in public struggles.

- As part of a language of critique, teachers
can make problematic how different subjec-
tivities are positioned within a historically
specific range of ideologies and social prac-
tices that inscribe students in various subject
positions. Similarly, such a language can ana-
lyzc; how differences within and between
social groups are constructed and sustained
within and outside of the schools in webs of
domination, subordination, hierarchy, and
exploitation. As part of their use of a language
of possibility, teachers can explore the oppor-
tunity to develop knowledge/power relations
in which multiple narratives and social prac-
tices are constructed around a politics and
pedagogy of difference that offers students
the. opportunity to read the world differently,
resist the abuse of power and privilege, and
construct alternative democratic communi-
ties. Difference in this case cannot be seen as
simply either as a register of plurality or as a
politics of assertion. Instead, it must be devel-
oped within practices in which differences can
be affirmed and transformed in their articula-
tion with historical and relational categories
central to emancipatory forms of public life:
democracy, citizenship, and public spheres.

In both political and pedagogical terms, the
category of difference must not be simply
acknowledg;d but defined relationally in
terms of antiracist, antipatriarchal, multicen-
tric, and ecological practices central to the
notion of democratic community.

4. Critical pedagogy needs a language that

allows for competing solidarities and political
vocabularies that do not reduce the issues of
power, justice, struggle, and inequality to a
single script, a master narrative that sup-
presses the contingent, the historical, and the
everyday as serious objects of study. Thissug-
gests that curriculum knowledge should not
be treated as a sacred text but developed as
part of an ongoing engagement with a variety
of narratives and traditions that can be reread
and reformulated in politically different
terms. At issue here is how to construct a dis-
course of textual authority. that is power-
sensitive and developed as part of a wider
analysis of the struggle over culture foughtout
at the levels of curricula knowledge, peda-
gogy, and the exercise of institutional power.
This is not merely an argument against a
canon, but one that refigures the meaning and
use of canon. Knowledge has to be constantly
re-examined in terms of its limits and rejected
as a body of information that only has to be
passed down to students. As ILaclau has
pointed out, setting limits to the answers
given by what can be judged as a valued tradi-
tion (a matter of argument also) is an impor-
tant political act. What Laclau is suggesting is
the possibility for students to creatively
appropriate the past as part of a living dia-
logue,‘ an affirmation of the multiplicity of
narratives, and the need to judge those narra-
tives not as timeless or as monolithic dis-
courses, but as social and historical inventions
that can be refigured in the interests of creat-
Ing more democratic forms of public life. Here
1sopened the possibility for creating pedagog-
ical practices characterized by the open
exchange of ideas, the proliferation of dia-
logue, and the material conditions for the
expression of individual and social freedom.

5. Critical pedagogy needs to create new
forms of knowledge through its emphasis on
breaking down disciplinary boundaries and
creating new spheres in which knowledge can
be produced. In this sense, critical pedagogy
must be reclaimed as a cultural politics and a
form of social-memory. This is not merely an
epistemological issue, but one of power,
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ethics, and politics. Critical pedagogy asacul-
tural politics points to the necessity of insert-
ing the struggle over the production and
creation of knowledge as part of a broader
attempt to create a number of diverse critical
public cultures. As a form of social-memory,

‘critical pedagogy starts with the everyday and

the particular as a basis for learning. It
reclaims the historical and the popular as part
of an ongoing effort to critically appropriate
the voices of those who have been silenced and

b to help move the voices of those who have been

Jocated within narratives that are monolithic
and totalizing beyond indifference or guilt to
emancipatory practice. At stake here is a ped-
agogy that provides the knowledge, skills, and
habits for students and others to read history
in ways that enable them to reclaim their iden-
tities in the interests of constructing more

. democratic and just forms of life. :

This struggle deepens the pedagogical
meaning of the political and the political
meaning of the pedagogical. In the first
instance, it raises important questions about
how students and others are constructed as
agents within particular histories, cultures,
and social relations. Against the monolith of
culture, it posits the conflicting terrain of cul-
tures shaped within asymmetrical relations of
power, grounded in diverse historical strug-
gles: Similarly, culture has to be understood as
part of the'discourse of power and inequality.
As a pedagogical issue, the relationship
between culture and power is evident in ques-
tions such as, ‘Whose cultures are appropri-
ated as our own? How is marginality
normalized?’ (Popkewitz 1988: 77) To insert
the primacy of culture as a pedagogical and
political issue is to make central how schools
function in the shaping of particular identi-
ties, values, and histories by producing and
legitimating specific cultural narratives and
resources. In the second instance, asserting
the pedagogical aspects of the political raises
the issue of how difference and culture can be
taken up as pedagogical practices and not
merely as political categories. For example,
how does difference matter as a pedagogical
category if educators and cultural workers
have to make knowledge meaningful before it
can become critical and transformative? Or
what does it mean to engage the tension
between being theoretically correct and peda-
gogically wrong? These concerns and ten-
sions offer the possibility for making the

relationship between the political and the
pedagogical mutually informing and prob-
lematic.

6. The Enlightenment notion of reason
needs to be reformulated within a critical peda-
gogy. First; educators need to be skeptical
regarding any notion of reason that purports
to reveal the truth by denying its own histor-
ical construction and ideological principles.
Reason is not innocent, and any viable notion
of critical pedagogy cannot exercise forms of
authority that emulate totalizing forms of rea-
son thatappear to be beyond criticism and dia-
logue. This suggests that we reject claims to
objectivity in favor of partial epistemologies
that recognize the historical and socially con-
structed nature of their own knowledge claims
and methodologies. In this way, curriculum
can be viewed as a cultural script that intro-
duces students to particular forms of reason,
that structure specific stories and ways of life.
Reason in this sense implicates and is impli-
cated in the intersection of power, knowledge,
and politics. Second, it is not enough to reject
an essentialist or universalist defense of rea-
son. Instead, the limits of reason must be
extended to recognizing other ways in which
people learn or take up particular subject pos-
itions. In this case, educators need to under-
stand more fully how people learn through
concrete social relations, through the ways in
which the body is positioned through the con-

struction of habit and intuition, and through
the production and investment of desire and
affect.

7. Critical pedagogy needs to regain a
sense of alternatives by combining a language
of critique and possibility. Postmodern femi-
nism exemplifies this in both its critique of
patriarchy and its search to construct new
forms of identity and social relations. It is
worth noting that teachers can take up this
issue around a number of considerations.
First, educators need to construct a language
of critique that combines the issue of limits
with the discourse of freedom and social
responsibility. In other words, the question of
freedom needs to be engaged dialectically not
only as one of individual nghts but also as part
of the discourse of social responsibility. That
is, whereas freedom remains an essential cate-
gory in establishing the conditions for ethical
and political rights, it must also be seen as a
force to be checked if it is expressed in modes
of individual and collective behavior that



threaten the ecosystem or produce forms of
violence -and oppression against individuals
and social groups. Second, critical pedagogy
needs to explore in programmatic terms a lan-
guage of possibility that is capable of thinking
risky thoughts, that engages a project of hope,
and points to the horizon of the ‘not yet’. A
language of possibility does not have to dis-
solve into a reified form of utopianism;
instead, it can be developed as a precondition
for nourishing convictions that summon up
the courage to imagine a different and more
just world and to struggle for it. A language of
moral and political possibility is more than an
outmoded vestige of humanist discourse. Itis
central to responding not only with compas-
sion to human beings who suffer and agonize
but also with a politics and a set of pedagogical
practices that can refigure and change existing
narratives of domination into images and con-
crete instances of a future that is worth fight-
ing for.

There is a certain cynicism that character-
izes the language of the Left. Central to this
position is the refusal of all utopian images, all
appeals to ‘a language of possibility.” Such
refusals are often made on the grounds that
‘utopian discourse’ is a strategy employed by
the. Right and is therefore ideologically
tainted. Or the very notion of possibility is dis-
missed as an impractical and therefore useless
category. In my mind, this represents less a
serious critique than a refusal to move beyond
the language of exhaustion and despair. What
is central to develop in response to this posi-
tion is a discriminating notion of possibility,
one that makes a distinction between a lan-
guage that is ‘dystopian’ and one that is
utopian. In the former, the appeal to the
future is grounded in a form of nostalgic
romanticism that calls for a return to a past,
which more often than not serves to legitimate
relations of domination and oppression. Sim-
ilarly, in Constance Penley’s terms (1989:
122), a ‘dystopian’ discourse often ‘limits
itself to solutions that are either individualist
orbound toa romanticized notion of guerrilla-
like smali-group resistance. The true atrophy
of the utopian imagination is this: we can
imagine the future but we cannot conceive the
kind of collective political strategies necessary
to change or ensure that future.’ In contrast to
the language of dystopia, a discourse of possi-
bility rejects apocalyptic emptiness and nos-
talgicimperialism and sees history asopenand
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society worth struggling for in the image of an
alternative future. This is the language of the
‘not yet,” one in which the imagination is
redeemed and nourished in the effort to con-
struct new relationships fashioned out of
strategies of collective resistance based on a
critical recognition of both what society isand
what it might become. Paraphrasing Walter
Benjamin, this is a discourse of imagination
and hope that pushes history against the grain.
Nancy Fraser (1989: 107) illuminates this sen-
timent by emphasizing the importance of a
language of possibility for the project of social
change: ‘It allows for the possibility of a radi-
cal democratic politics in which immanent
critique and transfigurative desire mingle
with oneanother.” = . : ‘

8. Critical pedagogy needs to develop a
theory of educators and cultural workers as
transformativé intellectuals who occupy spe-
cific political and social locations. Rather-than
defining teacher work through the narrow lan-
guage of professionalism, a critical pedagogy
needs toascertain more carefully what therole
of teachers might be as cultural workers
engaged in the production of ideologies and
social practices. At one level this suggests that
cultural workers first renounce the discourse
of objectivity and decenteredness and then
embrace a practice that is capable of revealing
the historical, ideological, and ethical parame-
ters that frame its discourse and implications
for the self, society, culture, and the other.
Cultural workers need to unravel not only the
ideological codes, representations, and prac-
tices that structure the dominant order, they
also need to acknowledge ‘those places and
spaces- we inherit and occupy, which frame
our lives in very specific and concrete ways,
which areas much a part of our psyches as they
are a .physical or geographical placement’
(Borsa 1990: 36). The practice of social criti-
cism becomes inseparable from the act of self-
criticism; one cannot take place without the
other; nor does one have priority over the
other, instead they must be seen as both rela-
tional and mutually constitutive.

At another level, cultural workers need to
develop a nontotalizing politics that makes
themattentive to the partial, specific, contexts
of differentiated communities and forms of
power. This is not a call to ignore larger theo-
retical and relational narratives, but to deepen
power of analyses by making clear the speci-
ficity of contexts in which power is opera-

tionalized, domination expresses itself, and
resistance works in multiple and productive
ways. In this case, teachers and cultural work-
ers can undertake social criticism within and
not outside of ethical and political discourses;
they can address issues that give meaning to
the contexts in which they work, but at the
‘game time relate them to broader articulations
‘that recognize the importance of larger forma-
‘five narratives. Critique, resistance, and
gransformation in these terms is organized
through systems of knowledge and webs of
solidarity that embrace the local and the
‘global. Cultural workers need to take seriously
‘pucault’s model of the specific intellectual
weho acknowledges the politics of personal
focation. This is important, but not enough;
fultural workers must also actively struggle as
public intellectuals who can relate to and
pddress wider isssues that affect both the
tmmediacy of their location and the wider
global context. Transformative intellectuals
sust create webs of solidarity with those that
me localized experiences and identities but
$wust also develop a politics of solidarity that
eaches out to those others who live in a global
m}d whose problems cannot be dismissed
use they do not occupy a local and imme-
liate space. The issues of human rights, ecol-
08y, apartheid, militarism, and other forms of
fomination against both humans and the
ﬁhnet affect all of us directly and indirectly.
+his is not merely a political issue; it isalso a
feeply ethical issue that situates the meaning
‘the relationship between the self and the
#ther, the margins and the center, and the col-
pnizer and colonized in broader contexts of
idarity and struggle. Educators need to
develop pedagogical practices that not only
eighten- the possibilities for critical con-
gciousness but also for transformative action.
In this perspective, teachers and other cul-
: tural workers would be involved in the inven-
jon of critical discourses, practices, and
sdemocratic social relations. Critical pedagogy
avould represent itself as the active construc-
‘tion rather than transmission of particular
ways of life. More specifically, as transforma-
tive intellectuals, cultural workers and teach-
ers can engage in the invention of languages so
as to provide spaces for themselves, their stu-
dents, and audiences to rethink their experi-
ences in terms that both name relations of
oppression and also offer ways in which to
overcome them.
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9. Central to.the notion of critical peda-
gogy is a politics of voice that combines a post-
modern notion of difference with a feminist
emphasis on the primacy of the political. This
engagement suggests taking up the relation-
ship between the personal and the political in
a way that does not collapse the political into
the personal but strengthens the relationship
between the two so as to engage rather than
withdraw from addressing those institutional
forms and structures that contribute to forms
of racism, sexism, and class exploitation. This
suggests some important pedagogical inter-
ventions. First, the self must be seen as a pri-
mary site of politicization. That is, the issue of
how the self is constructed in multiple and
complex ways must be analyzed both as part of
alanguage of affirmationand a broader under-
standing of how identities are inscribed in and
between various social; cultural, and historical
formations. To engage issues regarding the
construction of the self is to address questions
of history, culture, community, language,
gender, race, and class. It is to raise questions
regarding what pedagogical practices need to
be employed that allow students to speak in
dialogical contexts that affirm, interrogate,
and extend their understandings: of them-
selves and the global contexts in which they
live. Such a position recognizes that students
have several or multiple identities, but also
confirms the importance of offering studentsa
language that allows them to reconstruct their
moral and political energies in the service of
creating a more just and creditable social
order, one that undermines relations of hier-
archy and domination.

Second, a politics of voice must offer peda-
gogical and political strategies that affirm the
primacy of the social, intersubjective, and col-
lective. To focus on voice is not meant to sim-
ply affirm the stories that students tell, nor to
simply glorify the possibility for narration.
Such a position often degenerates into a form
of narcissism, a cathartic experience that is
reduced to naming anger without the benefit
of theorizing in order to both understand its
underlying causes and what it means to work
collectively to transform the structures of
domination responsible for oppressive social
relations. Raising one’s consciousness has
increasingly become a pretext for legitimating
hegemonic forms of separatism buttressed by
self-serving appeals to the primacy of individ-
ual experience. What is often expressed in




such appeals is an anti-intellectualism that
retreats from any viable form of political
engagement, especially one willing to address
and transform diverse forms of oppression.
The call to simply affirm one’s voice has
increasingly been reduced to a pedagogical
process that is as reactionary as it is inward
looking. A more radical notion of voice should
begin with what bell hooks calls a critical
attention to theorizing experience as part of a
broader politics of engagement. In referring
specifically to feminist pedagogy, she argues
that the discourse of confession and memory
can be used to ‘shift the focus away from mere
naming of one’s experience . . . to talk about
identity in relation to culture, history, and
politics’ (1989: 110) For hooks, the telling of
tales of victimization, or the expression of
one’s voice is not enough,; it is equally impera-
tive that such experiences be the object of the-
oretical and critical analyses so that they can
be connected rather than severed from a
broader notions of solidarity, struggle, and
politics.

Conclusion

This chapter attempts to analyze some of the
central assumptions that govern the dis-
courses of modernism, postmodernism, and
postmodern feminism. ‘But in doing so, it
rejects pitting these movements against each
other and tries instead to see how they con-
verge as part of a broader political project
linked to the reconstruction of democratic
public life. Similarly, I have attempted here to
situate the issue of pedagogical practice within
a wider discourse of political engagement.
Pedagogy is not defined as simply something
that goes on in schools. On the contrary, it is
posited as central to any political practice that
takes up questions of how individuals learn,
how knowledge is produced, and how subject
positions are constructed. In this context,
pedagogical practice refers to forms of cul-
tural production that are inextricably histori-
cal and political.

Pedagogy is, in part, a technology of power,
language, and practice that produces and
legitimates forms of moral and political regu-
lation, that construct and offer human beings
particular views of themselves and the world.
Such views are never innocent and are always

implicated in the discourse and relations: of
ethics and power. To invoke the importance
of pedagogy is to raise questions not simply
about how students learn but also how educa-
tors (in the broad sense of the term) construct
the ideological and political positions from
which they speak. At issue here is a discourse
that both situates human beings within his-
tory and makes visible the limits of their
ideologies and values. Such a position
acknowledges the partiality of all discourses so
that the relationship between knowledge and
power will always be open to dialogue and crit-
ical self-engagement. Pedagogy is about the
intellectual, emotional, and ethical invest-
ments we make as part of our attempt to nego-
tiate, accommodate, and transform the world
in which we find ourselves. The purpose and
vision that drives such a pedagogy must be
based on a politics and view of authority, that
links teaching and learning to forms of self-
and social empowerment that argue for forms
of community life that extend the principles of
liberty, equality, justice, and freedom to the
widest possible set of institutional and lived
relations.

As defined within the traditions of mod-
ernism, postmodernism, and postmodern
feminism, pedagogy offers educators an
opportunity to develop a political project that
embraces human interests that move beyond
the particularistic politics of class, ethnicity,
race, and gender. This is not a call to dismiss
the postmodern emphasis on difference as
much as it is an attempt to develop a radical
democratic politics that stresses difference
within unity. This effort means developing a
public language that can transform a politics
of assertion into one of democratic struggle.
Central to such a politics and pedagogy is a
notion of community developed around a
shared conception of social justice, rights, and
entitlement. Such a notion is especially neces-
sary at a time in our history in which the value
of such concerns have been subordinated to
the priorities of the market and used to legiti-
mate the interests of the rich at the expense of
the poor, the unemployed, and the homeless.
A radical pedagogy and transformative demo-
cratic politics must go hand in hand in con-
structing a vision in which liberalism’s
emphasis on individual freedom, postmod-
ernism’s concern with the particularistic, and
feminism’s concern with the politics of the
everyday are coupled with democratic social-
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ism’s. historic concern with solidarity and
public life.

We live at a time in which the responsibili-
ties of citizens extend beyond national bor-
ders. The old modernist notions of center and
margin, home and exile, and familiar and
strange are breaking apart. Geographic, cul-
tural, and ethnic borders are giving way to
shifting configurations of power, community,
space, and time. Citizenship can no longer
ground itself in forms of Eurocentricism and
the language of colonialism. New spaces, rela-
tionships, and identities have to be created
that allow us tomoveacross borders, to engage
difference and otherness as part of a discourse
of justice, social engagement, and democratic
struggle. Academics can nolonger retreat into
their classrooms or symposiums as if they
were the only public spheres available for

5 engaging the power of ideas and the relations

of power. Foucault’s notion of the specific
intellectual taking up struggles connected to
particular issues and contexts must be com-
bined with Gramsci’s notion of the engaged
intellectual who connects his or her work to
broader social concerns that deeply-affect how
people live, work, and survive. C

But thereismore atstake here than defining
the role of the intellectual or the relationship
of teaching to democratic struggle. The strug-
gle against racism, class structures, sexism,
and other forms of oppression needs to move
away from simply a language of critique, and
redefine itself as part of a language of transfor-
mationand hope, This shift suggests that edu-
cators combine with other cultural workers
engaged in public struggles in order to invent
languages and provide critical and transfor-
mative spaces both in and out of schools that
offer new opportunities for social movements
to come together. By doing this, we can
rethink and re-experience demoeracy as a
struggle over values, practices, social rela-
tions, and subject positions that enlarge the
terrain of human capacities and possibilities as
a basis for a compassionate social order. At
issue here is the need for cultural workers to
create a politics that contributes to the multi-
plication of sites of democratic struggles.
Within such sites cultural workers can engage
inspecific struggles while also recognizing the
necessity to embrace broader issues that
enhance the life of the planet while extending
the spirit of democracy to all societies.

Far from being exhaustive, the principles

offered are only meant to provide some fleet-
ing images of a pedagogy that can address the
importance of democracy as an ongoing strug-
gle, the meaning of educating students to
govern, and the imperative of creating peda-
gogical conditions in which political citizens
can be educated within a politics of difference
that supports rather than opposes the recon-
struction of a radical democracy.

Note

1. A number of feminist theorists take up these
issues while either rejecting or problematizing
any relationship with postmodernism (Hart-
sock 1989-90; Felski 1989). For a range of
feminist theoretical analyses concerning the
construction of gender and modes of social
division, see the two special issues of Cultural
Critique, 13 (1989), 14 (1989-90).

References

Ann Kaplan, E. (1988), ‘Introduction’, in E. Ann
Kaplan (ed.), Postmodernism and its Discontents
(London: Verso Press), 1-6.

Appignanesi, L., and Bennington, G. (1986)
‘(eds.), Postmodernism, ICA Documents 4 (Lon-
don: Institute of Contemporary Arts).

Aronowitz, S. (1987/8), ‘Postmodernism and Pol-
itics’, Social Text, 18:94-114.

Barthes, R. (1972), Critical Essays (New York: Hill
and Wang).

Baudrillard, J. (1987), ‘Modernity’, Canadian
Journal of Political and Social Theory, 11/3.

Berman, M. (1982), All that is Solid Melts Into Asr:
The Expersence of Modernity (New York: Simon
and Schuster). ‘ '

——(1988), ‘Why Modernism Still Matters’,
Tikkun,4/11: 81-6.

Calinescu, M. (1987), Five Faces of Modernity:
Modernism, Avant-Garde, Decadence, Kitsch,
Postmodernism (Durham: Duke Univ. Press).

Connor, S. (1989), Postmodernsst Culture: An Intro-
duction to Theories of the Contemporary (New
York: Basil Blackwell).

Felski, R. (1989), ‘Feminism, Postmodernism, and
the Critique of Modernity’, Cultural Critigue, 13
(Fall), 33-56.

Flax, J. (1990), Thinking Fragments: Psychoanaly-
sis, Feminism, and Postmodernism in the Contem-
porary West (Berkeley: Univ. of California
Press).

Foster, H. (1983) (ed.), The Anti-Aesthetic: Essays
on Postmodern Culture (Port Townsend, Wash.:
Bay Press).



Fraser, N., and Nicholson, L. (1988), ‘Social Crit-
icism - Without Philosophy: An Encounter

- Between Feminism and Postmodernism’, 'in
A.Ross (ed.), Universal Abandon? The Politics of
Postmodernism (Minneapolis: Univ. of Min-
nesota Press).

Giddens, A. (1990), Tke Consequences of . Modemnity
(Stanford: Stanford University Press).

Habermas, J. (1981), ‘Modernity  Versus
g’ostszmodemity’, New German Critique, 8/1:

—18.

(1982), ‘The Entwinement of Myth and
Enlightenment’, New German Critique, 9/3:
13-30.

——(1983), ‘Modernity—An Incomplete Pro-
ject’, in H. Foster (ed.), The Anti-Aesthetic:
Essays on Postmodern Culture (Port Townsend,
Wash.: Bay Press), 3-16.

(1987), The Philosophical Discourse of Moder-
nity, trans. F. Lawrence (Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press).

Hannam, M. (1990), ‘The Dream of Democracy’,
Arena,90.

Haraway, D. (1989), ‘Situated Knowledges: The
Science Question in Feminism and the Privilege
of Partial Perspective’, Feminist S tudies, 14/ 3.

Hartsock, N. (1989-90), ‘Postmodernism and
Political Change: Issues for Feminist Theory’,
Cultural Critique, 14 (Winter), 15-33.

Hassan, 1. (1987), The Postmodern Turn: Essays in
Postmodern Theory and Culture (Columbus, Oh.:
Ohio State Univ. Press).

Havel, V. (1990), in M. Oreskes, ‘America’s Poli-
tics Loses Way as its Vision Changes World’,
New York Times, 16.

Hebdige, D. (1968), ‘Postmodernism and the
Other Side’, Journal of Communication Inquiry
10/2:78-99.

(1989), Hiding in the Light (New York: Rout-

ledge). i ‘

Higgdens, A. (1990), The Consequences of Moder-
mty (Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press).

hooks, b. Talking Back (Boston: Southend Press).

Hutcheon, L. (19882), ‘Postmodern Problemat-
ic’, in R. Merrill (ed.), Ethics/Aesthetics:
Post-Modern _ Positions (Washington DC:

. Maisonneuve Press).

(19885), The Poetics of Postmodernism (Lon-

don: Routledge).

(1989), The Politics of Postmodernism (Lon-
don: Routledge).

Huyssen, A. (1986), Afier the Great Divide (Bloom-
ington, Ind.: Indiana Univ. Press).

Jameson, F. (1990), Postmodernism or, the Cultural
Logic of Late Capitalism (Durham: Duke Univ.).

Kolb, D.. (1986), The Critique of p,
(Chicago: Univ. of Chica?: Pr{ssf'r
Laclay, E., and Mouffe, C. (1985), &,
Socialist Strategy (London: Verso P,
Laclau, E. (19884), ‘Politics and the
. Modemity’, in A. Ross (ed.), Uniy
don? The Politics of Postmodemi:m( i
Univ. of Minnesota Press). -
(19885), ‘Building a New Left: An.
with Ernesto Laclaw’, Strategies, 1/1-}
Larsen, N. (1990), Modernism anqd Heg‘”m!]'
Lan}cl:a;éolzslngm'v. of Minnesota Pr ). 2
sh, S. (1990), Sociology of Postme
York: Routledge). oo de
Lunn, E. (1982), Marxism and Modernism'
ley: Univ. of California Press).
Lyotard, J.-F. (1984), The Postmodern Cyig
(Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press)?
Malson, M., O’Barr, J., Westphal—Wihl,.
Wyer, M. (1989), ‘Introduction’, in M. M.t
J. O’Barr, S. Westphal-Wihl, and M. W
(eds.), Feminist Theory in Practice and. P
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press), 1~13. ‘
Merrill, R. (1988), ‘Forward-Ethics/ Aesth
Post-Modern Position’, in R. Merrill
Ethics/ Aesthetics: Post-Modern Positions (%
ington DC: Maisonneuve Press). ‘
Michnik, A. (1990), ‘Notes on the Revol
New York Times Magazine (11 March), 44,5
Morris, M. (1988), The Pirate’s Fiancee: F; '
Reading, Postmodernism (London: Verso), /i
Mouffe, C. (1988), ‘Radical Democracy: Modg
or Postmodern?’, in A. Ross (ed.), Uni v
Abandon? The Politics of Postmodernism (Mg
neapolis: Uniy. of Minnesota Press). |
Newman, C. (1985), The Post-Modern®
(Evanston: Northwestern Univ. Press). X
(1986), ‘Revising Modernism, Represetitill
Postmodernism’, in L. Appignanesi and G. Béd
nington (eds.) (1986), Postmodernism: ICADN
uments 4 (London: Instit. of Contempeog
Arts), 32-51. :
Peller, G. (1987), ‘Reason and the Mob: The
tics of Representation’, Tikkun, 2/3. o
Penley, C. (1989), The Future of an Hluston:
Feminism and Psychoanalysis (Minneapo
Univ. of Minnesota Press).

to this chap-
tand I do feel
4 ke to. I’'m not
; iglqulatg" unfortu-

hotsurprisedat the
feminism in Aus-
systems (this is
f the boys’ and the
mts?); ‘but I-am also
inkibis about some of
F¥ethiinism in educa-
yianxieties and see
¥il.am anxious, oth-
gy'there.is a range of
fighers sdy someof these
piproblem than femi-
8 true, but let me at
diseeif they strike

Poster, M. (1989), Critical Theory and Pos amined. Others say
turalism (Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press). ibé damned; you will
Richard, N. (1987/8), ‘Postmodernism - h. yet others say
Periphery’, Third Text, 2: 5-12. h times, I should

Thompson, E. P. (1990), ‘History Turns ona N
Hinge’, The Nation (29 Jan.), 120. ) ”‘§
Warren, M. (1988), Nietzsche and Political Tho :
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press).

baeriticize it. They say
v educators’ (what-
-academics’ (what-
promote feminist
; and that criticism
cularly at those who

SS10n.

Jane Kenway

detract from, and undermine, such causes and
who benefit most from current inequitable
social and educational arrangements. )

I agree to some considerable extent with
this last imperative. How could I do otherwise
when I live in the Australian state of Victoria,
astate governed by radical conservatives who,
since coming to power less than two years ago,
have vandalized the school system, removed
8,200 teaching positions, closed or amalga-
mated over 230 schools, wound back the pro-
vision of educational support services, pushed
schools intoa market mode, instituted amodel
of management which has turned educational
leadership into a form of institutional man-
agement devoid of educational . concerns,
undermined the morale of teachers, almost
totally destroyed the teachers’ unions, offi-
cially removed the concept of social justice
from the educational agenda, shaved $300
million off the state education budget and
increased aid to private schools by 15 per cent
in real terms (see further Marginson, forth-
coming). I agree that there is an urgent and
pressing need for educators to speak out
strongly and courageously against those types
of educational manoeuvres, to deconstruct the
truth claims which have been mobilized to
justify and legitimate such moves and to name
them for what they are. Lalso think itis equally
important that the broader national and global
political, cultural and economic shifts which
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