CHAPTER 5

BORDER PEDAGOGY IN THE AGE
OF POSTMODERNISM

You must know who is the object and who is
the subject of a sentence in-order to' know if
you are the object or subject 'of history. If
you can’t control a sentence you don’t know
" how to put yourself into history, to trace your
own origin in the country, to vocalize, to use

your voice. . .
Nelida Pifion, interview.

We are always living out a story. There is no
way to live a storyless . . . life." .

Michael Novak, in I. Dienske,

’Narrative Knowledge and Sciences.”

Within the last two decades, the varied discourses known as postmod-
ernism have exercised a strong influence on the nature of intellectual
life in a variety of disciplines both in and out of the university. As a form
of cultural criticism, postmodernism has challenged a n.umber of as-
sumptions central to the discourse of modernism. Thgse |r?clude mod-
ernism’s reliance on metaphysical notions of the sub;(?ct; its advocz':lcy
of science, technology, and rationality as thg founde?tlon for' equating
change with progress; its ethnocentric equation of hlstory with t.h((%jtl’l-
umphs of European civilization; and its global.lz.mg view that the indus-
trialized Western countries constitute “‘a legitimate center—a unique
and superior position from which to establish control and to determine
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hierarchies” (Richard, 1987/1988, 6). From the postmodernist perspec-
tive, modernism’s claim to authority partly serves to privilege Western
patriarchal culture, on the one hand, while simultaneously repressing
and marginalizing the voices of those who have been deemed subor-
dinate or subjected to relations of oppression because of their color,
class, ethnicity, race, or cultural and social capital. In postmodernist
terms, the political map of modernism is one in which the voice of the
other is consigned to the margins of existence, recognition, and pos-
sibility. At its best, a postmodernism of resistance wants to redraw the
map of modernism so as to effect a shift in power from the privileged
and the powerful to those groups struggling to gain a measure of con-
trol over their lives in what is increasingly becoming a world marked by
a logic of disintegration (Dews, 1987). Postmodernism not only makes
visible the ways in which domination is being prefigured and redrawn,
it also points to the shifting configurations of power, knowledge,
space, and time that charactetize a world that is at once more global
and more differentiated.

One important aspect of postmodernism is the recognition it im-
poses that, as we move into the twenty-first century, we find ourselves
no longer constrained by modernist images of progress and history.
Within an emerging postmodern era, the elements of discontinuity,
rupture, and difference provide alternative sets of referents by which
to understand modernity as well as to challenge and modify it. This is a
world in which capital no longer is restricted by the imperatives of
nationalism; it is a culture in which the production of electronic infor-
mation radically alters traditional notions of time, community, and his-
tory, while simultaneously blurring the distinction between reality and
image. In the postmodern age, it becomes more difficult to define cul-
tural differences by means of hegemonic colonialist notions of worth
and possibility, and more difficult to define meaning and knowledge
through the master narratives of “great men.” The modernist emphasis
on totality and mastery has given way to a more acute understanding
of suppressed and local histories, along with a deeper appreciation for
struggles that are contextual and specific in scope. In addition, in the
age of instant information, global networking, and biogenetics, the old
distinction between high and popular culture collapses, as the histori-
cally and socially constructed nature of meaning becomes evident,
dissolving universalizing claims to history, truth, or class. All culture is
worthy of investigation, and no aspect of cultural production can

escape its own history within socially constructed hierarchies of
meaning.
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Another important aspect of postmodernism is that it provides a se-
ries of referents for problematizing some of the most basic elements of
modernism, and for redrawing and rewriting how individual and col-
lective experience might be struggled over, understood', . felt, and
shaped. For example, postmodernism presents itself as a critique of all
forms of representations and meanings that claim transcenden.tal and
transhistorical status. It rejects universal reason as a foundation for
human affairs, and poses as alternatives forms of knowing that are par-
tial, historical, and social. In addition, postmodernism points to a
world in which the production of meaning has become as important as
the production of labor in shaping the boundaries of human existence.
In this view, how we are constituted in language is no less important
than how we are constructed as subjects within relations of produc-
tion. The political economy of the sign does not displace political
economy; it simply assumes its rightful place as a primary category for
understanding how identities are forged within particular rglatlpns of
privilege, oppression, and struggle. Similarly, postmoderr.usm serves
to deterritorialize the map of dominant cultural understanding. That s,
it rejects the European tradition as the exclusive referent for..judging‘
what constitutes historical, cultural, and political truth. There is no tra-
dition or story that can speak with authority and certair‘1t.y for all of
humanity. A postmodernism of resistance argues that traditions should
be valued for their attempts to name the partial, the particular, and thfa
specific; in this view, traditions demonstrate the importance of consti-
tuting history as a dialogue among a variety of voices as they struggle
within asymmetrical relations of power. Traditions are not valued for
their claims to truth or authority, but for the ways in which they serve
to liberate and enlarge human possibilities. Tradition does not repre-
sent an all-embracing view of life; instead, it serves to place people
self-consciously in their histories by making them aware of the'memo—
ries constituted in difference, struggle, and hope. Tradition, in post-
modern terms, is a form of counter-memory that points to the fluid qnd
complex identities that constitute the social and political construction
of public life. .

Finally, and at the risk of great simplification, a postmo.d'ermsm'of
resistance challenges the liberal humanist notion of the umf_led, ratio-
nal subject as the bearer of history. In this view, the subject is not uni-
fied, nor can such a subject’s action be guaranteed in metaphysical or
transhistorical terms. Postmodernism views the subject as contradic-
tory and multilayered, and rejects the notion that individual conscious-
ness and reason are the most important determinants in shaping hu-
man history. It posits instead a faith in forms of social transformation
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that understand the historical, structural, and ideological limits that
shape the possibility for self-reflection and action. Postmodernism
points to solidarity, community, and compassion as essential aspects of
how we develop and understand the capacities we have for experienc-
ing the world and ourselves in a meaningful way. More specifically,
postmodernism offers a series of referents for rethinking how we are
constituted as subjects within a rapidly changing set of political, social,
and cultural conditions.

What does this suggest for the way we look at the issue of peda-
gogy? We believe that by combining the best insights of modernism
and postmodernism, educators can deepen and extend what is gener-
ally referred to as critical pedagogy. We need to combine the modern-
ist emphasis on the capacity of individuals to use critical reason in ad-
dressing public life with a critical postmodernist concern with how we
might experience agency in a world constituted in differences unsup-
ported by transcendent phenomena or metaphysical guarantees. In
that way, critical pedagogy can reconstitute itself in terms that are both
transformative and emancipatory. This is not to suggest that critical
pedagogy constitutes a monolithic discourse and a corresponding set
of robotlike methods. In fact, the discourse of critical pedagogy as it
has developed over the last decade incorporates a variety of theoretical
positions that differ in both methodological focus and ideological ori-
entation (Apple and Beyer, 1988; Giroux and Mclaren, 1989; Pinar,
1988).

At its worst, critical pedagogy as a form of educational criticism has
been overly shaped by the discourse of modernism. Increasingly re-
duced to a modernist emphasis on technique and procedure, some
versions of critical pedagogy reduce its liberating possibilities by focus-
ing almost exclusively on issues of dialogue, process, and exchange. In
this form, critical pedagogy comes perilously close to emulating the
liberal-progressive tradition in which teaching is reduced to getting
students merely to express or assess their own experiences. Teaching
collapses in this case into a banal notion of facilitation, and student ex-
perience becomes an unproblematic vehicle for self-affirmation and
self-consciousness. Within this perspective, it is assumed that student
experience produces forms of understanding that escape the contra-
dictions that inform them. Understanding the limits of a particular po-
sition, engaging its contradictory messages, or extending its insights
beyond the limits of particular experiences is lost in this position. It
overprivileges the notion of student voice, and refuses to engage its
contradictory nature. Moreover, this position lacks any sense of its
own political project as a starting point from which to define both the
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role of the teacher, and the role that the school should play with re-
spect to the larger society. In this version of critical ‘p-edagogy, there is
a flight from authority and a narrow definition of politics that abgndoqs
the utopian project of educating students to locate themsgl\{es in the!r
particular histories, and simultaneously to confront thg limits of the.lr
own perspectives as part of a broader engagement with democratic
public life. .

Atits best, critical pedagogy enables teachers and othe'rs to view edu-
cation as a political, social, and cultural enterprise. That is, as a form of
engaged practice, critical pedagogy calls into question forms of'subor-
dination that create inequities among different groups as theY live out
their lives. Likewise, it rejects classroom relations that cause dlffergnce
to be seen as an object of condemnation and oppression, and it re-
fuses to subordinate the purpose of schooling to narrowly def.n?ed
economic and instrumental considerations. This is a notion of.c.rmcal
pedagogy that equates learning with the creation of c[itical C|t:zeps,
rather than merely good ones. This is a pedagogy that links ’schoollng
to the imperatives of democracy, views teachers as engaged and trans-

formative intellectuals, and makes the notion of democratic difference *

central to the organization of curriculum and the development of class-

room practice. . )
In what follows, we want to advance the most useful and transfor-

mative aspects of this version of critical pedagogy by anticulgting a the-
ory of what we call a border pedagogy of post.modern resistance. In
this perspective, the issue of critical pedagogy is located ywthm those
broader cultural and political considerations that are beginning to re-
define our traditional view of community, language, space, and. possi-
bility. It is a pedagogy that is attentive to developing a democratic pub-
lic philosophy that respects the notion of dlffgrence as part of a
common struggle to extend the quality of public life. In short, the no-
tion of border pedagogy presupposes not merely an agknqw!edgrpent
of the shifting borders that both undermine and retgrrltonallze QIffer-
ent configurations of power and knowledge; it also Imks. the notion (?f
pedagogy to a more substantive struggle for a demogratlc society. !t is
a pedagogy that attempts to link an emancipatory notion of modernism
with a postmodernism of resistance.

Border Pedagogy as a Counter-Text

Border pedagogy offers the opportunity for students to engage thg
multiple references that constitute different cultural codes, experi-
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ences, and languages. This means educating students to read these
codes critically, to learn the limits of such codes, including the ones
they use to construct their own narratives and histories. Partiality be-
comes, in this case, the basis for recognizing the limits built into all dis-
courses, and necessitates taking a critical view of authority. Within this
discourse, students must engage knowledge as border-crossers, as
people moving in and out of borders constructed around coordinates
of difference and power (Hicks, 1988). These are not only physical bor-
ders, they are cultural borders: historically constructed and socially or-
ganized within maps of rules and regulations that limit and enable par-
ticular identities, individual capacities, and social forms. In this case,
students cross over into realms of meaning —maps of knowledge, so-
cial relations, and values that are increasingly being negotiated and re-
written as the codes and regulations that organize them become desta-
bilized and reshaped. Border pedagogy decenters as it remaps. The
terrain of learning becomes inextricably linked to the shifting parame-
ters of place, identity, history, and power.

Within critical social theory, it has become commonplace to argue
that knowledge and power are related, though the weight of the argu-
ment has often overemphasized how domination works through the
intricacies of this relationship (Foucault, 1977b). Border pedagogy of-
fers a crucial theoretical and political corrective to this insight. It does
so by shifting the emphasis of the knowledge/power relationship away
from the limited emphasis on the mapping of domination and toward
the politically strategic issue of engaging the ways in which knowledge
can be remapped, reterritorialized, and decentered in the wider inter-
ests of rewriting the borders and coordinates of an oppositional cul-
tural politics. This is not an abandonment of critique as much as it is an
extension of its possibilities. In this case, border pedagogy incorpo-
rates the postmodern emphasis on criticizing official texts and using al-
ternative modes of representation (mixing video, photography, and
print). It also incorporates popular culture as a serious object of poli-
tics and analysis, and makes central to its project the recovery of those
forms of knowledge and history that characterize alternative and op-
positional Others (Said, 1983). How these cultural practices might be
taken up as pedagogical practices has been demonstrated by a number
of theorists (Scholes, 1985; Giroux and Simon, 1988; Cherryholmes,
1988; Brodkey and Fine, 1988).

One example of how a postmodern pedagogy of resistance might
inform the notion of border pedagogy can be found in some of the re-
cent work being done on educational theory and popul?flr culture
(Giroux and Simon, 1988; Giroux and Simon, 1989). Two important
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issues are being worked out. First, in this work there is a central con-
cern for understanding how the production of meaning is tied to emo-
tional investments and the production of pleasure. In this view, it is
necessary for teachers to incorporate into their pedagogies a theoret-
ical understanding of how the production of meaning and pleasure be-
comes mutually constitutive of students’ identities, of how they view
themselves, and of how they construct a particular vision of their fu-
ture. Second, the nature of how students make semantic and emo-
tional investments needs to be rethought in the light of a number of
important pedagogical considerations. One such consideration is that
the production and regulation of desire must be seen as a crucial as-
pect of how students mediate, relate, resist, and create particular cul-
tural forms and forms of knowing. Another concern is that popular cul-
ture be seen as a legitimate aspect of the everyday lives of students,
and be analyzed as a primary force in shaping the various and often
contradictory subject positions that students take up. Finally, popular
culture needs to become a serious object of study in the official curric-

ulum. This can be done by treating popular culture either as a distinct

object of study within particular academic disciplines such as media
studies, or by drawing upon the resources it produces for.engaging
various aspects of the official curriculum (Giroux and Simon, 1989).

Central to border pedagogy informed by postmodern criticism is the
need to point to ways in which those master narratives based on white,
patriarchal, and class-specific versions of the world can be challenged
and deterritorialized. That is, by offering a theoretical language for es-
tablishing new boundaries with respect to knowledge most often asso-
ciated with the margins and the periphery of the culturally dominant,
postmodern discourses open up the possibility for incorporating into
the curriculum a notion of border pedagogy in which cultural and so-
cial practices need no longer be mapped or referenced solely on the
basis of the dominant models of Western culture. In this case, knowl-
edge forms emanating from the margins can be used to redefine the
complex, multiple, heterogeneous realities that constitute those rela-
tions of difference making up the experiences of students who often
find it impossible to define their identities through the cultural and po-
litical codes of a single, unitary culture.

The sensibility that informs this view of knowledge emphasizes a
pedagogy in which students need to develop a relationship of non-
identity with their own subject positions and the multiple cultural, po-
litical, and social codes that constitute established boundaries of
power, dependency, and possibility. In other words, such a pedagogy
emphasizes the nonsynchronous relationship between one’s social po-
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sition and the multiple ways in which culture is constructed and read.
That is, there is no single, predetermined relationship between a cul-
tural code and the subject position that a student occupies. One’s
class, race, gender, or ethnicity may influence, but does not irrevoca-
bly predetermine, how one takes up a particular ideology, reads a par-
ticular text, or responds to particular forms of oppression. Border peda-
gogy recognizes that teachers, students, and others often ‘‘read and
write culture on multiple levels” (Kaplan, 1987, 187). Of course, the dif-
ferent subject positions and forms of subjugation that are constituted
within these various levels and relations of culture have the potential
to isolate and alienate instead of opening up the possibility for criti-
cism and struggle. What is at stake here is the development of a border
pedagogy that can fruitfully work to break down those ideologies, cul-
tural codes, and social practices that prevent students from recogniz-
ing how social forms at particular historical conjunctures operate to re-
presifj alternative readings of their own experiences, society, and the
world.

Border Pedagogy as Counter-Memory

Postmodernism charts the process of deterritorialization as part of the
breakdown of master narratives. It celebrates, in part, the loss of cer-
tainty and the experience of defamiliarization even as it produces
alienation and the displacement of identities (Deleuze and Guattari,
1986). In opposition to conservative readings of this shifting destabiliz-
ing process, we believe that such a disruption of traditional meaning
offers important insights for developing a theory of border pedagogy
based on a postmodernism of resistance. But this language runs the
risk of undercutting its own political possibilities by ignoring how a
language of difference can be articulated with critical modernist con-
cerns for developing a discourse of public life. It also ignores the pos-
sibilities for developing, through the process of counter-memory, new
and emancipatory forms of political identity. In what follows, we ad-
dress some of the important work being done in radical public philos-
ophy and feminist theory, paying particular attention to the issues of
identity and counter-memory. The brief final section of this chapter will
offer some considerations of how the critical insights of a postmodern-
ism of resistance can be deepened within a theory of border pedagogy.

Postmodernism has launched a major attack on the modernist no-
tion of political universality (Ross, 1988). By insisting on the multiplicity
of social positions, it has seriously challenged the political closure of
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modernity, with its divisions between the center and the margins, and
in doing so has made room for those groups generally defined as the
excluded others. Postmodernism has reasserted the importance of the
partial, the local, and the contingent, and in doing so it has given gen-
eral expression to the demands of a wide variety of social movements.
Postmodernism has also effectively challenged the ways in which writ-
ten history has embodied a number of assumptions that inform the dis-
course of Eurocentrism. More specifically, it has rejected Eurocentric
assumptions such as the pretentious claim to “speak’ for all of “man-
kind” and epistemological claims to foundationalism.

Laclau (1988) rightfully argues that an adequate approximation of the
postmodern experience must be seen as part of a challenge to the dis-
courses of modernity, with their “pretension to intellectually dominate
the foundation of the social, to give a rational context to the notion of
the totality of history, and to base in the latter the project of global hu-
man emancipation” (71-72). But Laclau also points out that the post-
modern challenge to modernity does not represent the abandonment

of its emancipatory values so much as it opens them up to a plurality of
contexts and an indeterminacy “that redefines them in an unpredlct—"

able way”’ (72). Chantal Mouffe (1988) extends this insight and argues
that modernity has two contradictory aspects: its political project is
rooted in a conception of the struggle for democracy, while its social
project is tied to a foundationalism that fuels the process of social
modernization under “‘the growing domination of relations of capital-
ist production” (32). For Mouffe, the modernist project of democracy
must be coupled with an understanding of the various social move-
ments and the new politics that have emerged within the postmodern
age. At the heart of this position is the need to rearticulate the tradition
of liberty and justice with a notion of radical democracy; similarly,
there is a need to articulate the concept of difference as more than a
replay of liberal pluralism or a pastiche of diverse interests with no
commonality to hold them together.

This is not a liberal call to harmonize and resolve differences. Itis an
attempt to understand differences in terms of the historical and social
grounds on which they are organized. By locating differences in a par-
ticular historical and social location, it becomes possible to understand
how they are organized and constructed by maps of rules and regula-
tions, and located within dominant social forms that either enable or
disable such differences. Differences exist only relative to the social
forms in which they are enunciated—that is, in relation to schools,
workplaces, families, as well as in relationship to the discourses of his-
tory, citizenship, sex, race, gender, and ethnicity. To detach them from
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the discourse of democracy and freedom is to remove the possibility of
either articulating their particular interests as part of a wider struggle
for power or understanding how their individual contradictory inter-
ests are developed within a historically specific conjuncture. Educators
need to fashion a critical politics of difference not outside but within a
tradition of radical democracy. It is imperative for critical educators to
develop a discourse of counter-memory, not as an essentialist and
closed narrative, but as part of a utopian project that recognizes ‘‘the
composite, heterogeneous, open, and ultimately indeterminate char-
acter of the democratic tradition” (Mouffe, 1988, 41). The pedagogical
issue here is the need to articulate difference as part of the construc-
tion of a new type of subject, one that would be both multiple and
democratic. Chantal Mouffe (1988) writes on this issue:

If the task of radical democracy is indeed to deepen the
democratic revolution and to link together diverse democratic
struggles, such a task requires the creation of new subject-
positions that would allow the common articulation, for
example, of antiracism, antisexism, and anticapitalism. These
struggles do not spontaneously converge, and in order to
establish democratic equivalences, a new “‘common sense’”’ is
necessary, which would transform the identity of different
groups so that the demands of each group could be articulated
with those of others according to the principle of democratic
equivalence. For it is not a matter of establishing a mere
alliance between given interests but of actually modifying the
very identity of these forces. In order that the defense of
workers’ interests is not pursued at the cost of the rights of
women, immigrants, or consumers, it is necessary to establish
an equivalence between these different struggles. It is only
under these circumstances that struggles against [authoritarian]
power become truly democratic. (42)

Mouffe’s emphasis on difference as central to any democratic soci-
ety is important but it does not go far enough. We would like to offer a
more substantive theoretical and political analyses by linking democ-
racy to citizenship understood as a form of self-management consti-
tuted in all major economic, social, and cultural spheres of society. De-
mocracy in this context takes up the issue of transferring power from
elites and executive authorities, who control the economic and cul-
tural appartuses of society, to those producers who wield power at the
local level. At stake here is making democracy concrete through the or-
ganization and exercise of horizontal power in which ‘“knowledge
must be widely shared, through education and free information-flows,
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so that scientific and technological decisions are not made exclusively
by people who possess capital or credentials; moreover, the basis of
productive activity must be radically dispersed, not only to facilitate
control but also to provide the necessary conditions for the achieve-
ment of a grassroots-generated society and ecological relations that
improve the quality of life” (Aronowitz, 1990). We believe that ques-
tions of democracy and citizenship occupy the center of an emancipa-
tory project designed to provide a “’significant restructuring of social
relations so that horizontal and vertical power flows from the base of
society and representative institutions, to the extent that they are a
necessary outgrowth of popular assemblies which are delegated and
not constituted by elites who derive a mandate from electoral victories
or alliances” (Aronowitz, 1990, 302). Not only does such a position dis-
sipate the discourse of liberal pluralism in its call for democratic strug-
gles and the construction of popular public spheres, it also places the
issue of power, politics, and struggle at the heart of the debate over
radical democracy. : y
How might the issue of democracy and difference be taken, up, as
part of a border pedagogy informed by a project of possibility? We
want to argue that the discourses of democracy and difference can be
taken up as pedagogical practices through what Foucault calls counter-
memory. For Foucault (1977a), this practice ““transforms history from a
judgment on the past in the name of the present truth to a counter-
memory that combats our current modes of truth and justice, helping
us to understand and change the present by placing it in a new relation
to the past” (Arac, 1986, xviii). Counter-memory represents a critical
reading of how the past informs the present and how the present reads
the past. Counter-memory provides a theoretical tool to restore the
connection between the language of public life and the discourse of
difference. It represents an attempt to rewrite the language of resis-
tance in terms that connect human beings within forms of remem-
brance that dignify public life, while at the same time allowing people
to speak from their particular histories and voices. Counter-memory
refuses to treat democracy as merely inherited knowledge; it attempts,
instead, to link democracy to notions of public life that ““afford both
agency and sources of power or empowering investments” (de Lauretis,
1987, 25). It also reasserts as a pedagogical practice the rewriting of his-
tory through the power of student voice. This points to the practice of
counter-memory as a means of constructing democratic social forms
that enable and disempower particular subjectivities and identities;
put another way, democracy in this instance becomes a referent for un-
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derstanding how public life organizes differences differently, and for
understanding what this means for the ways in which schools, teach-
ers, and students define themselves as political subjects, as citizens
who operate within particular configurations of power.

In effect, the language of radical democracy provides the basis for
educators to understand how differences are organized, and also how
the grounds for such difference might be constructed within a political
identity rooted in a respect for democratic public life (Giroux, 1988b).
What is being suggested here is the construction of a project of possi-
bility, in pedagogical terms, which is connected to a notion of democ-
racy capable of mobilizing a variety of groups to develop and struggle
for what Linda Alcoff (1988) calls a positive alternative vision. She
writes, “As the Left should by now have learned, you cannot mobilize a
movement that is only and always against: you must have a positive al-
ternative, a vision of a better future that can motivate people to sacri-
fice their time and energy toward its realization” (Alcoff, 1988, 418—419).
If radical democracy is to work as a pedagogical practice, educators
must allow students to comprehend democracy as a way of life that
consistently has to be fought for, has to be struggled over, and has to
be rewritten as part of an oppositional politics. This means that democ-
racy has to be viewed as a historical and social construction rooted in
the tension between what Bruce James Smith (1985) calls remembrance
and custom. We want to extend Smith’s argument by developing re-
membrance as a form of counter-memory and custom as a form of re-
actionary nostalgia rooted in the loss of memory.

Custom, as Smith (1985) argues, constructs subjects within a dis-
course of continuity in which knowledge and practice are viewed as a
matter of inheritance and transmission. Custom is the complex of ide-
ologies and social practices that views counter-memory as subversive
and critical teaching as unpatriotic. It is the ideological basis for forms
of knowledge and pedagogy that refuse to interrogate public forms
and that deny difference as a fundamental referent for a democratic so-
ciety. According to Smith (1985), custom can be characterized in the
following manner:

The affection it enjoys and the authority it commands are
prescriptive. The behavior of the person of custom is, by and
large, habitual. To the question “why?”” he is apt to respond
simply, “This is the way it has always been done.” . . . A
creature of habit, the person of custom does not reflect upon
his condition. To the extent that a customary society
“conceives” of its practice, it is likely to see it, says Pocock, as
““an indefinite series of repetitions.” If the customary society is,
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in reality, a fluid order always in the process of adaption, its
continuity and incrementalism give rise to perceptions of
changelessness and of the simple repetition of familiar
motions. . . . Indeed . . . custom operates as if it were “‘a
second nature.” . . . Custom is at once both more and less
inclusive than remembrance. It includes things that are
remembered and things that are forgotten. It is almost a
definition of custom that its beginnings are lost. (15, 16)

Remembrance is directed more toward specificity and struggle; it
resurrects the legacies of actions and happenings, it points to the mul-
titude of voices that constitute the struggle over history and power. Its
focus is not on the ordinary but the extraordinary. Its language pre-
sents the unrepresentable, not merely as an isolated voice, but as a
subversive interruption, a discursive space, that moves ““against the

grain” as it occupies ““aview . . . carved in the interstices of institutions_

and in the chinks and cracks of the power-knowledge apparati”’-(de

Lauretis, 1987, 25). Remembrance is part of a language of public life .

that promotes an ongoing dialogue between the past, present, and fur
ture. It is a vision of optimism rooted in the need to bear witness to
history, to reclaim that which must not be forgotten. It is a VISIDn of

public life that calls for an ongoing interrogation of the past that allows

different groups to locate themselves in history while simultaneously
struggling to make history.

Counter-memory provides the ethical and epistemological grounds
for a politics of solidarity within difference. At one level, it situates the
notion of difference and the primacy of the political firmly within the
wider struggle for broadening and revitalizing democratic public life.
At the same time, it strips reason of its universalist pretensions and rec-
ognizes the partiality of all points of view. In this perspective, the pos-
iting of a monolithic tradition that exists simply to be revered, reaf-
firmed, reproduced, or resisted is unequivocally rejected. Instead,
counter-memory attempts to recover communities of memory and nar-
ratives of struggle that provide a sense of location, place, and identity
to various dominant and subordinate groups. Counter-memory as a
form of pedagogical practice is not concerned with simply marking dif-
ference as a historical construct; rather, it is concerned with providing
the grounds for self-representation and the struggle for justice and a
democratic society. Counter-memory resists comparison to either a hu-
manist notion of pluralism or a celebration of diversity for its own sake.
As both a pedagogical and a political practice, it attempts to alter op-
pressive relations of power and to educate both teachers and students
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to the ways in which they might be complicitous with dominant power
relations, victimized by them, and how they might be able to transform
such relations. Abdul JanMohamed and David Lloyd (1987b) are in-
structive on what counter-memory might mean as part of a discourse
of critique and transformation:

Ethnic or gender difference must be perceived as one among a
number of residual cultural elements which retain the memory
of practices which have had to be and still have to be repressed
in order that the capitalist economic subject may be more
easily produced. . . . “Becoming minor” is not a question of
essence but a question of position—a subject-position that can
only be defined, in the final analysis, in “political’”” terms, that
is, in terms of the effects of economic exploitation, political
disfranchisement, social manipulation, and ideological
domination on the cultural formation of minority subjects and
discourses. It is one of the central tasks of the theory of
minority discourse to define that subject-position and explore
the strengths and weaknesses, the affirmations and negations
that inhere in it. (11)

Remembrance as a form of counter-memory attempts to create for
students the limits of any story that makes claims to predetermined
endings, and to expose how the transgressions in those stories cause
particular forms of suffering and hardship. At the same time, remem-
brance as counter-memory opens up the past not as nostalgia but as
the invention of stories, some of which deserve a retelling, and which
speak to a very different future —one in which democratic community
makes room for a politics of both difference and solidarity, for Other-
ness stripped of subjugation, and for others fighting to embrace their
own interests in opposition to sexism, racism, ethnocentrism, and
class exploitation. Counter-memory is tied in this sense to a vision of
public life that resurrects the ongoing struggle for difference, and situ-
ates difference within the broader struggle for cultural and social
justice.

Counter-memory provides the basis and rationale for a particular
kind of pedagogy, but it cannot on its own articulate the specific class-
room practices that can be constructed on the basis of such a rationale.
The formation of democratic citizens demands forms of political iden-
tity which radically extend the principles of justice, liberty, and dignity
to public spheres constituted by difference and multiple forms of com-
munity. Such identities have to be constructed as part of a pedagogy in
which difference becomes a basis for solidarity and unity rather than
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for hierarchy, denigration, competition, and discrimination. It s to that
issue that we shall now turn.

Border Pedagogy and the Politics of Difference

If the concept of border pedagogy is to be linked to the imperatives of
a critical democracy, as it must be, it is important that educators pos-
sess a theoretical grasp of the ways in which difference is constructed
through various representations and practices that name, legitimate,
marginalize, and exclude the cultural capital and voices of subordinate
groups in American society.

As part of this theoretical project, a theory of border pedagogy
needs to address the important question of how representations and
practices that name, marginalize, and define difference as the deval-
ued Other are actively learned, interiorized, challenged, or _trans-
formed. In addition, such a pedagogy needs to address how an under-
standing of these differences can be used in order to Change,i‘th\el
prevailing relations of power that sustain them. It is also imperative'
that such a pedagogy acknowledge and critically interrogate how the
colonizing of differences by dominant groups is expressed and sus-
tained through representations in which Others are seen as a deficit, in
which the humanity of the Others is either cynically posited as prob-
lematic or ruthlessly denied. At the same time, it is important to under-
stand how the experience of marginality at the level of everyday life
lends itself to forms of oppositional and transformative consciousness.
This is an understanding based on the need for those designated Oth-
ers to reclaim and remake their histories, voices, and visions as part of
awider struggle to change those material and social relations that deny
radical pluralism as the basis of democratic political community. For it
is only through such an understanding that teachers can develop a bor-
der pedagogy, one that is characterized by what Teresa de lLauretis
(1987) calls “an ongoing effort to create new spaces of discourse, to re-
write cultural narratives, and to define the terms of another per-
spective —a view from ‘elsewhere’ "’ (25). This suggests a pedagogy in
which occurs a critical questioning of the omissions and tensions that
exist between the master narratives and hegemonic discourses that
make up the official curriculum and the self-representations of subor-
dinate groups as they might appear in “forgotten” or erased histories,
texts, memories, experiences, and community narratives.

Border pedagogy confirms and critically engages the knowledge and
experience through which students author their own voices and con-
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struct social identities. This means it takes seriously the knowledge and
experiences that constitute the individual and collective voices by
which students identify and give meaning to themselves and others,
and draws upon what they know about their own lives as a basis for
criticizing the dominant culture. In this case, student experience has
first to be understood and recognized as the accumulation of collective
memories and stories that provide students with a sense of familiarity,
identity, and practical knowledge. Such experience has to be both af-
firmed and critically interrogated. In addition, the social and historical
construction of such experience has to be affirmed and understood as
part of a wider struggle for voice. But it must also be understood that
while past experiences can never be denied, their most debilitating di-
mensions can be engaged through a critical understanding of what was
at work in their construction. It is in the critical engagement of such
experiences that they can be remade, reterritorialized in the interest of
a social imaginary that dignifies the best traditions and possibilities of
those groups who are learning to speak from a discourse of dignity and
self-governance. In her analysis of the deterritorialization of women as
Other, Caren Kaplan (1987) astutely articulates this position:

" Recognizing the minor cannot erase the aspects of the major,
but as a mode of understanding it enables us to see the
fissures in our identities, to unravel the seams of our totalities.
. . . We must leave home, as it were, since our homes are often
sites of racism, sexism, and other damaging social practices.
Where we come to locate ourselves in terms of our specific
histories and differences must be a place with room for what
can be salvaged from the past and what can be made anew.
What we gain is a reterritorialization; we reinhabit a world of
our making (here “our” is expanded to a coalition of
identities— neither universal nor particular). (194-95)

Furthermore, it is important to extend the possibilities of the often
contradictory values that give meaning to students’ lives by making
them the objects of critical inquiry—and by appropriating in a similarly
critical fashion, when necessary, the codes and knowledges that con-
stitute broader and less familiar historical and cultural traditions. At is-
sue here is the development of a pedagogy that replaces the authori-
tative language of recitation with an approach that allows students to
speak from their own histories, collective memories, and voices while
simultaneously challenging the grounds on which knowledge and
power are constructed and legitimated. Such a pedagogy contributes
to making possible a variety of social forms and human capacities that
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expand the range of social identities that students may carry and be-
come. It points to the importance of understanding, in both pedagog-
ical and political terms, how subjectivities are produced within those
social forms in which people move but of which they are often only
partially conscious. This pedagogy raises fundamental questions re-
garding how students make particular investments of meaning and af-
fect; how they are constituted within a triad of relationships of knowl-
edge, power, and pleasure; and why students should be indifferent to
the forms of authority, knowledge, and values that we produce and le-
gitimate within our classrooms and universities. It is worth noting that
such a pedagogy not only articulates respect for a diversity of student
voices, it also provides a referent for developing a public language
rooted in a commitment to social transformation. '

Central to the notion of border pedagogy are a number of important
pedagogical issues regarding the role that teachers might play at the
interface of modern and postmodern concerns taken up in this chap-
ter. Clearly, the concept of border pedagogy suggests that teachers ex-
ist within social, political, and cultural boundaries, which are both mul-
tiple and historical in nature, and which place particular demands on'a
recognition and pedagogical appropriation of differences. As part of
the process of developing a pedagogy of difference, teachers need to
deal with the plethora of voices, and the specificity and organization of
differences, that constitute any course, class, or curriculum, so as to
make problematic not only the stories that give meanings to the lives of
their students, but also the ethical and political lineaments that inform
their students’ subjectivities and identities.

This suggests a pedagogy that does more than provide students with
a language and context by which to critically engage the plurality of
habits, practices, experiences, and desires that define them as part of a
particular social formation within ongoing relations of domination and
resistance. Border pedagogy also provides opportunities for teachers
to deepen their own understanding of the discourse of various others
in order to effect a more dialectical understanding of their own poli-
tics, values, and pedagogy. What border pedagogy makes undeniable
is the relational nature of one’s own politics and personal investments.
But at the same time, border pedagogy emphasizes the primacy of a
politics in which teachers assert rather than retreat from the pedago-
gies they utilize in dealing with the various differences represented by
the students who come into their classes. For example, it is not enough
for teachers merely to affirm uncritically their students’ histories, ex-
periences, and stories. To take student voices at face value is to run the
risk of idealizing and romanticizing them. The contradictory and com-
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plex histories and stories that give meaning to the lives of students are
never innocent, and it is important that they be recognized for their
contradictions as well as for their possibilities. Of course, it is crucial
that critical educators provide the pedagogical conditions for students
to give voice to how their past and present experiences place them
within existing relations of domination and resistance. Central to this
pedagogical process is the important double task of affirming the
voices that students bring to school, and challenging the separation of
school knowledge from the experience of everyday life (Fine, 1987).
But it is crucial that critical educators do more than allow such stories
to be heard. It is equally important for teachers to help students find a
language for critically examining the historically and socially con-
structed forms by which they live. Such a process involves more than
“speaking’” one's history and social formation. It also involves engag-
ing collectively with others within a pedagogical framework that helps
to reterritorialize and rewrite the complex narratives that make up
one’s life. This is more than a matter of rewriting stories as counter-
memories; it is what Frigga Haug (1988) and her colleagues call mem-
ory-work, a crucial example of how the pedagogical functions to inter-
rogate and retrieve, rather than merely to celebrate, one’s voice:

By excavating traces of the motives for our past actions, and
comparing these with our present lives, we are able to expand
the range of our demands and competences. Admittedly, this is
not as easy as it sounds. Our stories are expressed in the
language we use today. Buried or abandoned memories do not
speak loudly; on the contrary we can expect them to meet us
with obdurate silence. In recognition of this, we must adopt
some method of analysis suited to the resolution of a key
question for women; a method that seeks out the un-named,
the silent and the absent. Here too, our experience of
education maps out a ready-made path of analysis; we have
been taught to content ourselves with decoding texts, with
search for truth in textual analysis, complemented at best by
the author’s own analysis. ““Re-learning” in this context means
seeing what is not said as interesting, and the fact that it was
not said as important; it involves a huge methodological leap,
and demands more than a little imagination. (65)

The different stories that students from all groups bring to class
need to be interrogated for their absences as well as for their contra-
dictions, but they also need to be understood as more than simply a
myriad of different stories. They have to be recognized as being forged
in relations of opposition to the dominant structures of power. At the
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same time, contrary to Elizabeth Ellsworth’s (1988) argument, differ-
ences among students are not merely antagonistic. She suggests that
there is little common ground for addressing these differences and
that separatism is the only valid political option for any kind of peda-
gogical and political action. Regrettably, this represents less an insight
than a crippling form of political disengagement. It reduces one to pa-
ralysis in the face of such differences. It ignores the necessity of ex-
ploring differences for the specific, irreducible interests they repre-
sent; for the excesses and reactionary positions they may produce;
and for the pedagogical possibilities they contain, for helping students
to work with other groups as part of a collective attempt at developing
a radical language of democratic public life. Moreover, Ellwsorth’s at-
tempt to delegitimate the work of other critical educators by claiming,
rather self-righteously, the primacy and singularity of her own political
project appears to ignore both the multiplicity of contexts and projects

that characterize critical educational work and the tension that hal;IntS‘
all forms of teacher authority, a tension marked by the potential con-
tradiction between being theoretically correct and pedagogically -

wrong. By ignoring the dynamics of such a tension and the variety of
struggles being waged under historically specific educational condi-

tions, she degrades the rich complexity of the pedagogical processes
that characterize the diverse discourses in the field of critical peda-

gogy. In doing so, she succumbs to the familiar academic strategy of
dismissing others through the use of strawman tactics and excessive
simplifications that undermine the strengths of her own work and the
very nature of social criticism itself. This is ““theorizing” as a form of
bad faith, a discourse that has become an all too familiar characteristic
of many left academics.

At stake here is an important theoretical issue that is worth repeat-
ing. Knowledge and power come together not merely to reaffirm dif-
ference but also to interrogate it, to open up broader theoretical con-
siderations, to tease out its limitations, and to engage a vision of
community in which student voices define themselves in terms of their
distinct social formations and their broader collective hopes. As teach-
ers we can never speak inclusively as the Other, though we may be the
Other with respect to issues of race, class, or gender, but we can cer-
tainly work with diverse Others to deepen their understanding of the
complexity of the traditions, histories, knowledges, and politics that
they bring to the schools (Giroux, in press). This means, as Abdul Jan-
Mohamed and David Lloyd (1987a, b) point out, that educators need to
recognize the importance of developing a theory of minority discourse
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that not only explores the strengths and weaknesses, affirmations and
negations that inhere in the subject positions of subordinate groups
but also “involves drawing our solidarities in the form of similarities
between modes of repression and modes of struggle which all minor-
ities separately experience, and experience precisely as minorities”
(JanMohamed and Lloyd, 1987a, 11). To assume such a position is not to
practice forms of gender-, race-, or class-specific imperialism, as Ells-
worth suggests; rather, such an assumption creates conditions within
particular institutions that allow students to locate themselves and oth-
ers in histories that mobilize, rather than destroy, their hopes for the
future.

The theoretical sweep may be broad, the sentiment utopian, but
better this than wallowing in guilt or refusing to fight for the possibility
of a better world. The avoidance of sentimentality is no excuse for the
absence of any vision for the future. Like Klee’s angel in the painting
Angelus Novus, modernity provides a faith in human agency while rec-
ognizing that the past is often built on the suffering of others. In the
best of the Enlightenment tradition, reason at least offers the assump-
tion and hope that men and women can change the world in which
they live. Postmodernism frays the boundaries of that world and makes
visible what has often been seen as unrepresentable. The task of mo-
dernity, with its faith in reason and emancipation, can perhaps renew
its urgency in a postmodern world, a world where difference, contin-
gency, and power can reassert, redefine, and in some instances col-
lapse the monolithic boundaries of nationalism, sexism, racism, and
class oppression. In a world whose borders have become chipped and
porous, new challenges present themselves not only to educators but
to all those for whom contingency and loss of certainty do not mean
the inevitable triumph of nihilism and despair but rather a state of pos-
sibility in which destiny and hope can be snatched from the weakening
grasp of modernity. We live in a postmodern world that no longer has
any firm boundaries, but has ever-flexing ones. It is a time when reason
is in crisis, and new political and ideological conditions exist for fash-
ioning forms of struggle defined in a radically different conception of
politics. For educators, this is as much a pedagogical issue as it is a po-
litical one. At best, it points to the importance of rewriting the relation-
ship between knowledge, power, and desire. It points as well to the
necessity of redefining the importance of difference, while at the same
time seeking articulations among subordinate groups and historically
privileged groups committed to social transformations that deepen the
possibility for radical democracy and human survival.
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