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Pedagondage:

[ have lived in over 30 abodes in my 37 years on planet earth, and so
my ‘home’ is not ‘the house’ or ‘the flat.” It is the river, the liquid-
modern world, the episodic encounter, and the shifting plurality of
‘self.’ | have never experienced ‘the home’ or ‘stability’ and believe |
never will. | am, as the main character in the 1980 film Permanent
Vacation says, "a certain type of tourist on a permanent vacation.” |
am the vagabond-tourist whether | like it or not: a wayfarer, lost and
found on the currents of postmodern life, both in and ouf of contrel of
my life and the places and experiences | visit and happen upon on
the way. The Fostmodern Fedagondage tries to make visible this
process—respectfully,  playfully,  solemnly—unlike  traditional
{modernist) pedagogies which play down the chaos bubbling beneath
the surface of everyday life. When those we love do the most
alarming and unpredictable of things, such as throw themselves off
cliffs, have fatal heart-attacks while cooking steak at the kitchen
stove, or die of drug overdoses and car accidents in the prime of their
lives, the very real presence of terror and uncertainty can no longer
by pushed aside: instead, Chaos speaks, and it speaks in.a language
he socialised human being can comprehend or endure, so loud and
so pervasive that the.everyday myths that dominate our.lives are
exploded into smithergens. Itis then that the very ‘real’ indifference of
the universe (as Albert Camus might say) smashes down on the ego
which is desperate to make certainty and immortality from the
nethingness that otherwise surrounds it. As Meursault discovers in
The Cutsider. “It was as if that great rush of anger had washed [him)]
clean, emptied [him] of hepe, and, gazing up at the dark sky spangled
with its signs and stars, for the first time, the first, [he] laid [his] heart
open toc the benign indifference of the universe” (Camus, 1942/1874,
p. 120). It was then that Meursault was free of the delusions that
humanity had stamped upon him and finally at peace, ready to face
his execution at the hands of a justice system ready to murder those
daring enough to make their own ‘realities’ (fictions) rather than
submit to thcse made by others. To those who dare fo drift and four
against the grain of habif. These are the ‘Others’ that scciety is
constantly at war with. These are the ‘Others’ that society hates.

Pedagondola (& Evictions)

December 2, 2007

Vacation Reason

All abodes located in South Australia

All dates / details approximations only

Chitdhood
1 | Colenel Light Gardens | 1970-1972 | Mum, dad, sister Bungalow Growing family
2 | Blanchetown Rivarlknd) 1972-2004 | Mum, dad, brother, (Satan, Caravans/sheds Feorced sale
Sanddy, Twigoy)
3 | Belair conis 1972-1980 Mum, dad, sister, brother, (3atan) | Big house Drad's near bankruptcy
4 Glenalta 1974-1980 | ©mi, Opi, sister, {Kerry) Big house Death of Opi
5 BElackwood 1977-1978 | Dad's girlfriend, her sens Qld hause Dad's relationship ends
& | Daw Park 1980-1984 Dad, brather, (Sandy, Twiggy) Derelict house Renovation & resale
Adolescence
7 | Eden Hills iny 1984-1985 | Dad, krother, (Sandy, Twiggy) Housefrental Rent tea high
8 | Hawthorndene cide 1986-1989 | Dad, brother. (Sandy, Twiggy) Housefrental | leave home
9 Belair ®ina 1887 Arna Shadfrental | run away
10 Kangaroo Island 1987 Friends & strangers (bikies) Mo fixed address | run away
Aduit
11 | Clapham 1989-1981 | BJ igirfriend) Flatirental BJ's teaching job
12 | Hawker iFiinders Ronges 1992 EJ. [Rastas) Teacher housing BJ's contract ends
13 | Eden Hills s 1993 BJ, BJ's mum & brothers, House (BJd's mum's) | Rental property found
{Rastas)
4 | Belair Howsal 1993-1994 | BJ, Shaz, Dave, Adam, (Fastas) | Big housadrental Leaze expires
15 | Hawthorndene qumersy | 1894 BJ. Paul, Mick, (Rastas) Big housefrental Euicted for growing dope
16 | Blackwood (Railay) 1994-1995 | BJ, [Fastas, Sandy, Twiggy) Old eottagerantal Evicted for noise
17 | Belair sheeak) 14995 Hippy, Cheeky, (Rastas, Sandy, | Old heusel/rental Evictad for net paying rent
Twigay, & cther dogs)
18 | Eden Hills Tipama 1995 Fraul Flatirental Evicted for noise
19 | Bedford Park 1995-1996 | Collin, uni students, (Rastas) Old housefrent Had enough
20 | 5t Marys 1098-1998 | Rob, Craig, (Rastas) Housefrental Leasa ends
21 | Eden Hills Grove: 1988-1989 Reb, Gully, (Rastas) Housedrental Leass ends
22 | Eden Hills ;shepherds Hinp | 1899-2000 | Lex, (Hubby) Old houselfrental Euictad for mayhem
23 | Glenelg 2000 {Bublby) Old buildingfsguat Evictad for demolition
24 | Seacombe Gardens 20040 Brat, (Bubby) Oldd housefboard Had enough
25 | Clarence Gardens 2000 Laura, Simon, (Bubby) Housefrental Caouch surfing
26 | Glandore 2000 Troy, Hippy, {Eubbiy) Houseirental Displite
27 | Kuitpo Forest 2000-2001 | ©J, Stuart, & others Community/board Arrangement ends
28 | Adelaide iy 2001-2002 Flatirental Arrangemsnt ends
29 | Sturt 2002 Simaon Flatfrental Better offer
30 | North Adelaide 2002-2004 | Rob, Lex, (Sapphire) Big housefrantal Rab buys house
31 | Goodwood 2004-2005 | Reb, Anna, {Sapphire) Big heusefboard Rob & Anna marry
32 | Somerton Park 2008 Cathy. (Sapphire) Beach house House-sitting over
33 | Happy Walley 2005-2006 | {Sapphire; Housedrental Leasa runs aut
34 | O’'Halleran Hill 2007 iSapphire) Housefrental Cuirent (Mo Eviction noticas]




‘Today’s man
and women
can hardly
treat their life
as a pilgrim-
age, even if
they wished
to. One can
plan one’s life
as a journey-
to-a-
destination
only in a world
of which one
can sensibly
hope that its
charts will
remain the
same or little
changed
throughout
one’s lifetime
— and this is
blatantly not
the case to-
day. Instead,
the life of men
and women of
our times is
more like that
of tourist-
through-time:
they cannot
and would not
decide in ad-
vance what
places they
will visit and
what the se-
quence of
stations will
be; what they
know for sure
is just that
they will keep
on the move,
never sure
whether the
place they
have reached
is their final
destination’
(Bauman, Life
in Fragments,
1995, pp.
268-269).

-

The et to the Yovle i<

Novels Read 2007

The novels | have read in 2007, which may or may not have influenced the
construction of this text, include:

Achebe, C. (1976). Things Fall Apart. London: Heinemann.

Atwood, M. (2006). Alias Grace. London: Virago. (Original work published 1896).

Beckett, S. (1965). Waiting for Godot. London: Faber and Faber. (Original work
published 1956).

Camus, A. (1974). The Outsider. Middlesex: Penguin.

Dickens, C. (1989). Hard Times. Oxford; Oxford University Press. (Original work
published 1854).

Frey, J. (2003). A million little pieces. London: John Murray.

Gibson, W. (1986). Neuromancer. London: Grafton. (Original work published 1984).

Gibson, W. (2005). Paftern Recognition. New York: Berkley. (Original work published
2003).

Hall, 8. (2007). The Raw Shark Texts. Edinburgh: Conongate.

Kundera, M. (1999). The Unbearable Lightness of Being (M. H. Heim, Trans.).
London: Faber and Faber. (Original work published 1984).

Morrison, T. (1997). Beloved. London: Vintage. (Original work published 1987).

Peju, P. (2005). The Girl from the Chartreuse (l. Rilke, Trans.). London: Vintage
Books.

Raban, J. (2000). Passage to Juneau. London: Picador. (Original work published
1999).

Shriver, L. (2003). We need fo talk about Kevin. Melbourne: Text Publishing.

Turner Hospital, J. (1989). Charades. Queensland: UQP.

Turner Hospital, J. (1995). The Last Magician. Queensland: UQP.

Turner Hospital, J. (1997). Oyster. Queensland: UQP.

Turner Hospital, J. (2003). The Tiger in the Tiger Pit. Queensland: UQP. (Original
work published 1983).

Turner Hospital, J. (2004). Due Preparations for the Plague. Sydney: HarperCollins.
(Original wark published 2003).

Vonnegut, K. (1991). Slaughterhouse-Five. New York: Dell. (Original work published
1969).

Plus:

Eco, U. (1998). The Name of the Rose. London: Vintage. (Original work published 1980).
Eco, U. (2001). Foucault’s Pendulum. London Vintage. (Original work published 1988).
Turner Hospital, J. (2007). Orpheus Lost. Sydney: HarperCollins.

abansloning of the book...

-

“Some of us prefer illusion to despair.”
(Nelson, The Simpsons)

And some of us prefer to make our own illusions than inherit
the illusions of others—to question the knowledge we receive to
see what other realities might exist beyond the neo-liberal ma-
chine. The Postmodern Pedagondage welcomes predeter-
mined and accidental learning events and opportunities. It does
not lament the innumerable opportunities missed along the way
since it no longer pretends to conquer the whole field or master
the whole game. It meets only what it meets. It learns and un-
learns in equal measure. It knows and un-knows simultane-
ously. The essay makes way for the hypertext and the linear
argument makes way for the entry. And yet it may be from
within the structure and rationality of the essay and exegesis
that the scatter-textual and eisegetical might ‘write’ themselves
into being: that new texts might emerge. A ‘discontinuous’ cur-
riculum disrupts the ruse and stubbornness of the curriculum
proper, the ideology of totality and closure, and instead meets
the Moid with expectation and hope rather than alarm and em-
barrassment, since it ‘knows’ that even the most carefully
planned learning event is susceptible to chaos. The Postmod-
ern Pedagondage recognises that all learning journeys and all
curricula constructions are accident-prone and fictitious, and
that the subjunctive mode is the necessary ruse by which we
sustain the illusion of knowledge and power: that all knowledge
is socially constructed and personally mediated, a mixture of
fate and freedom. But it doesn’t care. The assumptions of cer-
tainty and truth make way for the certainty of uncertainty, for
the politics of invention and playfulness, and for the knowing
‘unknowing’ of knowledge itself.

(Derrida, Writing &
Difference, 1967/2005,

‘Living un-
der condi-
tions of
overwhelm-
ing and
self-
perpetuat-
ing uncer-
tainty [i.e.
postmoder-
nity] is an
experience
altogether
different
from a life
subordi-
nated to the
task of
identity-
building in
a world
bent on the
building of
order [i.e.
modernity]’
(Bauman,
Postmod-
ernity and
its Discon-
tents, 1997,
p. 25).

‘... under the
name of lit-
erature you
can, you
should be
able to pub-
lish anything
you want,
with no re-
strictions, no
censorship,
in principle’
(Derrida,
Deconstruc-
tion En-
gaged, 2001,
p. 116).



Derrida: ‘This
duty of irre-
sponsibility, or
refusing to
reply for one’s
thought or
writing to
constituted
powers, is
perhaps the
highest form
of responsibil-
ity’ (Hahn, On
Derrida, 2002,
p. 26).

‘To be re-
sponsible
does not
mean follow-
ing the rules;
it may often
require one to
disregard the
rules or act in
a way the
rules do not
warrant’
(Bauman, Life
in Fragments,
1995, p. 287).

Spivak: ‘de-
construction
can make
founded po-
litical pro-
grammes
[teaching,
researching]
more useful
by making
their inbuilt
problems
more visible’
(Deutscher,
How to Read
Derrida, 2001,
p. 85).

“Questioning the Questioner”
(for guestioning the question)

In 2007 | presented my PhD proposal to a panel of academics
and interested colleagues at Flinders University. Most observ-
ers found my project exciting (even bewildering) and perfectly
consistent with my previous work, which involved both verbal
and non-verbal forms of writing and presentation and pragmatic
and radical means of negotiating the hegemonic structures of
educational institutions. But not everyone. A small minority
found my work too ‘anti-’ for comfort and needed assurance
that the anti-thetical (and anti-exegetical) could be loving and
affirmative and not simply hateful towards the academy, aca-
demics, or the system per se. A dispute arose over the legiti-
macy of my question. One observer suggested that my
question wasn’t a question, but a ‘field’ of inquiry, which some-
how meant that it wasn’t legitimate and couldn’t be authorised. |
was devastated. It certainly looked and felt like a question to
me. It certainly looked and felt like a question to my supervi-
sors. But suddenly it wasn’t a question and would need imme-
diate revision if my project was to continue. There seemed no

Late November, 2007

distinction between the creative writing project and the classical
dissertation. | felt | had entered George Orwell's 7984 where
meaning and language had devolved to serve the needs and
interests of the ruling hegemony. | felt betrayed by the very sys-
tem meant to support me. My student card and future were at
stake. | didn't have the heart to say that | had nearly finished
my exegesis or that, at the beginning of my candidature, | had
intended to do my entire PhD without any question at all just to
see if it could be done; or that | had considered devising a
completely ‘non-verbal’ question to aveoid words, sentences,
and question marks altogether. But | didn’t. This was the most
conservative question | had. It was my ‘pragmatic-radical’ at-
tempt to reconcile my needs as a learner with those of the uni-
versity that supports me. Ironically, too, my PhD question was
about this very issue: about conservative forces preventing new
ways of being and knowing from entering the university and
education system. And here were just such forces, on cue, to
disqualify the very question that would guestion the question
and question their authority. Now, it seemed, | needed a new
guestion: a ‘real’ question, with ‘real’ answers, and ‘real’ knowl-
edge. My very principles as a teacher and researcher had been
rocked. Did this mean that | had to re-write my entire exegesis
to satisfy the demands of the few, whose concern over this is-
sue seemed to extend beyond genuine care and interest for me
to wider ideological debates (i.e. between modern and post-
modern accounts of knowledge, learning, and representation);
or did | have to *fit' a posthumous question to the finished text
to simply provide a platform for the few to leave their mark on
the flesh of the project and the psyche of the PhD candidate,
who would now know his place? Did this group really feel
threatened by the question—or just me? Whose interests were
served? Whose learning was helped? Whose future was pro-
moted? Whose wellbeing was at stake? Whose project was it?

2

‘Itis, in the
end, the old
truth all over
again: each
society sets
limits to the
life strategies
that can be
imagined, and
certainly to
those which
can be prac-
tised. But the
kind of society
we live in
leaves off-
limits such
strategies as
may critically
and militantly
question its
principles and
thus open the
way to new
strategies,
currently ex-
cluded for the
reason of
their non-
viability’
(Bauman, Life
in Fragments,
1995, p. 104).



‘The immediate
application of
[applied gram-
matology] is to
overcome the
desire of the
professor to
conclude, to
render a ques-
tion inert
through resolu-
tion, to reduce
the tension of a
problem or an
interpretation to
the nirvana
state of zero
pressure by
designing a de-
cided meaning’

(Ulmer, 1985, p.

145).

Aside:

ironically, not only had | written the question ‘under erasure’ but
so to had the establishment. | had done so to chalfenge ‘ques-
tion-fed’” and ‘question-dependent’ approaches to learning and
knowledge production in education systems, while the estab-
lishment had done s0 to uphold such approaches. The ques-
tion, it seemed, was undergoing a ‘double’ erasure: erased by
the questioner to draw attention to the nature of questioning
and order-building in a (post)modern world, and erased by the
gstablishment for being ‘deviant’ and ‘non-compliant’ (i.e. for
hot getting into the spirit of the question). The whole ‘question
of the question’ seemed lost on the debaters. This was a battle
over the privilege or non-privilege of the question itself, as a
significative gesture and cognitive device, without even consid-
ering the content of the question and what it meant or asked. [t
was about whether the question itself, as a structure, as a habit
of mind, as an institution, could be re-imagined, brutalised, or
de-constructed within the hegemonic structure of the university
system. This was, | believed, a ‘creative writing’ project and not
a classical dissertation; as such, it should have been free to
‘play’ with and ‘disturb’ the convention of the question in any
way It liked: to bend it, twist it, and/or ignore it as part of its poli-
tics of representation and part of its politics of education. This
was a question that ‘blinked’ on and off as required, coming into
and out of focus so that knowledge could be constructed, not
on the basis of pre-determined questions and pre-determined
answers, but on the basis of the arts-based, narrative-inquiry,
grammatological process, which discovers and builds knowl-
edae on the run. It does not shut down the learning process by
predetermining the learning journgy by predefermining the
question and sylfabus. It does not ‘stand over' the learner like a
Grim Reaper. Instead, this sort of (anti)question mutates and

3

changes as new questions arise and new possibilities emerge.
Let me repeat: it's not the queastion or destination that counts;
it's the possibilities and processes met on the way. It's a ques-
tion that’s always already ‘to come’ (as Jacques Derrida might
suggest) and always already beginning again. It's never fin-
ished. It's a question that's not quite there and not quite that.
It's a question that doesn’t know what it wants or where it's go-
ing. It's the pedagondic ‘question’ that drifts and tours simulta-
neously, overturning and inverting certainties while plunging
headlong into Chaos. Yes, to make the point that all ‘orders’
and all 'structures’ (whether imposed by the university or not)
are provisional: until-further-notice. Like Ozymandias’ monu-
ment, all structures and all orders, even the monarchy of the
guestion as the only method capable of making bona fide
knowledge, will crumble and fall away: sooner or later. | mean
to hasten this ruin for the sake of this project and for the sake of
ruining the notion of the project ‘enterprise’ itself. To look else-
where for knowledge and elsewhere for meaning beyond the
mind-imposed structures of the education system, which privi-
leges certainty, linearity, and modernist rationality while con-
demning and outlawing uncertainty, discontinuity, and
postmodern irrationality. This project doesn’t answer the ques-
tion in words, but in design, gesture, spirit, and mood. It is a
‘non-verbal’ articulation of the inexplicable and un-sayable.

Despite the politics of the question, and despite the politics of
the gesture, the question itself does ask a general gquestion
about what it means to ask such questions and make such ges-
tures in a world intent on disqualifying such endeavours and
protecting the status quo. To keep death, chaos, and shit out of
sight and out of mind. As such, the content of the question
does, | believe, ask a legitimate question about the world
around it. No question, after all, is immune to the gesture it

4

‘The dispute
about the ve-
racity or fal-
sity of certain
beliefs is al-

~ ways simulta-
neously the

contest about
the right of

- some to

speak with
the authority
which some
others should
obey; the dis-
pute is about

- the estab-

lishment or

reassertion of

the relations
of superiority
and inferiority,
of domination
and submis-
sion, between
holders of
beliefs’

- (Bauman,

Postmoder-

~nity and its

Discontents,
1997, p. 113).



“Now, in the
late period
... Derrida
adds that
impossibility
(a pure
event, a pure
pardon, a
pure hospi-
tality) might
happen,
fleetingly,
and without
our full
knowledge.
If so, we
would be
passive in
relation to it,
and might
not know it
had hap-
pened, or,
only barely’
(Deutscher,
How to Read
Derrida,
2005, p.
106).

makes or the capricious nature of the content it carries. No
question, In this sense, is éver neutral or completely innocent.
All questions inscribe ideology at some level, even if only to af-
firm the language that carries them and/or cbey the establish-
ment that reifies them. And this question draws attention to just
such issues to annoy and upset the establishment for protect-
ing Order while eradicating Disorder from the institutional ‘lan-
guage game.” No question ever asks the same question
twice—and my question is no exception. Every time | read it, a
new question arises. Every time | read it, | wonder what hap-
pened to the man who asked it—for he, like the question, has
gone. And to answer a question that never sits still, for a man
who no longer exists, is ridiculous, particularly as the ‘new’
guestion and 'new’ asker won’t be around long enough to do
much better: but then again, who knows, just when we thought
the task utterly hopeless and utterly im-possible, something un-
usual and unsetting might accidently occur. Like this detour
into the politics of the question, a valuable learning opportunity
might accidently occur, even if not recognised as such by the
rationalist dictates that dominate education today. More ironi-
cally, this preoccupation with the question itself provides a kind
of pseudo-answer fo the question: namely, that it's exceedingly
difficult to do anything ‘new’ and/or ‘unusual’ in the current edu-
cation system, since the contributions researchers make to
‘gaps in knowledge’ must themselves pass through discourses
and practices that have themselves been pre-selected to pre-
determined the kinds of answers and kinds of questions that
can possibly exist. The one option they don’t give is to ask no
question at all.

“The fact that until recently the word ‘shit’ appeared in print as s— has
- nothing to do with moral considerations. You can’t claim that shit is

End aside. immoral, after all! The objection to shit is a metaphysical one. The daily
defecation session is daily proof of the unacceptability of Creation. Ei-
ther/or: either shit is acceptable (in which case don’t lock yourself in the
bathroom!) or we are created in an unacceptable manner. / It follows,
then, that the aesthetic ideal of the categorical agreement with being is
a world in which shit is denied and everyone acts as though itdid not g
exist. This aesthetic ideal is called kitsch” (Kundera, The Unbearable
Lightness of Being, 1984/1999, pp. 245-246).

The question:

i5 it to research, feach, learn, live, a

The intention:

The Postmodern Pedagondage:
—tauring and drifting in a postmodern age—
—disturbing the mano-logicial)—
—{exts of resistance against the neo-fiberal ma-

—and strviving the global ‘super’ markel—

Srotywog {earcing Tours

chine—

Questioning Under Evasure

-

“Derrida’s
frace is the
mark of the
absence of a
presence, an
always ab-
sent pres-
ence, of the
lack at the
origin that is
the condition
of thought
and experi-
ence.
[Hence] Der-
rida is asking
us to change
our habits of
mind: ‘the
authority of
the text [and
PhD ques-
tion] is provi-
sional, the
originis a
trace; con-
tradictory
logic, we
must learn to
use and
erase our
language at
the same
time”
(Spivak,
‘Preface,” Of
Grammatol-
ogy,
1967/1976,
p. Xvii-xviii).



Trinh (1989):
“Clarity is a
means of sub-
jection, a qual-
ity both of
official, taught
language and
of correct writ-
ing, two old
mates of
power: together
they flow, to-
gether they
flower, verti-
cally, to impose
an order. Let us
not forget that
writers who
advocate the
instrumentality
of language are
often those
who cannot or
choose not to
see the such-
ness of
things—a lan-
guage as lan-
guage—and
therefore, con-
tinue to preach
conformity to
the norms of
well-behaved
language: prin-
ciples of com-
position, style,
genre, correc-
tion, and im-
provement. To
write ‘clearly,’
one must in-
cessantly
prune, elimi-
nate, forbid,
purge, purify...”
(Low & Palulis,
A Letter from
Derrida, Jour-
nal of Curricu-
lum Theorizing,
Spring, 2006,
p. 48).

It seems that ‘learning,” the supposed centre-piece of university
life, sometimes comes a very distant second to the whims of
convention and the structures of power. Sometimes it all boils
down to power and politics—and the learner can toe the line or
go to hell. After all, it's the student who is at risk, not the exam-
iner. And when an English department renames itself ‘English,
Creative Writing, and Australian Studies,” and allows a wave of
‘progressive’ candidates to enter its halls, isn't it signalling a
change in attitude to the types of knowledge and project that
can be produced? Doesn't it signal the transcendence of the
classical ‘modernist’ dissertation by new and creative alterna-
tives, thereby welcoming the exploration of new forms of cul-
tural expression and knowledge? At the institutional level it
seems so, but at the level of the individual it seems not. Some
creative projects are toc creative and foo novel for their own
good. Some students ask too much of the minds and hearts of
others. This makes this type of ‘arche-writing’ doubly suicidal

and doubly necessary.

This was a sad day in my university life. My project seemed
threatened by the vested interests of the few over the many.
The conservative Iobby seemed more powerful than the pro-
gressive lobby. My future and my project seemed the sole
property of one ideology? (This trend did later swing.)

Most remarkably, and going very much
against the grain of poststructuralism, |
was expected to endure my fate in si-
fence:. yes, to become complicit in my
own subjugation. When they say jump,
you say how high. But as my Honours
thesis taught me: the personal is politi-
cal. | can name my oppressors in the

When does feed-
hack start to he-
come violence?
When does the
‘constructive’ part
of feedback be-
come ‘destructive’?
When does the ad-
visor become an
oppressor?

spirit of autoethnography, arts-based
inquiry, poststructuralism,  applied
grammatology, conscientisation, and
other critical pedagogies that inform my
work. Like the band Rage Against The
Machine shouts: Setfle for nothing now
and you settle for nothing later. And like
Marilyn Cochran-Smith and Michael W
Apple suggest: you are implicated in
the politics of education whether you
fike it or not, by design or by default. In
other words, if you allow injustices and
abuses of power to occur in silence (to
you and to others) then you're saying
‘yes’ to the status quo and ‘yes’ to such
practices; if you speak out and act up
you're saying ‘no’ to the absurdities of
the system and fighting for its improve-
ment. This is an act of fove not hate. It's
about being an active participant rather
than a passive recipient. It doesn't
make me a nihilist: it makes me a be-
liever. And even though it is risky to
speak out and act up, and there might
be penalties and repercussions to face
and endure, my personal ethics de-
mand that | speak openly and frankly
about the political battles | encounter in
local and personal contexts to also
shed light on global and social contexts,
where wars over social justice and in-
clusivity are won and lost daily. These
are the grassroots skirmishes that

Why allow creative
writing research if
projects deemed too
creative are penal-
ised and restricted?
When do the fsugges-
tions’ become ‘direc-
tions’ and the
‘directions' become
‘ultimatums'?

When does learning
turn into exercises in
conformity and the
pampering of the
wills and interests of
senior knowledge-
brokers?

When does the de-
mocracy of leaning
turn into the totali-
tarianism of learning?
Why allow us to read
the most provocative
and counter-
hegemonic of texts
but not allow us to
enact these teach-
ings in practice?
Why allow us to read
the most provocative
and counter-
hegemonic of texts
only to have us re-
spond to them in the
most conservative
and hegemonic of
products?

Why discourage
learners from produc-
ing their own ideas
simply because they
contradict or under-
mine the establish-

ment?

‘The attrac-
tion of crea-
tive writing
might be
that, even
while it par-
ticipates in
technologies
of surveil-
lance [i.e.
the univer-
sity can dic-
tate terms],
it offers
some relief
from, and
opportuni-
ties for, (le-
gitimate)
resistance
to the truth
we are so
compelled
towards in
our other
encounters
with knowl-
edge’ (p.
37

‘Writing
creatively
can become
part of the
historical
struggle for
individuals
to find ways
to construct
themselves
both within
and partly
outside ...
those ob-
jects our
culture
tends to
venerate
[i.e. univer-
sities]’ (Bro-
phy,
Creativity,
1998, pp.
238-239).
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Jean-Frangois Lyotard advocates and ¢ Are universities set
the ground-level guerrilla tactics that up to protect the

. status quo and re-
Norman Denzin encourages. It seems

: . produce the tradi-
we all have our own ‘culture wars’ to

tions of yesteryear?

Remember, too, that had | not written this piece | would have
chosen silence. You would not have known that | had made this
momentous decision. But | would have known. | would have
known that | had scld-out my principles for the sake of confor-

wage or escape: we either fight these Or places to critique mity and possible promotion. And this bruise would have been
wars or slink into the crowd and be- the status quo and deeper and bluer and more enduring than the bruise adminis-
come complicit in our absence, perpe- re-think the theories tered by the system. Moral exclusion is such an ingenious

. - ti f to-
trators in turn who administer these and practices of to

atrocities to others because we didn't
have the guts to stand tall and speak
out.

day and tomorrow?
+ How free are we?

Today, even though I'll probably be condemned for speaking
my mind, | will speak the unspeakable for my benefit if no other.
| will wear my heart on my sleeve and make a stand. It's my
right, after all, as Paulo Freire, bell hooks, and Susan Finley
suggest, to name my oppressors, imagine a life lived otherwise,
and make critical interventions in the world that tries to control
me. A world that is trying to domesticate me into the logic of a
system | so desperately want to escape. To make education
the practice of freedom, not subjugation.

Unfortunately, while the university seems happy for me to read
the most ‘radical' and counter-hegemonic of literature, it seems
(at times) very reluctant to allow me to enact it in practice. And
this, for me, as a teacher who has never finished learning or
loving the world, is surely one of the saddest follies in education
of all, and surely one of the most pressing issues to address if
we really mean to empower students rather than simply extend
the power of the powerful. Ideas that remain imprisoned within
the confines of the idea, unable to reach fruition through action
or practice, are WASTED.

WAL Previous Qeneriiclons NAve dleserl

strategy because it vindicates the violence it delivers to those it
judges to exist outside and beyond the scope of its protection:
that is, to those deemed ‘deviant’ by the system and therefore
worthy of the punishments from those within the system. Let's
face it: | don’'t have a leg to stand on when it comes to the
power of the system to declare me wholly and totally at fault
and wrong. But | have me—and it's in this shifting and precious
plurality that | place my loyalty and my love. It is this precious
plurality that | wish to defend.

If we don’t take action now

We settle for nothing later
Settle for nothing now

And we’ll settle for nothing later

Rage Against The Machine,
‘Settle for Nothing,’
1992
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Late October, early November, 2007

Leaving home

oblivion and beyond

Let me reiterate: the question | outlined at the beginning of this text is
deliberately provocative and deliberately ambivalent. It provides me
space enough to manoeuvre and space enough to reach the most tem-
porary of conclusions to the most enduring and aporetic of problems: to
make possibilities not answers.

Similarly, the ‘products’ | make as part of this project do not so much
‘answer’ this question as set out to produce possible strategies for deal-
ing with it. These solutions may not prove satisfactory or even conclu-
sive—and may be abandoned or improved by subsequent endeavours.
All ‘answers,’ in this sense, are provisional (until-further-notice) and op-
portunities to begin again, hence why the question is written ‘under era-
sure’: written only to be dismissed and destroyed.



This represents a polemic in its own right and draws attention to the na-
ture of ‘questioning’ and ‘order-building’ in a postmodern world. These
texts ‘embody’ partial-solutions rather than ‘articulate’ fotal-answers. Af-
ter all, the question, as a gesture, as an institution, as a flag driven hard
into the surface of an undiscovered moon, is the very embodiment of
modernity itself, writ large as a bold proclamation to go where no other
scholar has ever gone before, to colonise the murky and uncharted
depths of an untamed and uncivilised world: the rational crusade to go
everywhere and know everything while eliminating flights of fancy and
hysterical outbursts from the hallowed halls of official knowledge (Linn,
1996; Ward, 2003). This, then, is a different type of encyclopaedia: one
that accumulates atypical and aberrant entries to extend the knower's
unknowing even further, if not info the Abyss, to its edge, to stare up and
down its enormity while not dying of shock.

To paraphrase Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (‘Preface,” Of Grammatology,
1967/1976, p. xiv), the practice of ‘erasure’ (sous rature) involves writing
a word, crossing it out, and then printing both word and deletion: “Since



the word is inaccurate, it is crossed out. Since it is necessary, it remains
legible.” My question, then, is written under erasure and under duress:
conceptualised, written, crossed out, acknowledged, and abandoned in
one scatter-textual gesture: since the question is inaccurate, it is crossed
out; since it is necessary and demanded, it remains legible. It is a ques-
tion that questions its own legitimacy and its own origins. It is a question
that recognises its own complicity in staging and fulfilling the answer to
follow, or, in the absence of an answer, bestowing failure upon the in-
quirer (in this case, me). It is a question that, being present (even when
absent), epitomises what Zygmunt Bauman might describe as the quin-
tessential ‘'modernist’ obsession: to eradicate uncertainty and irregularity
from the world and bring order to chaos; to tame the world by rationalis-
ing the world; to solve the problem of uncertainty and death by banishing
them from paradise. DEATH — the final insult to all our efforts to reign
supreme over the precarious nature of life — ELIMINATED. It is a ques-
tion that acknowledges the precarious nature of all questions—that all
guestions and all answers are the products of a rationalist mindset and
an order-building project, a mindset that insists that there are hard and



fast answers to the humiliating insults of death and shit; whereas the
‘deconstructed’ question points to the absence of grand narratives and
the fictional nature of all knowledge. Knowing, after all, is an ‘interested’
activity. As Milan Kundera points out in The Unbearable Lightness of Be-
ing (1984/1999, p. 282), texts are written by humans, not horses. There
are no facts, only interpretations, as Friedrich Nietzsche might say. It is a
guestion suspicious of its own capacity to make good on its promise. It is
a question that is self-conscious in the extreme. It is a question that
doesn’'t promise answers but possibilities. It is a question that questions
itself. A postmodern question, that bears the mark (the question mark)
as a burden — not a trophy. A question that commits suicide by taking an
epée to its own breast. Hacking at its own privilege. At its own construc-
tion. At its self.

This, then, is not a ‘'modernist’ project. It does not seek answers, con-
clusions, or truths in the traditional ‘absolute’ sense: it avoids the thesis
structure, the certainty formula, and the non-reflexive question (knowing
full well that by insisting that it doesn’'t know, it sounds very much like it



knows something—something definitive). There will be no dot points or
conclusions at the end of this text. That could be construed as the quin-
tessential modernist project incarnate: the traditional dissertation that of-
fers answers and solutions through thousands of carefully ordered and
structured words: the archetypal introduction, methodology, literature re-
view, findings, discussion, and conclusion to lead us back from the brink.
This is not the quintessential modernist project: it is a collection of texts,
discrete textualities, and fragments (textaments), all grappling with ar-
guments and agendas of their own making at the mouth of the Abyss. It
IS, therefore (and note how quickly this text appeals to rationalist argu-
ments, linear arrangements, and the internalised voice of the master), a
‘postmodern’ project that upsets its own heritage and its own indoctrina-
tion—where it can. It revels in uncertainties, ambiguities, and re-
descriptions of inherited ‘knowledge’ — in what Jean-Francois Lyotard
might call ‘language games,” what Nietzsche might call ‘the will to
power,” and what Richard Rorty might call ‘creative re-descriptions.’ This
type of inheritance, as Jacques Derrida might suggest, is an act of
love—not hate. It dares to interrogate the knowledge it receives and the



world it inherits: to do the duty of not taking the world and its knowledge
for granted. To put its hand up and ask new questions of the teacher
(and, through the teacher, the society that legitimises and employs the
teacher). To ask our leaders to speak to us, not at us? To ask permis-
sion to speak back.

Ironically, some commentators have encouraged me (not necessarily
maliciously) to use postmodern theories and practices from a modernist
standpoint—in other words, to make a postmodern text using modernist
formulas; in other words, to imprison postmodern theories within mod-
ernist frameworks; in other words, to pretend to engage postmodern
theories and practices while secretly saluting the modernist doxa; in
other words, to make a modernist text that simply /ooks like a postmod-
ern text. In other words, to write the classical dissertation. This round-
about technique guarantees (consciously or sub-consciously) the
expulsion of forbidden thinking from the rationalist institution. It does so
by feigning acceptance of the ‘new’ and ‘exotic’ while secretly plotting its
demise. If you follow this logic then Prime Minister John Howard was




right to ‘intervene’ in the cognitive and affective lives of Australian learn-
ers in 2006 and 2007: there is no place, after all, for the ‘postmodern’
and ‘poststructural’ in the neo-liberal education system since such per-
spectives could challenge the devolution process and incite democracy.
The Other, in this model, is not welcome, for it may elect to speak. And
speak back.

Could Nietzsche do anything but go insane in such a world? A world that
encourages (or at least tolerates) a certain amount of critical reading but
which absolutely deplores (and even punishes) critical practice?

This begs several questions: Do we brutalise students—do we commit
violence against them—when we insist that their knowledge construc-
tions adhere to our own”? That deviations from the norm will be punish-
able by failure? That knowledge constructions must obey the models of
the previous generation? That knowledge ‘transgressions’ will be con-
sidered knowledge offences, thwarted through the ‘panopticon’ of the
assessment process and the discourses we use to condemn, coerce,



and knuckle them into line? Do we, as Garth Boomer suggests, spread
‘barbarity’ every time we insist that students build knowledge for our
sakes and not their own? Do we commit violence against our students
every time we insist that their texts mimic those we made? \Whose
knowledge (and whose future) do we build when we violently intervene
In the cognitive and affective knowledges of those we claim to help?
Whose interests do we serve when those we ‘teach’ (those we violently
‘brand’ with our name) have no other option but to do as we say? When
we give them no choice but to obey? Is the teacher that demands a co-
gent answer to an impossible question ‘anti-" learning and violent in the
extreme? Is the student who inherits the past by questioning it not the
most ‘perfect’ student and most ‘loving’ human being? Aren’t the ‘anti-
text’ and ‘counter-hegemonic perspective’ among the few saving graces
we have to contemplate a better future and a better life beyond the anni-
hilation of the last century? Beyond the terrorism and rendition of the
new century?

Is it possible to ask such questions without being assaulted? Is it possi-



ble to ask such questions (fo will to power) without assaulting those | put
the questions to? Is it possible to speak without committing violence to
myself and to others? |Is not the modernist project a particular type of un-
knowledge that doesn’'t actually want to know all that it could know? A
pretend search, the simulacra of research, a foil to knowledge? A dead
end of sorts? So is it possible to research, teach, learn, live, and create
using postmodern theories and practices in an otherwise back-to-basics
neo-liberal age when the system is set up to disqualify such attempts
and to force the flawed knowledge-seeker back to the fold?

And the answer (which | said | wouldn't give) is, yes, maybe, just maybe,
by accident and miracle, just when we thought it was impossible, sur-
prise surprise, the impossible might shed its ‘im’ and become possible,
for a moment, the briefest instant, in the darkness of our down-turned
eyes, the gift arriving, just when we tried so hard to make sure it
wouldn’t—nay, couldn’t—arrive (Derrida, 2001). Perhaps it happened in
this text, momentarily, against all odds, when we weren't looking. Per-
haps something different emerged in the rubble, misery, and confusion



that we thought we had already overcome (Chambers, 1995, p. 30).
When we blinked. When we spat. When we forgot.

Perhaps nothing happened at all.

What | do feel confident about, if not entirely certain, is that a critically
literate and engaged person would be derelict in their ethical duties if
they did not question the logic and inheritance of the system that domi-
nates their lives and restricts the kinds of realities and life strategies they
can possibly imagine and possibly enact in a wor(l)d with more potential
than we currently permit. To mindlessly accept the status quo as it is is
to terrorise the Other for being different. It is to terrorise the Other before
they even exist. To accept such an inheritance—without question, with-
out action—is to be even more anti-social than the ‘disestablishmentari-
anism’ articulated here. It is the otherwise orderly and complicit who
willingly profit from the misfortunes of others that commit the greater vio-
lence, not those who undermine their own privilege by disturbing the
status quo for the sake of improving the world for all people at all times.



For those who grind against the grain.

Paradoxically, such a method of questioning and learning involves the
un-learning and un-doing of historical assumptions so that new descrip-
tions and new realities might emerge from the debris. And it is this kind
of messiness and doubt that The Postmodern Pedagondage attempts to
accommodate and accept: not to spite tradition and throw eggs at the
establishment, but to enrich tradition and make the establishment better.
The modernist faith in perfectibility and progress is at least one dream
worth dreaming again, even if we now know that the perfect society and
perfect (dis)order is always already beyond us and always, already, to
come:. an incomplete project and impossible task that never reaches
completion but is always beginning...
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Touring & Drhcting in a Postmodern Age

“...I'suggest to
you that in our
postmodern
society, we are
all — to one ex-
tent or another,
in body or.
thought, here
and now or in
the anticipated
future, willingly
or unwillingly —
on the move;
none of us can
be certain that
he or she has
gained-the'right
to any place
once for all and
no one thinks
that his or her
staying in one
place forever is
a likely pros-
pect...’
(Bauman;
Postmaodernity
and its Discon-
tents, 1997,'p.
93)).
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Exeunt: the first word of a new epoch

The time to be a good student is no more. From the age of 5 through to the age 18 at the end of
high school, through two university Honours degrees until now, | have responded to the texts of
others in the hermeneutic tradition, the exegetical mode, as is the custom and habit of my society,
and become competent at reproducing the ideas of others through the texts | produce. That time is
now over. It is, as Garth Boomer, Jacques Derrida, Paulo Freire, bell hooks, and Gregory Ulmer
might suggest, time to stop being the disciple and time to start being the speaker: time to turn
learning into the practice of freedom and invention, to embrace the heuristic and eisegetical
counter-hegemonic tradition, and step out from under the shadows of experts and respond criti-
cally and creatively to the world as | find it. To learn to speak after years of listening.

The time to be a good student is no more. It is time to be the very worst of
students to be the very best of learners: to turn learning, researching,
teaching, living, and creating upside down and downside up to see what
other realities and other possibilities might exist outside and beyond the
limits of the system that currently contains me. It is time to face the Abyss.
It is time to speak.

And why the fuck not?







