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Ida woke up. After a while she got up. Then she stood up. Then she ate something. After that she sat down. That was Ida. . . . In a little while there were more of them there who sat down and stood up and leaned. Then they came in and went out. This made it useful to them and to Ida.

That was Ida. That was Gertrude Stein's Ida. When I first read Ida, I was riding a Greyhound bus destined for New York City. Ida also, in one part of the novel, journeys to New York—that's the way Ida was. ''Oh dear she often said oh dear isn't it queer" (Stein, 1972, p. 141). Yes it certainly was queer, whatever it was was certainly queer. Gertrude Stein captures seemingly innocuous moments in Ida's life and queers them: Stein insists that the familiar be made strange. If Gertrude Stein were to queer the curriculum, she would insist that the curriculum, like Ida's life, become strange.

Strangeness is one way to describe the word queer. Queer theorists struggle to define queer not without difficulty. Let us dwell on these difficulties for a moment. Enter queer theorist Alexander Doty. Doty (1993) seems to fly around in circles:

I want to construct "queer" as something other than "lesbian," "gay," or "bisexual"; but I can't say that ''lesbian," "gay," or "bisexual" aren't also "queer." I would like to maintain the integrity of "lesbian," "gay," and "bisexual" as concepts that have specific historical, cultural, and personal meanings; but I would also like "lesbian," "gay," and "bisexual'' culture, history, theory, and politics to have some bearing on the articulation of queerness. (p. xvii)
On one level, I understand what Doty is attempting to say: We must in some way move beyond rigid categories of gay/lesbian/bisexual because they tend to lock people into fixed prescriptions for living. But at the same time these categories are important to maintain for political and historical reasons. Where does that leave us? Back at the airport flying around. Back to square one asking the question, What is queer? Queer suggests a self-naming that stands outside the dominant cultural codes; queer opposes sex-policing, gender-policing, heteronormativity, and assimilationist politics. Jeffrey Weeks (1995) suggests that queers may include "radical self-defined lesbians and gays . . . sadomasochists, fetishists, bisexuals, gender-benders, radical heterosexuals" (p. 113). To this list I would add transgendered peoples, either transsexuals or cross-dressers, hermaphrodites, and eunuchs.

According to Doty, Judith Butler and Sue-Ellen Case suggest that queer is "beyond gender"; queerness is an "attitude" that moves beyond the debate over male-female, homo-hetero (Doty, 1993, p. xv). But what exactly is "beyond gender"? Mustn't we first examine the problematics of gender if we are to move beyond it? And if queerness is an attitude how can one determine who has this attitude and what this attitude is? Doesn't having an attitude imply a certain vagueness?  Queer, if defined as an attitude, becomes so broad as to be rendered meaningless; if defined as only concerning gender problematics is too narrow; if defined as subsuming differences within it (by lumping together marginal peoples who have different social and political histories) becomes dangerous because it obliterates the situatedness of individuals. A further problem is the very category of queer. Does this category simply instantiate yet another binary: queer-not queer? Can we ever really dissolve binary thinking altogether and would this non-binary strategy even be useful? Does queer simply provoke hatred from non-radical homosexuals, bisexuals, and transgendered peoples? Does queer provoke hatred from non-radical heterosexuals? The questions are endlessly problematic. However, in spite of these and other problems, queer theory has much to offer and may change the tide of history. 

Missing from most of the discussions on queer theory is what I would term a queer sensibility or queer aesthetic (with the exception of Mary Doll's chapter "Queering the Gaze" in this collection). A queer sensibility concerns the reception and reading of a text (a text may include art, music, literature). The text is a site of interpretation. Thus there is nothing inherently queer about a text, even if one may read a text queerly. As Alan Block (1995) points out, reading constructs the reader as well as the text. Reading creates the reader; reading queerly creates a queer reader. For me, a queer reading of a text uncovers the possibility of the text's radical political potential. More specifically, my queer reading of a certain piece of music, say, may lead me to believe that that particular piece of music, in some way, radically challenges the status quo by introducing new genres or new styles. However, queer readings should not reduce art, music, and literature to politics, although art forms may be read through political lenses.

A queer aesthetic or queer sensibility adds to the discussion on queerness, because most queer theorists center the conversation on identity/politics. My definition of queerness, then, contains three ingredients: (a) Queerness as a subject position digresses from normalized, rigid identities that adhere to the sex = gender paradigm; (b) Queerness as a politic challenges the status quo, does not simply tolerate it, and does not stand for assimilation into the mainstream; (c) Queerness as an aesthetic or sensibility reads and interprets texts (art, music, literature) as potentially politically radical. A radical politic moves to the left, challenging norms.

Queer debates, I must add, do not necessarily have to include all three ingredients. It is possible, I think, to talk about a queer sensibility, for example, without engaging in a discussion of the sex = gender paradigm. However, my chapter touches on all three elements and their curricular implications. My ultimate project is queering the curriculum.

Much writing on queer theory tends to focus on the problem of identity (Butler, 1990; Doty, 1993; Weeks, 1991). Carrying out Foucault's (1980) work, queer theorists attempt to examine oppressive categories such as sex-gender by discovering how these categories came to be constructed and how certain individuals have been produced by them. Once these categories have been de-coded, queer identites may begin to emerge. Queer identities overturn the liberal humanist project that pretends that straights/lesbians and gays/transgendered peoples are all really alike at bottom. The liberal humanist project pretends that there is some abiding structure that stands under all human beings in spite of any differences. Queer identites move toward what I term foundationless dis-similarities. There are no abiding structures holding us together as if we were one big, happy family: we are not alike, we are not the same, we are not one.

Those who buy into the sex = gender paradigm assume that there is a foundational abiding structure to which all humans must adhere. If you are of the biological sex male, your gender must be masculine. Masculine behavior must fulfill certain prescriptions concerning dress, gestures, attitudes. If you are of the biological sex female, your gender must be feminine. Likewise, feminine behavior must fulfill certain prescriptions concerning dress, gestures, attitudes. The diagnostic statistical manual used by psychiatrists, social workers, and psychologists (APA, 1994) states that those people who do not fit the sex = gender paradigm suffer from "gender identity disorder" (pp. 246-247). If a person feels uncomfortable with her or his sex or gender, she or he suffers from this "disorder." If a child insists on playing games "inappropriate" to her sex, she also suffers from this disorder. 

The notion of an identity "disorder" presupposes that there is a right, proper, correct, true identity. However, is there a true identity? Of course not. Furthermore, many point out that the sex = gender paradigm is at least problematic if not, at most, totally flawed (Butler, 1990; Foucault, 1980; Herdt, 1994; Martin, 1992; Phelan, 1994). Gender is socially constructed, politically controlled, and discursively instituted by religious, medical, psychological, and scientific communities (Foucault, 1980). As Martin (1992) warns: "We are constantly threatened with erasure from discursive fields where the naturalization of sexual and gender norms works to obliterate actual pluralities" (pp. 94-95). There is nothing natural about human beings: we are socially constructed, produced by language, television, family albums. As Spence (1995) points out, we must redo our family albums. Spence points out that our narratives have already been planned out by our parents through how they choose to represent us through the beloved family album.

There is nothing natural about the family album, about sex or gender, about our lives generally. The invention of the sex = gender paradigm serves to oppress, control, and reduce people to two types: male and female. These two types are only supposed to act in two ways: the masculine way or the feminine way. But I contend that there are probably thousands, millions, trillions of genders. Herdt (1994) contends that not only are there more than two genders, but there are more than two sexes (hermaphrodites make up a third sex). If marginalized peoples are not to become obliterated by forced assimilation into the norm, tearing down the walls of the sex = gender prison becomes necessary. As Garber (1992) suggests, we need to create a "category crisis" (p. 16).

Serene Nanda's study of "Hijras" in India demands this category crisis, demands a rethinking of the actual fluidity of sex and gender. Hijras are a group of peoples who live in India as devotees (followers) of the goddess Buhuchara Mata. These devotees initiate sacred rituals during births of males and marriages. Hijras also serve as prostitutes with men. It may be difficult for westerners, and even some easterners, to associate priesthood with prostitution, but in this particular sect of Indian culture, priests as prostitutes do exist. Moreover, these priests/prostitutes are "intersexed and eunuchs . . . they are neither male nor female, man or woman. At a more esoteric level, the hijras are also man plus woman, or erotic and sacred female men" (Nanda, 1994, p. 373). Basically there are three types of Hijras: females who do not menstruate, males who are born as hermaphrodites and emasculated, or males who are not born as hermaphrodites and are emasculated. As Doll (1995) points out, images such as these "move us out of the center of normality. We find ourselves in a different space where the unfamiliar beckons us because it resists labels" (p. 129). Hijras do indeed resist labels, resist the sex = gender paradigm, and in fact confuse these categories completely.

I surveyed college texts on Indian religions and culture and found that all of them omitted any reference to Hijras (Berry, 1971; Hopfe, 1994; Kitagawa, 1989; Kramer, 1986; Matthews, 1995; Nielson, 1993; Nigosian, 1990; Sharma, 1987; Tyler, 1973). The conspicuous absence of Hijras from these college texts perpetuates heteronormativity and the sex = gender prison. College texts must be queered by introducing teachers and students to groups like the Hijras. It is by queering texts that curricularists may begin to tear down the walls of the sex = gender paradigm. Queering the curriculum demands paradigm shifts.

I would say that Hijras, because they have no interest, or no concept really of this western paradigm of sex = gender, inhabit a queer space. A queer space opens the possibilites for transformation and change. Becoming queer is just that—a constant becoming, a constant transformation. As Phelan contends, identities are "works in progress [not] . . . museum pieces" (p. 41). The ontological pronouncement "I am queer" bespeaks this museum quality, for it seems fixed, eternal, unchangeable. Rather, I become queer in relation to my desires, fantasies, readings, reactings, writings, experiences. A queer identity is a chameleon-like refusal to be caged into any prescribed category or role.

This refusal to be normalized is, most fundamentally, a political move. Identities are necessarily political. At this juncture, I examine three possible political stances queers might appropriate: transgressive, resistant, and what I term digressive. One who embraces a transgressive politic assumes that she or he can completely transgress, or completely transcend, history and culture in a new and radical way by appropriating a new queer identity. As I, for instance, take up the identity queer, I can, in perhaps an epiphanal moment or series of moments, move completely beyond my oppressors, the prison guards of the sex = gender paradigm. However, as Foucault (1980) has shown, we have been produced by so many intersecting discursive and nondiscursive practices that it is simply naive to think we can step outside culture and history to create identities anew. Even if I am able to create myself somewhat, I will always remain, to some extent, trapped by my culture.

A more realistic politic, then, takes into account the ways in which we have been produced. Resistance politics does just this. According to Philip Auslander (1992), Fredric Jameson and Hal Foster suggest that resistance politics positions "the subject within the dominant discourses . . . offering strategies of counterhegemonic resistance by exposing . . . cultural control . . . emphasizing the traces of nonhegemonic discourse without claiming to transcend its terms" (p. 24). Jameson and Foster are right in saying that it is impossible to transcend completely the given cultural forms we've inherited. We are embedded, at both conscious and unconscious levels, in our own cultural codes. Resistance is a way to refuse these codes without admitting to radically departing from them, because we are produced by them. Auslander (1992) points out that neither Jameson nor Foster, however, "takes into account . . . the issue of audience" (p. 29) in his analysis. Neither Jameson nor Foster considers how others will react, read, respond to my actions, whether I consider my actions resistant or transgressive. Auslander is suggesting that both theorists assume that my audience will receive my performance well. My audience will read my performance the same way, my way. This was the very mistake Martin Luther made as he translated the bible into German: He simply thought that all Germans would read the bible just as he did; Luther thought everyone would agree with his interpretations. Luther would roll in his grave if he knew just how Protestantism split because everybody did not read the bible the same way.

It seems that both resistance and transgressive politics point toward some place over the rainbow, toward a set of golden arches, toward heaven, nirvana, utopia. But there is no guarantee that resistant or transgressive politics will yield anything at all. And even if these moves do produce results, we cannot be sure how others will be affected. As Simone de Beauvoir (1948) reminds us, all actions are necessarily aporetic. My socalled resistant or transgressive actions may simultaneously benefit some and harm others. Every action has ambiguous results.

I contend that a different form of politics is needed that takes into account the reception and reading of our performances. This path might be termed digressive. A digressive politics, like resistance politics, must examine the cultural codes and discursive strategies located within the dominant culture and attempt to illuminate how we have been produced by these codes. Unlike resistance politics, digressive politics is not utopian. A digressive politic is one that might embrace a certain cynicism about what it is, realistically, I am able to accomplish. To digress from dominant cultural codes is to move away from mainstream discourses. This digression does not guarantee anything; it does not guarantee my success or failure. This digression does not necessarily change either micropolitical landscapes or macropolitical horizons, although certainly these are some of my goals. I cannot be sure, either, how others will be affected by my digressions; I cannot be sure how others will read my performances. If anything, digressive moves admit an ambiguous dystopian effect, a more sober approach to queer politics.

Queer performances may include queer readings or queer sensibilites. Queerness as a sensibility interprets texts as potentially politically radical. I would like to read queerly some minimalist and grotesque texts to illustrate my point. Mark Rothko's paintings, I would say, are minimalist. Sometimes he uses two or three colors in simple geometrical shapes; other times he uses just one color. At the Rothko Chapel in Houston, Texas, displayed all around the interior are huge dark-blue canvasses. This is not, by the way, an art museum (a place for dead things) but a sacred space for living art. Some walk into the Rothko Chapel and say, Is that all there is? Where's the art? This, I would term an antiqueer reading. An antiqueer reading might interpret these huge blue canvasses as stupid, for anybody can take a can of blue paint and splash it on canvasses. Many feel that if art does not in some way imitate nature, it simply is not art, it is garbage. Rothko's paintings imitate nothing; nothing is on the canvasses except blue.

My reading of Rothko's work is what I term queer. On entering the Chapel for the first time I was struck by the awesomeness of these huge blue canvasses. I felt the power of the sacred in the face of this blue nothingness. There is no attempt on the part of Rothko to imitate nature, to "get a likeness," to align himself with "normal" artists. To me, Rothko moves against, digresses from mainstream painting by re-presenting nothing on huge blue spaces.

Like Rothko, Philip Glass's music re-presents a form of minimalism. The first time I heard Philip Glass was at the Aspen Music Festival during the summer of 1980. Sixteen years ago I would venture to say that Glass was still relatively unknown. The performance I heard was during the afternoon in a wide open outdoor tent. I recall a lot of empty seats (imagine that today!). Because it was light in the tent I could see nearly everyone around me. What I remember so vividly is the reaction of the audience to Glass's performance. About 5 minutes into these sort of Debussy-ish scales and repetitious triads, the audience began to show signs of discontent, contempt, restlessness, and downright indignation. I turned to my friend, as I recall, and said to her: "This guy must be a joke." Finally, when Glass finished, hardly anyone clapped.

Although there were other minimalists around during the late 1970s, like John Adams and Steve Reich, none became largely respected until around 1986 or even later still. The problem was that minimalism didn't fit into any acceptable genre. "New music," as it is called in the so-called "classical" world, had been dominated, for the most part, by serialists after the tradition of Berg and Schoenberg. God forbid a composer dare to write tonal music. And tonal music was just what the minimalists were writing. My initial reaction to Glass's music was certainly an antiqueer reaction. At the time, like most of the others in the audience (who, by the way, were probably trained classical musicians like myself, because Aspen is a place where mostly trained musicians study during the summer), I couldn't understand what on earth Glass what up to. In retrospect, I must say that Glass and other minimalsts who are less well known have changed the music scene forever. Minimalist forms have finally overturned atonal serial music, although serial music is still around. 

Like minimalist forms of art and music, the grotesque writings of François Rabelais (1459-1553) may also be read queerly as radically challenging the status quo. Rabelais lived during the early years of the Protestant Reformation. Rabelais' novels Pantagruel (1532) and Gargantua (1534) caused a terrific scandal. The Paris Faculty of Theology condemned his writings and as Michel Jeannert (1995) points out, Rabelais spent most of his life in hiding. Many in the church found Rabelais distasteful if not blasphemous. Even a postmodern reader, such as myself, may find Pantagruel shocking. Rabelais mixes humor with seriousness, high theology with grotesqueness. Pantagruel and Gargantua are epic in proportion and weighty in wit. To say the least, scholars seem baffled by these strange works.

There seem to be two general schools of thought concerning Rabelais' work. One camp suggests that Rabelais' writings simply mirror the thoughts of Erasmus and the Christian humanists (Coleman, 1971; Duval, 1991; Frame, 1977b; Screech, 1979). Erasmus and the Christian humanists were generally critical of the Roman Church because of its ever-growing corruption. Like other reformers, the Christian humanists wanted a less pompous, less arrogant church. Thus, scholars who defend Rabelais' piety in spite of his criticism of the church tend to align him with the Christian humanists. I would say that this interpretation is rather blind and perhaps reflects the piety of the scholars who interpret Rabelais rather than Rabelais himself.

Other scholars, taking a more radical position, suggest that Rabelais was completely irreverent, completely irreligious, and wanted to overturn church authority altogether (Berrong, 1986; Febvre, 1982; Lefrank, cited in Duval, 1991; Morris, 1994). Bakhtin (1994), for example, contends that Rabelais meant, through his writings, to oppose completely the "official" medieval ecclesiastical culture. I would have to align myself with Bakhtin and this camp of scholars after reading Pantagruel. In fact, I call this interpretation of Rabelais a queer one because I think Rabelais (Frame, 1977a) digresses from the norm of official church doctrine and challenges, in a radical way through grotesque strategies, his culture. To illustrate my point, some highlights from Pantagruel are in order.

Generally speaking, Pantagruel mocks biblical stories. Pantagruel, the character, represents some sort of Adam or Christlike figure who must save his race from destruction. The story of Pantagruel begins when Cain slays Abel. The race born of this blood suffered "a terrible swelling of the body" (Rabelais, 1977, p. 138). Already, the reader is jolted by this reference to the biblical Cain and Abel with the slight twist of "swelling" bodies. Clearly, this is not the Genesis account. Some males "swelled in the member that is called nature's plowman, so that theirs was wonderfully long, big, stout, plump, verdant, and lusty in the good old style, so that they would use it as a belt, winding it five or six times around them" (p. 138). I can only imagine the faces of the Paris Faculty of Theology as they read this passage. However, the males who suffered this sort of swelling vanished. A second lineage of persons was born also of the blood of Cain and Abel and from this line Pantagruel was born. Pantagruel's was a race of giants.

Gargantua, Pantagruel's father, and Babedee, Pantagruel's mother, gave birth to a miraculous child. "And seeing in a spirit of prophecy that one day he would be the dominator of the thirsties . . . there issued from his belly sixty eight salt vendors . . . nine dromedaries laden with hams and smoked ox tongues" (p. 142). Pantagruel was "dominator of the thirsties" because he was born on the very day the earth broke out into a sweat and created the sea. Pantagruel means all (Panta) thirsty (Gruel). This description of creation is a radical digression from Genesis 1:1-2:4a where God, a transcendent and all-powerful being simply says "Let there be light . . . Let the waters under the sky be gathered together" and the sun and sea were born. The sweating earth, for Rabelais, does not need a creator God; it simply creates its own sea. The church would have seen this as blasphemy.

When Pantagruel grows up he visits the Library of Saint Victor where he browses through titles of "great" theological treatises: "The Donkey Prickery of the Abbots," "Tartaretus, Demudo Cacarel: Craparetus, or The Method of Shitting," ''The Rap-Trap of the Theologians,'' "The Handcuffs of Piety" (pp. 155-157). It becomes evident to me that by page 155 in the text, Rabelais doesn't merely criticize the church. These grotesque illustrations suggest that Rabelais attempts to overthrow so-called sacred dogma by throwing the dogma to the dogs.

One of the most shocking illustrations of Rabelais' utter contempt for Christianity in general is his parody of the resurrection of Lazarus (John 11:1-12:12). In chapter 30 of Pantagruel, a character named Panurge raises Epistemon, who apparently was decapitated, from the dead. Panurge "cleaned off the neck with good white wine, and sprinkled on it some quack dungpowder . . . he took fifteen or sixteen stiches . . . so that it [Epistemon's head] should not fall off again. . . . Epistemon began to breathe, then to open his eyes, then yawn, then sneeze, then let out a big household fart" (Rabelais, Frame, 1977a, p. 231). Clearly, this scene mocks the sacredness of Lazarus's resurrection. A farting Lazarus is simply not part of John's gospel.

Rabelais seems to be stuck on lower bodily functions and may be mocking the high christology of the church; Rabelais may be mocking the transcendent nature of God, who seems so aloof that the earth can sweat out the sea by itself; Rabelais is certainly mocking the pretentiousness of theologians, as they need methods on everything including shitting.

I contend that both grotesque and minimalist art forms may spark queer readings and queer reactions. For me, Philip Glass, Mark Rothko, and François Rabelais engage in a digressive politic that challenges radically established norms, shifting fields of discourse.

Shifting fields of discourse should be a prime concern for curriculum theorists. Curriculum itself is a shifting domain whereby students, teachers, and texts react and act depending on what is being said or not said in the classroom. In fact, Pinar (Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman, 1995) points out that curriculum is "an extraordinary complicated conversation" (p. 848). And this complicated conversation is made up of a continual series of moments shifting from epiphanal to dull, from exciting to boring. In the dull and boring moments of classroom life, shifting fields of discourse becomes necessary: the familiar must become strange, queer. These strange moments, as Dennis Sumara (1996) reminds us, depend on the complex relationships among teachers, students, and texts. These relationships must be queered, must be made strange.

Like Sumara, James Macdonald (1995) contends that "the moral question of how to relate to others or how to best live together is clearly a critical part of curriculum" (p. 137). I would like to illustrate two possible ways of living together in the classroom. Both ways are initiated by the curriculum worker. First, enter the antiqueer curriculum worker. The antiqueer curriculum worker does not live queerly because she or he (a) does not digress from "normal" or "official" discourse; (b) does not challenge the status quo by reading texts queerly (uncovering potentially radical politics), or by queering texts (pointing out silences or absences of marginalized peoples like the Hijras and adding them to the text); (c) separates gender, race, class, and politics from curriculum; (d) sees herself or himself as a dispenser of facts and students as receptors of knowledge; (e) views curriculum as a set of methods or procedures. This antiqueer curriculum worker may produce students not unlike Pink Floyd's students in The Wall, whereby students are pushed through a meat grinder (the schoolhouse) only to become worms (fascists).

Unlike the antiqueer curriculum worker, the queer curriculum worker lives queerly because she or he (a) digresses from mainstream "official" discourse; (b) challenges the status quo by queerly reading texts (uncovering potentially radical politics), or queering texts (points out silences or absences of marginalized groups like the Hijras and adds them to the text); (c) understands that curriculum is gendered, political, historical, racial, classed, and aesthetic; (d) sees herself or himself as a co-learner with students. This queer curriculum worker may produce students not unlike the proteges of the Bauhaus Movement in pre-World War II Germany who exploded, so to speak, the art world by radically digressing from previously accepted genres. And as Ron Padgham has pointed out, the Reconceptualist Movement forefronted by William Pinar similarly exploded the field of education by radically altering the ways educators think about curriculum (Pinar et al., 1995).

The queer curriculum worker, if anything, might trouble curriculum, troubling the very relationships of the day-to-day lived experience of school life. A queer project unrests curriculum. Curriculum as a queer text makes strange gender, politics, identities, and aesthetics. Imagine unresting the curriculum. Curriculum as a queer text turns the everyday of school life inside out, upside down, backwards. Isn't it strange that most of us do not choose to sit home and rest like Gertrude Stein's Ida. But even in her resting, she was unresting the notion of resting as we might unrest the curriculum.

Once in a great while Ida got up suddenly. When she did well it was sudden, and when she went away not far away but she left. That happened once in a way. She was sitting just sitting, they said if you look out of the window you see the sun. Oh yes said Ida and they said, do you like sunshine or rain and Ida said she liked it best. She was sitting of course and she was resting and she liked it best. (Stein, 1972, p. 142)
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