
"xn0TTImG 1 TOGBTEER": 
CULTURAL PRODUCTIOLO ACROSS DIFPBREISCE 

Janice Eladki 

A thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Department of Curriculum, Teaching and Learning 
Ontario Institute for Studier in Bducation of the 

University of Toronto 

@ Copyright by Janice Hladki 2000 



National Library 1*1 of Canada 
Bibliothéque nationale 
du Canada 

Acquisitions and Acquisitions et 
Bibliogfaphic Services services bibliographiques 
395 Wellington Street 395. rue W d l i i  
Ottawa ON K 1 A ON4 OlÉewaON K I A W  
Canada canada 

The author has granted a non- 
exclusive Licence dowing the 
National Library of Canada to 
reproduce, loan, distribute or sell 
copies of this thesis in rnicrofonn, 
paper or electronic formats. 

The author retains ownership of the 
copyright in this thesis. Neither the 
thesis nor substantial extracts fkom it 
may be printed or otherwise 
reproduced without the author's 
permission. 

L'auteur a accordé une licence non 
exclusive permettant à la 
Bibliothèque nationale du Canada de 
reproduire, prêter, distribuer ou 
vendre des copies de cette thèse sous 
la forme de microfiche/film, de 
reproduction sur papier ou sur format 
électronique. 

L'auteur consewe la propriété du 
droit d'auteur qui protège cette thèse. 
Ni la thèse ni des extraits substantiels 
de celle-ci ne doivent être imprimés 
ou autrement reproduits sans son 
autorisation. 



knotting it together, as something different (to 

collaborate) in a body (of work), seductive, and 

resistant. currents at play. combatting old habits, 

shifting ground w h e r e  w e  m e e t .  

-Daphne Marlatt & Betsy Warland 
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Abstract 

This thesis draws its inspiration from my history as a 

feminist cultural worker who has been engaged in collaborative 

ventures in the arts. In that work and in this thesis, 1 raise 

questions about collaboration and difference as spheres of 

struggle. 1 want to trouble notions of, and desires for, 

harmony as the goal and outcome of collaboration across 

difference. 

1 argue for a consideration of how cultural production 

acxoss difference is negotiated through contradictory, 

uncertain, and disputatious social relations. Difference is 

investigated as a matter of gendered and racialized discursive 

practices which shape how relations are sustained and 

constrained and which organize advantages and disadvantages for 

differently positioned subjects. 

1 foreground the salience of race for understanding how 

difference shapes the possibilities, contestations, and 

unassimilabilities of collaborative cultural production. 1 also 

propose that collaboration across difference may be understood 

through practices of friendship which may make the risks and 

tensions of negotiating difference possible and worthwhile 

while simultaneously underlining fragile and fractious 



boundaries and the potentiality for ~ p t u r e d  relations. 

This investigation is explored through a feminist 

poststructuralist analysis of in-depth individual and group 

interviews with three women of one collaboration focussing on 

film production and with two women of another collaboration 

focussing on theatre production. The participants in this study 

produce critical, publicly recognized cultural work concerned 

with issues of representation. In their interview narratives, 

the women examine the possibilities, pleasures, boundaries, and 

limits of their collaborative relations, 

With the recognition that my research becomes an instance 

of collaboration across difference, 1 work with the 

complications of the practice of doing research. 1 surface the 

entanglements of the social relations of the research process, 

including rny relational investments in the research 

participants. I àraw from feminist and educational 

methodological theorizations to examine and embed ethical 

issues of responsibility in qualitative research and to 

problematize the social and power relations which accompany the 

knowledge-making practices of the research. The writing is 

produced as an engagement with the ethical and political 

dilemmas of representational and analytical practices and with 

the implications of developing narrative strategies for 

composing a research text, 
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Chapter One 

men~n~iations, 'touchesfn' 

messinq 

1 recall a moment in a Ruth Rende11 mystery where the 

moth-eaten blankets in a woman's basement are described as a 

"f locculent mess". F l o c c u l e n t ,  a new word for me, turns out 

to refer to an assemblage of tufts and filaments. Yes, this 

idea of a " f locculent mess" might work for me as a metaphor for 

collaborative cultural production across difference. 

Flocculent mess of t h e  social relations of 

cultural production. Through the practices of cultural 

workers/artists, these collaborative relations 

-- knotted, intertwined, entangled, unravelled, 
crisscrossed, frayed, and meshed -- 

are not the quality of smoothed, untroubled cloth. Rather, they 

have the texture of Rendellrs moth-eaten blankets: holes for 

ongoing reworkings, spaces for unresolved conf licts , gapS 

for rnisconmiunications and collisions, ragged edges for 

troubled boundaries , ruptures for interrogations and 

incommensurabiïity, discontinuities for reimaginings . Where 

"flocculent~' suggests the quixotic and surprising coils, knots, 

loops, twists and windings of cultural production across 

difference. 

' Roland Barthes. Cited in Probyn, 1993a, p. 4. 



braidinq 

For many years in Toronto, 1 have produced feminist work 

as a writer, choreographer, and performer in theatre, 

performance art, video, and film. Much of this work was jointly 

conceived and developed with other women. My recollections of 

the collaborative projects are ftamed in pleasures and 

difficulties, upsets and exhilarations. 1 recall a great deal 

of t h e  spent on ideas and on practicalities of production with 

little energy available for addressing the complex social 

relations of cultural production. There was so much struggle 

and so little attention to the hows and whys of struggle and 

conflict in practices. And this was often where 1 would long to 

go. To ask: How are we doing this? What is at stake for 

you/me/us in our practices? Why/how are we struggling? What 

does collaborative artwork mean to you? H o w  are social 

difierences operative in what feels possible and impossible in 

our work together? 

When 1 began to think about this research, 1 decided to 

engage it as an opportunity to begin an exploration of 

collaborative cultural production. Literature about artwork, 

with which I was familias, focussed on texts, art histories, 

art biographies, descriptions of methods, and cultural theory 

rather than an examination of everyday processes and practices. 

Focussing on the Canadian context, 1 did discover, hawever, 

Linda Griffiths's and Maria Campbell's The Book of Jessica: A 

Theatrical Transformation (1989) which peels apart the tensions 

between a Métis woman and a white woman as they collaborate on 



t h e  play, Jessica. This book: a open wound. Unresolvable hurts, 

angers, fears. Almost too raw? Yet 1 was drawn to the ways in 

which conflict and struggle were made visible and to the 

problematization of social relations in cultural production. 

Kiss & Tell's "Doing it Together: Lesbians Collaborate" (1994), 

also intrigued me with its examination of art discourses, 

poweddifference, and the limits of collaborative relations. 

Nevertheless, in various feminist and arts communities in 

which 1 was involved, collaboration and difference seemed to be 

engaged through goals of harmony, unity, and heterogeneity. 

Then, as now, there is little research about social and power 

relations in contemporary Canadian cultural production, 

particularly in terms of Toronto-based cultural workers or 

educators whose art practices mobilize for social change and 

f o r  educating audiences around critical and political questions 

of representation. Inspired by my own history as a cultural 

worker/educator and by my commitments to local and feminist 

cultural production, 1 embarked on this research project. 

1 turned to literatures about collaborative research and 

about social differences for what they might offer in tems of 

r a i s i n g  questions about collaboration and difference as spheres 

of struggle. With the literature about fofins of collaborative 

research, such as critical action research, feminist 

collaborative research, participatory research, and empowerment 

and emancipatory research, 1 often came up empty-handed. These 

approaches tend to underline purposes of unity and harmony 

(Brown & Tandon, 1983; Park, 1993; Reinharz, 1992), regulations 

for dismantling the hierarchies of researcher/participant 



relations (Brawn & Tandon, 1983; B, Hall, 1993; Maguire, 1987; 

Park, 1993; Patai, 1991; Reinharz, 1992), empwerment of the 

"oppresseci" (Anderson, 1989; Comstock C Fox, 1993; Gaventa, 

1993; B. Hall, 1993; Horton, 1993; Jipson et al., 1995; Lather, 

1991; Maguire, 1987), and searches for an ideal of 

collaborative research ( C a r r  & K e m m i s ,  1986; Johnston, 1990; 

Lancy, 1993; McKernan, 1991). Some studies utilize Foucauldian 

theories of power and helpfully problematize power relations in 

collaboration (Lecompte 6 McLaughlin, 1994; Miller, 1992; Paley 

& Jipson, 2000; Ristock & Pennell, 1996), but, on the whole, 1 

found that the collaborative research literature gives little 

attention to issues of difference in collaborative relations, 

Many approaches embed a normalizing discourse of hamony and 

homogeneity. That union, harmony, order, peace, rapport, 

cooperation, conciliation, and conflict resolution are morally 

and politically preferable to friction, flocculence, discord, 

dis-order, contention, and entanglement, is an idea embedded in 

liberal and Enlightenment constructs. 1 would like to generate 

different narratives for understanding and theorizing 

collaborative relations, practices, and research approaches. 

When 1 began reading "difference" theories, 1 focussed on 

feminist, poststructural, anti-racist, postcolonial, and 

cultural studies literature, Some texts emphasize the dilemma 

of difference (Di Stefano, 1990; Scott, 1988), the politics of 

difference (Giroux, 1992; West, 1990), relations of difference 

(Brah, 1992; Brown, 1992; Fanon, 1967; Scott, 1992), the 

multiplication of difference (Gatens, 1992; Hewitt, 1992), or 

the ethics of difference (Oliver, 1993). 1 was interested in a 



history of feminist theory, written predominantly by women of 

colour, about the erasure of race2 and in some studies that 

underline the importance of analyzing whiteness as a racial 

categosym31n my teaching and my research, 1 began to focus on 

what 1 called the "imbricationn of difference or an 

"integrative feminist perspective" to invoke an understanding 

of difference operating as the layered across-ness of gender, 

race, class, sexuality, age, disability, and ethnicity. 1 

emphasized the idea of identity categories and community 

boundaries as negotiated sites of power relations: differences 

mediating in cornplex, contradictory, and contingent ways 

depending on social and historical contexts. 

Knottinq it Toqether is written with the intention of 

disturbing notions of, and desires for, harmony as the goal and 

outcome of collaboration across difference. This study is 

explored through a feminist poststructuralist analysis of 

individual and group interviews with women in two different 

collaborations. In deciding to talk to women in collaborative 

ventures, I seek to learn something about the meçsy practices 

and conditions of cultural production across difference by 

thinking about how possibilities and impossibilities are 

explored and explained and how contradictory and contested 

social relations are engaged. Working with the interview 

narratives, my attention turned to specific moments and 

This literature is extensive. See, for example, Anzaldiïa 
(1990); Brandt (1984); hooks (1990); Lorde (1984); Mohanty, 
Russo, & Torres (1991); Moraga (1983); Moraga & Anzalàfia 
(1983); Reagon (1983); Trinh (1989). 

' See for example, Brown (1992); Carty (1991); Fine, Weis, 
Powell, & Wong (1997); Frankenberg (1993); Spelman (1988); 
Thompson, 1997; Ware (1992); West (1990); Wray & Newitz (1997); 
Young ( 1990 ) . 



conversations through which 1 could investigate how 

collaborations are sustained and/or made difficult as a matter 

of practices. The "fractured patterns of social relations" 

(Anderson, 1996, p. 1999) are an underexplored aspect of 

cultural production, 

As 1 worked with the interview narratives, 1 focussed more 

directly on haw cultural production is produced in ways that 

constitute pawer/difference particularly as organized around 

race and on how race permeates social practices. I thought 

about how tensions and conflicts are shaped in gendered and 

racialized relations, I became aware of the salience of race in 

tems of my conceptual and interpretive perspectives and 

investments and that this emphasis was mirrored in the 

participants' narratives, Race has been, and continues to be, a 

significant discourse which shapes practices in political and 

activist arts communities in Toronto, with those communities 

including my association and that of the research participants. 

1 found that the reflections of Indigenous participants, 

Monique Mojica and Shelley Niro, became particularly central 

for complicating my understandings of, and for challenging my 

assumptions about, poweddifference and collaborating across 

difference. Persona1 conmiunications with the women in this 

study, as well as the interview narratives, helped me to 

interrogate my attachments to conceptual frames and theoretical 

positions by thinking about particular contexts and grounded 

situations, 

Through my work with the research participants, this study 

also marks an occasion of collaboration across difference, 



particularly in terms of racial difference. I negotiate the 

flocculent mess of research as 1 struggle with research 

relations and practices and with making that struggle visible 

in the text. When 1 began this project, 1 did not anticipate 

the importance of this intersecting dimension for the writing 

itself: a preoccupation with research relations and 

negotiations. A focus on the intricacy of the social relations 

of research became significant as the project progressed. This 

focus includes, for example, a surfacing of my relational 

investments in participants 1 know and respect and of the 

complexities of representational practices for a white woman 

writing about "others." 

The àesire to uncover tensions in women's collaborative 

practices is complicated by the participants8 investments in 

each other and by my investments in the participants, 1 did not 

anticipate living with/working with these entanglements. 

However, an attention to complications such as friendship and 

connection is useful for making apparent the rarely named or 

examined contentious boundaries in the social relations of 

collaborative work - in cultural production forms of both art 
and educational research - and for thinking about the speakable 
and unspeakable domain of those boundaries. A discussion of the 

risks, stakes, and investments of relations in research is also 

a productive direction for developing layered understandings 

about the underexplored affective, uncertain, and contradictory 

terrain of ethical research practices . 
A consideration of the difficulties and complications of 

authorship, representation, and interpretation, in my work as a 



research writer, also developed into a central feature of this 

text .  Follawing from my investments in working with and 

attempting to disrupt arts/academic boundaries and in engaging 

the textual implications of representational practices, 1 write 

multiple textual foms as a problematization of these  issues. 

A consideration of the simultaneous possibilities and 

impossibilities of practices in working across differences in 

collaborative relations is important for thinking about how to 

live with difference at a sociohistoric moment when the 

tensions of social differences provoke daunting questions about 

how to "live with the apparently impossible simultaneity of 

incommensurable rsalitiesw (Ang, 1997, p. 62). According to 

some theorists (Bernstein, 1992; Felski, 1997b), the idea of 

incommensurability is used in different ways. There are 

emphases on miscormnunication arising from the boundaries, 

disaffiliations, and incomprehensibilities of different 

knowledges (Ang, 1997), as well as perspectives which underline 

incompatible discursive regimes and repertoires of meaning 

(Ang, 1997; Felski, 1997b; Lyotard, 1984). The latter 

understanding is useful for this project in term of thinking 

about how, in collaborative work, incompatible conceptual 

frameworks or a lack of a basis for resolve provoke the 

unresolve of conflict. Then, rather than paralysis, what 

negotiations - perhaps uncertain and partial - might be 
possible under these conditions? A consideration of 

incommensurability also points to how discursive frames overlap 

and fa11 away and to what happens when limits of affiliation 

occur. Dominant discourses tend to underline contention as a 



site of insurmountable impasse or as required resolution, with 

the latter being the goal. But what might it mean to work with 

contention differently by thinking about the limits of 

communication and affiliation not as eithedor territories of 

success/failure, virtue/guilt, determinatiodfear but as 

openings for challenging beliefs, values, and assumptions? When 

differently positioned subjects cannot achieve comonality or 

complete understanding, there is still the possibility for 

negotiations around partial, incomplete, and/or temporary 

understandings. This research does not provide prescriptions or 

mandates for such reconfigurations, but it does attempt to 

think differently about how to live and work with contention 

and conf lict, 

the struggle for mine and the relaxing into, moving 
with each other into, something more than mine. that 
intoxicatinq doubling of anticipation and revelation. ' 

Ta varying degrees and depending on contexts and 

conditions, al1 forms of art production involve the efforts of 

more than one individual. However, some forms of art 

production, particularly those of the performing arts, N g h t  be 

perceived as more "naturally" inclined to collaborative labour 

and process. In order for a play to be staged, for example, 

perf ormers, directors, stage managers, designers and writers 

must work together to sëe a text realized in production. 

' Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 158. 



Other forms of artistic work, such as literature and the 

visual arts, are often stereotypically positioned as 

individualized production: the poet in the garret, the painter 

in the studio- Yet: writers, for example, work with editors and 

publishers Yet : textile artists , for example, can work with 
any number of contributors including stitchers, framers and 

curators, Furthemore, foms of art production depend upon 

wider social relations of labour not defined as "artistic, " 

such as the making and marketing of art supplies, products, and 

technologies. Expressions about tendencies toward collaborative 

or individualized production within arts foms are misleading, 

They are framed within liberal emphases on individual labour 

and reward, creativity, and the marketing of art stars, and 

they are situated in competing and converging myths about arts 

practices and processes .' 
Eurocentric aesthetic traditions of individuality, 

originality, and mastery tend to structure normalizing and 

regulating dichotomies such as sacred/secular, high art/low 

art, and aesthetic/functional. Much of the cultural work of a 

range of Indigenous peoples, for example, challenges these 

oppositions and underlines coxmnunality and cultural 

Peggy Phelan (1993a) adds a different slant to thinking 
about how relations of power determine receptions to dif f erent 
forais of art production and how they influence the market value 
of the art product. She remarks on "the unequal economy of 
power-knuwledge in which performers and writers find 
themselves . For the writer ' s work can be reproduced, 
circulated, given a kind of (temporary) permanence that 
performance art itself lacks . Enf olded within an economy of 
power-knowledge, in which value is accorded to things that last 
and things that don't are routinely trashed, writers can and do 
have a large impact on the reception of performance artists' 
workw (p .  23). 



responsibility." (Ahh. Here, at an opening, an enunciation or 

touch, do 1 begin to construct individual/collaborative and 

Eurocentric/Indigenous dichotomies which obscure a more complex 

range of collaborative cultural production in various forms, in 

various contexts? Do 1 search for explanation/definition when 1 

wish to knot complication? ) 

For the purposes of this research, 1 understand 

collaboration as a process of jointly producing a cultural 

work, such as an image, written text, or performance, with 

artists working in exchange/interchange, 

connection/disconnection, rupture/rapture. 1 am underlining 

cultural production through social relations: the production of 

a text developed through exchange and negotiation in decis ion- 

making and in ongoing interconnected relationships, 

the relief, d e l i g h t  of i b e i n g  only par t  of (i) t all. 

... 'collaborare, corn-, together + laborare, to work.  ' ' 

The idea of the individual art star and the notion of the 

art object springing from genius are deeply ingrained in 

European and North American arts practices, institutions and 

funding agencies.' I wonder if/haw collaboration might resist 

Anzaldiia, 1988; Brant & Laronde, 1996; Cahan & Kocur, 
1996. 

' Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 166 
"ne McClintock (1995) points out that a liberal and 

modernist aesthetic emphasizes works of art as reflecting 
universal and timeless truths and as produced in non- 
collaborative labour. These works are "the gifts of individual 
genius and exemplify a unity of visionw (p.  303). 



these entrenched structures. Can an investigation of 

collaborative cultural practices provide ways +O e x a i l l e  

contradictory, uncertain, and uflocculentw social 

relations? The everyday messiness of p e r .  The myth of the 

art object created by the individual artist's inspiration and 

genius might also be questioned through a recognition of the 

labour, communication and negotiation required by 

collaborative practices, and through a research approach which 

embeds frictions and tensions . 
In this project, then, I h o p  to uncover the conditions of 

impossibility/possibility, disturbance/arrangement in the 

social relations of cultural production. 

Collaboration does not erase competition or divergent 

interests. D o e s  it signal, hwever, an engagement (welcomed? 

resisted? accomodated? protested? -- al1 of these?) with the 
(inevitable) wtestlings of joint production; the 

possibilities and limits of cooperation, 

dialogue, and exchange; the delights in 

connection and the disappointments and 

disturbances of disconnection. 

? DOUBLE THE TROUBLE/DOUBLE THE FUI ? 

p o t e n t i a l :  
pleasure 

satisfaction 
conf lict 

frustration 



puzz lement 

rupture 

exhilaration 

disappointment 

strain 

constraints of 

time, funding, life crises and comitments. 

complications of 

intersubjectivity, 

conflicting desires- 

complexities of 

talking, negotiating, organizing, scheduling, 

determining modes of labour- 

(wrenching? disturbing? fraught?) 
YET 
(energizing? exciting? sensuous?) 

WRAPPIHG 

collaboration as 
stress/bliss 



"a nice collaborative tension"' 

S IMULTANEOUSLY 
bothland 

i n f l u e n c e  & counterinfluence 

connect & disconnect 

Reflecting back on collaborative arts projects in which 1 

have engaged, 1 discover that it has been easier for me to 

acknowledge the "blissw and erase the "stress." Do difficulties 

and conflicts become private knowledge, while pleasures become 

a public representation? Positioning collaboration as 

necessarily smooth and untroubled erases its 

multiplicity 

and complet tichness : 

the nets, webs, knots, tangles, twinings. 

How "weW collaborate depends on who "1" uamw/who "you" 

"are." When individuals engage in tasks of communication and 

creative interconnection, their subject locations - which are 
constituted in relations of difference such as gender, race, 

ethnicity, sexuality, ability, and age - impact on the process. 
Collaboration as intersubjectivity, as these differences in 

Bhabha, 1990, p. 4 .  



relation. Edges of the self. Self/Other. 

The cultural workers who participate in t h i s  study labour, 

or have laboured, to jointly produce texts in a self-identified 

process/practice of collaboration. 

Monique Mojica / Djanet Sears / Kate Lushington 

Shelley Niro / Anna Gronau 

They take up understandings of ucollaborationw and udifference" 

in a range of ways. Flocculent ways? 

connections : ( w e )  : breathtaking, when thought leaps the 
gap 

between two idiosyncratic f i e l d s  of association two 
lives 

have accumulated in t h e i r  separate dialects, diverse 
cultural 

o r i g i n s ,  private value systems, unconscious dream 
hordes. lo  

As complements, as traces on the other. as transformations. as 

interruptions. 

concatenated: labouring together; linked in desire to 
produce t h e  tex t  

first there is not we but i + i. starting off on 
different sides l 1  

'O Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 165 
" Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 165. 



Years of collaborative practice in the arts have led me to 

believe that collisions in collaboration can be a source of 

reward and strength. Neither simple nor straightf orward. 

Unpredictable, surprising, intense. Issues of control, power, 

recognition, authority, cornpetition, cooperation. What is 

sharedhnshared. What is spoken/unspoken/unspeakable . What is 
implied/alluded to/suggested/submerged/undeveloped. The 

imbricated possibilities, contestations, and contingencies of 

collaboration are its zestr  its f izz, its oomph. 

knotting it t o g e t h e r ,  as something different (to 
collaborate) 

in a body (of w o r k ) ,  seductive, and resistant. currents 
at play. 

combatting old habits, s h i f t i n g  ground where w e  meet 

each the other to each in o u r  reach t o g e t h e r .  '' 

collaboration: "al1 the signs of narrative but n o t  a 
f inished story''l3 

l 2  Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 169 . 
l 3  In a commentary after the screening of the film, A Tale of 
Love by Trinh Minh-ha and Jean-Paul Bourdier, at the 
Toronto Film Festival (1995), Trinh describes t h e  film in 
this way. 



movinq 

The movement of wri t ing  resembles tha t  of a s h u t t l e  
on a loam: repeatedly it approaches and withdraws, 
c l o s e s  i n  and takes its distance.  Unlike a s h u t t l e ,  
however, it is not fixed ta a s t a t i c  frame. As the 
movement of writ ing repeats itself, its intimacy w i t h  
the experience increases. Final ly ,  i f  one is fortunate 
meaning is the f mit of intimacy. l' 

l4 John Berger. Cited i n  Papastergiadis, 1992, p. 93. 



troubl i n q  

Currently, one of the key educational, social, and 

political problematics is how to understand relations of power 

and "dif ference" (Ang, 1997; Brah, 1992; Felski, 1997a, 1997b; 

Flax, 1993; Giroux, 1992; Trinh, 1991; West, 1990) and how to 

work with or across diiferences of identity and power in 

educational sites (Ellsworth, 1989; Razack, 1993) A focus on 

the issues concerning "the conflict, sesolution or recognition 

of difierences" ( P l a x ,  1993, p, 111) is at the heart of 

contemporary calls for a Upolitics of difference" (Giroux, 

1992; McLaren, 1994; Rattansi, 1992) as a strategy in the 

struggle for educational and social change. Stuart Hall (1991) 

illuminates this socio-political urgency as the: 

notion of a politics which, as it were, increasingly 
is able to address people through the multiple 
identities which they have - understanding that those  
identities do not remain the same, that they are 
frequently contradictosy, that they cross-cut one 
another, that they tend to locate us differently at 
different moments, conducting politics in the light 
of the contingent, in the face of the contingent. (p. 59) 

Working with these issues requires complex understandings of 

identity difierences and subjectivities as incommensurate and 

discordant spheres located within, and constituted through, 

social relations of power. 

Another current emphasis in educational sites is 

collaboration. This is reflected in the proliferation of calls 

for collaboration: university job postings often list 

collaboration skills under candidate requirements; conference 

calls request collaborative activities and presentations; the 



Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada is 

encouraging "more collaborationw among researchers (Ford, 1994, 

p. 14) ; and in a recent University of Toronto white papes, 

changes to one college's mandate include 'stimulating and 

promoting new collaborative approachesm (Soto, 1994, p.2). 

Furthemore, collaboration is the focus of a number of 

education texts and studies (see, for example: Connelly & 

Clandinin, 1988; Jordan, 1994; Kilbourn, 1990; Miller, 1990; 

1992; West 6 Cannon, 1988). Collaborative research and 

activities are advocated by authors situated in diverse sites 

of inqui ry  (see, for example: m i n  & Fox, 1994; Lather, 1991; 

Maguire, 1987; Reinharz, 1992; Tom et al, 1994). Collaboration 

- often "morew or "truc" collaboration - for the facilitation 
of "empowerment" and transfomative and emancipatory social 

relations is advocated in a number of texts (Lather, 1991; 

Maguire, 1993; Mercier c Murphy, 1991; Ristock C Pennell, 1996; 

Robinson, 1992). Some studies suggest that "more democratic and 

collaborative pedagogies" (Rattansi, 1992, p. 33) might offer 

complex understandings of racism and anti-racist education 

(Rattansi, 1992; Troyna & Carrington, 1990). 

My research interests are located at the intersection of 

these tensions around "differenceW and "collaborationm" Through 

interviews with collaborating cultural workers whose ventures 

off es socio-political critiques, 1 explore how conf licts , 
stresses, and ruptures are rernembered and narrated by the 

participants and how they attribute meaning to those tensions. 

How are cultural workers' understandings of the boundaries and 

limits of their projects formed by, embedded in, and reflective 



of particulas discourses which they have available to tham?" 1 

also ask: what specific practices of collaboration might 

simultaneously, as forms/modes disable and enable 

transformative cultural/educational work? What are the 

conditions, discursive and material, in which working 

collaboratively across difference is made possible/impossible? 

1 consider collaborations to be sites "in which, as Foucault 

reminds us, power and resistance both reveal themselves in 

transfomed and ever more subtle arrangementsw (McLeod, 1992, 

p. 537). They may be sites, too, where conflict can be made 

"more visiblew and "more essential than mere confrontations of 

interests" (Foucault, 1990, p. 156) such that reconfigurations 

of power emerge and "transformation becomes both very urgent, 

very difficult, and quite possible" (Foucault, 1990, p. 155). 

Janice Radway (1992) suggests that finding "ways to identify 

conf lict, to highlight it, to discuss it, to enact itw is 

crucial for "the pedagogical agenda f acing cultural studies" 

The production and formation of my interrogations are 

themselves framed in relations of power. AS a white, educated 

wornan, 1 have the resources and entitlements to engage in this 

study that others do not, and how 1 construct the issues of 

this research is reflective of my entitlements and subject 

positions. Janet Miller (1992) ponders it in this way: 

How are the attempts to address issues of power and 

'S Jane Flax (1990) suggests that "al1 discursive formations 
simultaneously enable us to do certain things and confine us 
within a necessarily delimited systemw (p. 206). 1 think of 
discourses as socio-historic forms of knowledge production that 
produce, and are produced by, daily practices and relations. 
Flax (1990) describes a discourse as "a system of possibilities 
for knowledge" (p. 205). 



authority in qualitative discourses still the province 
axld privilege of those of us who can pause, in our 
writing and discursive practices, long enough to 
consider the difficulties and possibilities inherent 
in such attempts? (p. 171) 

While 1 occupy positions of advantage in t e m s  of engaging in 

this research and in enjoying the benefits that may follow from 

it, 1 simultaneously struggle with the ef fects of less 

advantageous positions. The matetial consequences of graduate 

student l i fe  and unstable part-the work, following from years 

of feminist art production, produce a precarious economic 

position and render thesis research and graduate education 

sites of heavy debt load. As a woman with a working-class 

background and who is the first generation of my family to 

engage in pst-secondary education, 1 occupy a position of 

ongoing tension in relation to academic knowledge production 

(Tokarczyk 6 Fay, 1993). The development of a physical 

disability and its effects on my writing practices also 

complicate the privileges of engaging in writing and in taking 

up, as Janet Miller (1992) notes, issues of pawer and authority 

in discourses of qualitative inquiry. 1 raise these 

complications not to establish a measure or comparison of 

particular conditions, but in order to make visible my ongoing, 

entangled positioning in relations of power in this research. 

In terms of the participants of this study with whom 1 am 

engaged in shifting relations of power, 1 situate them as 

educators or cultural workers. They are artists who jointly 

produce, or have produced, texts in film and theatre. I n  a one- 

t h e  o n l y  collaboration and through 1991 and 1992, Shelley Niro 

and Anna Gronau wrote, produced, and directed the film, It 



Starts With a Whisper. Shelley Niro describes herself as a 

visual artist, filmmaker, and videographer whose nation is Bay 

of Quinte, Mohawk, S i x  Nations .16 Anna Gronau situates herself 

as a white, English Canadian f ilmmaker , teacher , writer , and 
editor. In 1993, Djanet Sears, Kate Lushington, and Monique 

Mojica CO-authored and produced a theatre work, Onions, 

Strawberries, and Corn, and continue, sporadically, to 

collaborate on the ongoing development of this particular 

script and performance. Djanet Sears self-identifies as an 

African Canadian playwright, actor, and director. Monique 

Mojica names herself Kuna and Rappahannock, adopted in the Bear 

clan, Cayuga nation, of the Hodenosaunee Confederacy, and as an 

actor and playwright. Kate Lushington positions herself as a 

white Jewish woman who writes and directs in film and theatre. 

1 understand the cultural work of these artists as 

addressing a politics of representation and relations of 

difference. That is, their cultural productions have a critical 

and sociopolitical engagement in that they are concerned with 

questions of social and representational justice and 

contestation with respect to how some people are positioned in 

relationship to others. Their work agitates for social change; 

for rethinking identity; for reconceptualizing art products, 

practices, and sites; for interrogating what counts as 

community and who fits; for challenging oppressive social 

structures; for critiquing issues of representation; and/or for 

educating around cultural conflicts . Although 1 want to be 
careful about positioning these  cultural workers as engaging 

'"Te descriptors of the participants are drawn from profile 
materials provided to me and/or from what was noted in persona1 
communications. 



the same practices and intents, 1 would, nevertheless, suggest 

that "they question dominant cultural representations, and are 

concerned with the configurations of merm (Pelshin, 1995, pp. 

2 5 - 2 6 ) ,  When 1 refer to the research participants as artists 

and educators, 1 am understanding arts practices as 

educational; as modes of theorizing and as forms of cultural 

critique to educate around issues, raise questions, and 

mobilize for social change. These cultural workers perceive 

their collaborative ventures as moments of social activism, and 

1, toa, view their work in this way.  

Concomitant with the examination of the messiness and 

difficulties of collaboration, 1 want to sustain a recognition 

of pleasures, desires, and investments. My impulse is to 

interrogate assumptions about, and attachments to, 

collaboration while acknawledging their complex and ongoing 

embeddedness, "This means not to undo our ties to others but 

rather to disentangle them; to make of them not shackles but 

circuits of recognitionw (Benjamin, 1988, p. 221). 

An attention to contingent and ambivalent layers of 

purpose and investment is important because 1 want neither to 

set up false binaries such as "collaboration as harmony" or 

"collaboration as conflict" nor dismiss individuals' possible 

investments in working collaboratively through celebration, 

connection, intimacy, harmony, and reciprocity. 

simul tanei  ty of yeshaybeho: 

knottings 



1 h o p  that this research project might inform an analysis of 

the discursive formations that are in operation in 

understandings of collaborative cultural and educational 

ventures. 1 am suggesting an approach that explores multiple, 

contested, and contradictory subject positions and both 

acknowledges and problematizes investments and attachments. 

Permeatinq this research project is a political agenda: my 

investment in a reconceptualization/retheorization of 

collaboration through relations of difference and F e r  and a 

rethinking of difference within a framework of cultural 

collaboration. 1 understand this research as a feminist and 

pedagogical project: one that might inform the contested 

terrain of collaborative process and related issues of 

commonality, alliances, dialogue, and conflict in educational 

work; provide the possibility for understanding how 

subjectivities and intersubjectivities are constituted - in 
multiplicity, provisionality, and heterogeneity - in 
educational sites; and emphasize the importance of paying 

attention to historically specific pawer relations in 

particular collaborative cultural productions. 1 situate myself 

with those practitioners who "sec themselves not simply as 

scholars providing an account but as politically engaged 

participants" (Grossberg et al., 1992, p. 5 ) .  

Feminist, poststructuralist, cultural studies, and 

sociological perspectives inform my approach. These sites 

produce multiple, fluctuating, and contested theories that, 

within and across these  perspectives, do not necessarily cohere 

and adhere. Nevertheless, 1 group these approaches for two 



reasons. Birst, for the purposes of my thesis, my approach is 

situated within joint feminist, poststructural, cultural 

studies , sociological, and critical pedagogy interrogations 
about how differences are lived, regulated, accomodated, 

ignored, and resisted. This is a concern with "the 

understanding and consideration of the possibilities and 

limitations in lived social differences" (Giroux & Simon, 1989, 

p. 19). Second, the writings about identity, subjectivity, and 

difference with which 1 engage, intersect these fields of 

academic inquiry . 
As 1 write these links, 1 am troubled, on the one hand, by 

conflating a diverse range of theories and inquiries and 

suggesting that they "standw for certain positions, and on the 

other hand, 1 am also troubled by somehow positing discrete 

sites of theory/practice such that the complex interplay of 

frameworks, interrogations, and approaches are obscured. There 

are, of course, continuities and discontinuities in and across 

the perspectives 1 engage. Perhaps this one-hand-other-hand 

troubling is what Berger refers to in the quotation 1 noted: 

writing as the movement "of a shuttle on a loomw; the ongoing 

approach/wi thdrawal , 
c l o s i n g  i n / g e t t i n g  distant. 

Y o u  see these oppositions? 

( ~ r a w i n g  on my Anglo parents ' s t r u g g l e s  

t o  get the p e l v i s  

t o  l earn  

Latin dances,  

can I suggest t h e  tension of a rhumba?) 



How to move with/in theories without positioning them in 

"bundles or in organized totalitiesa (Butler, 1992, p. S ) ?  

Perhaps working with theories as sparks for exploring, asking, 

organizing. 

A further troubling occurs with my investments in some 

theories and the privileging of particular knowledges. As Kenn 

Honeychurch (1996) points out in his examination of the 

normalization of heterosexuality in social research and his 

advocation of a "queered position": 

The subjects, processes, and claims of research inquiry 
are considered, explained, and legitimated through 
selectively authorized epistemologies, methodologies, 
and texts that have embedded within them not only the 
intellectual ideas and assumptions, but also the values, 
of the culture in which they are produced. (pp. 339-340) 

What values influence my emphases and questions? My focus on 

conflictual social relations, for example, is produced within 

the context of emphases on conf licts in feminism and practising 

conf licts in feminisms in a number of edited collections (see 

for example, Butler & Scott, 1992; Gunew 6 Yeatman, 1993; 

Hirsch & Keller, 1990b; Malson, OfBarr, Westphal-Wihl, & Wyer, 

1989; Weisser & Fleischner, 1994)." These works address 

conflicts in theory and politics, critical response, alliance- 

building, affiliations, and women8s relations across 

differences. Hirsch and Keller (1990a) observe that race and 

class differences influence possibilities and constraints for 

practising conf lict such that white, middle-class women may 

find it difficult to practise "the art of conflict" (p. 379). 

" What is missing, for me, in these resources on feminist 
conflict are the gritty-marrav, messy, messed-up details of how 
conflict is lived, worked, resisted, embraced, and negotiated 
in specific relations of power and in particular arrangements 
at particular times. 



Perhaps, then, my investments in surfacing tension and rupture 

might be understood as situated in classed and raced desires to 

learn something about this "art." These investments are 

operating at a socio-historic moment when contestations about 

what and who constitutes "weW and about the limits of 

homogenizing discourses for transformative theories/politics 

are particularly keen. Ien Ang (1997) suggests that 

predicaments and questions of living/working "togethes," 

constructing communities, and mobilizing "different bodies and 

identities" are key concerns at the end of this century (p. 

57). These are, it seems to me, important problematizations in 

the unstable yet significant projects of feminist 

postmodernisms and poststructuralisms to which 1 have had 

influential access through my graduate work in education, 

feminist studies, and cultural studies. 

What perspectives might be useful to this project yet are 

uninvestigated or ignored? As Terry Threadgold (1997) points 

out about postst~cturalist approaches, it is important to stay 

alert to what/how theoretical frames constrain as well as open 

up. She also suggests that there may be theories forgotten, 

dismissed, and/or lost that might work alongside and in 

con junction with those that are engaged (p. 7 ) . Some 
perspectives and inquiries are also produced as "fashionable," 

"sexy, " au courant, and/or prof ound. Additionally , normalizing 
discursive regirnes are productive of the perspectives that 1 

can understand, articulate, reproduce, legitimate, contest, and 

s h i f t .  1 am aware that 1 am constantly engaging some positions 

and theories while erasinq, forgetting, and/or ignoring others. 



1 work withidagainst discursive frames currently available to 

me such that I might ask how discursive and material conditions 

determine the possibilities and impossibilities of theoretical 

approaches to which 1 have access. 1 negotiate theories through 

my shifting and provisional subject locations and through 

ideologies, experiences, wisdoms, foolishnesses, capacities, 

pleasures, prejudices, and privileges. 

1 would like to keep in mind the dangers of "colonizing 

habits of thought and implications on Westhon West parer 

hierarchies" (Kaplan, 1997, p. 150). In addition, 1 wonder how 

1 might question and open up my theoretical positions and 

alliances in ways that allow for an interrogation of 

assumptions and sedimentations and that generate 

retheorizations about difference with/in frames of cultural 

collaboration and about collaboration with/in frames of 

difference. 

I am 

writing i n  riding on 

a theoretical roller c o a s t e r :  gasp ing ,  l u r c h i n g ,  r e v e l l i n g  i n  

this problematization of interests and p r a c t i c e s  . 

However, with this contingency and these reservations in 

mind, 

and with this sigh e x p a n d i n g r  



[ breath 1 

1 turn to another move of clarification and definition. Before 

proceeding, and in order to offer some clarity about my 

approach, 1 w a n t  to suggest how 1 am negotiating the tenns" 

"difference," "feminist," and ucultural production." 

These are not the only terms of consequence in this 

thesis: Many will slide and jump in, move about, and then 

vanish never to be heard from again. Others will bother the 

writing throughout. Sorne will confuse, others clarify. Perhaps 

these are not the terms you would want me to problematize? You 

might ask how 1 corne to signal these particulas terms as 

significant. At any rate, 1 will begin here with the three 

mentioned above. Throughout the thesis, rny purpose is to work 

strategically with terms and categories, including 

"collaborati~n,~ for example. Rather than creating new 

terminology, 1 want to d r a w  from the insights of Gayatri Spivak 

(1976; 1990), who suggests keeping t e m s  alive as problems and 

who proposes "the strategy of using the only available language 

while not subscribing to its premises" (1976, p. xviii). In 

this regard, Judith Butler (1992) is also helpful. She argues 

for rendering difficult te- and categories as sites of 

"political contestw and "permanent openness and 

resignifiabilityw (p. 8, p. 16). For both theorists, this is a 

practice of deconstruction whereby the contingency, 

contestation, and rifting of categories is an approach for 

attempting to avoid the authorizing, universalizing, and 

' V h a n k s  to the members of a thesis group for a provocative 
discussion on how to work with terminology: Linda, Marnina, 
ûoreen, Tan, Katherine, Kari, and Nadia. 



normalizing of terms such as "woman," "feminism," and "the 

subject." Similarly, Stuart Hall (1992b) insists on the 

disarticulation and transcoding of terms such as "black," 

"ethnicity," "representation,"and "difference." Working with 

terms through a process of fracture and upheaval does not 

guarantee, however, that I will not solidify concepts and 

categories. Even as I interrogate some meanings, I will be 

inattentive to, and unreflecting of, others. Furthermore, in 

ways unforeseen, I am likely to close the very terms I wish to 

open. 

In working with "difference," I do not simply think of 

gender, race, ethnicity, age, sexuality, ability, and class, as 

signifiers of identity but askelations operating in 

asymmetrical, non-hierarchical, and multiple ways. Having said 

this, I want to signal the difficulty of writing and theorizing 

"difference." As Hall (1992b) points out, difference is "a 

slippery, and theref ore, contested concept" (p. 257 ) . One of 
the projects of the thesis is to engage with theory as a 

straggling and working through, rather than resolving and 

packaging. My emphasis is on the social relations of cultural 

production and on an understanding of how differences become 

consequential through the specific conditions of discursive and 

material practices and formations. Rather than an emphasis on 

"an insistence on the accommodation of difference, as if all 

that is needed is a more generous and inclusive spirit, a 

talking-to and listening-to, or a sharing of powern (Weisser & 

Fleischner, 1994, p. 4 ) ,  my thesis is situated within a concern 

for thickening the discussion of conflict among collaborating 



cultural workers and the complications of paver relations born 

of working across differen~es.'~ 

Turning ncrw to "femini~rn.~ 

again and again 

A t  this point i n  tirne,'' 1 recognize - and celebrate - the 
diverse and contested theories, practices, and politics that 

inhere in this term. bel1 hoaks observes that "feminist 

movement can be located in multiple places, in multiple 

languages and experiences" (Childers & hooks, 1990, p. 68). 1 

t h i n k  of feminist theories as offering interrogations of h m  

relations of power and dominance are constructed and 

perpetuated. They provide views on social subjects "whose modes 

of social and subjective existence include most obviously sex 

and gender, but also race, class, and any other significant 

sociocultural divisions and representationsm (de Lauretis, 

1990, p.  267). 1 am persuaded by Butler (1992) who argues for 

t h e  importance of understanding "feminism" as a tem of ongoing 

debate and contingency, and that therein lies its strengths, 

politics, and possibilities. Or as Angela McRobbie (1994) puts 

it, "the dispute is the ground of feminist theoryw (p. 70). 1 

'' Some related questions which complicate "dif f erence" 
include: What are the differences within differences - not al1 
differences are of equal consequence - and how are they 
"acknowledged and engagedw (Mohanty, 1994, p. 146)? Haw is it 
t h a t  certain differences become available to be named? As Anne 
McClintock (1995) indicates, social categories corne "into being 
in social relation to other categories, if in uneven and 
contradictory waysw (p. 9 ) .  

1 have identified as a feminist for over 20 years, but my 
sense of what feminism "isw or "means" has shifted - and 
continues to shift - as people and multiple 
theories/practices/politics impact on my life. 



intend for this project to intersect with those that are 

attempting to "enable multiple perspectives, ambiguities, 

contradictions, the yedbut, and the no/and/yes possibilities 

that are crucial as feminisms . m m  attempt to grapple with 

difference on new levelsa (Kaplan, 1994, pm 203). 

With "cultural production, " 1 refer to the cultural work 
of educators, such as artists and teachers (Simon, 1992), whose 

practices operate as modes of theorizing and as foms of 

cultural critique, and who educate around social and political 

issues, interrogate power relations, and mobilize for social 

change. Creative and cultural content are not restricted to 

sites of forma1 arts practices. As Paul Willis (1989) 

indicates, everyday symbolic expressions and activities that 

give meanings to our lives are cultural activities. 

Furthermore, 1 concur with Cameron McCarthy and Warren 

Crichlow's advocation (1993) of "a much broader conception of 

the theater of educationn (p. xxvii) such that various 

disciplines, foms of artistic work, "sites of popular memory 

productionw (Simon, 1994, p. 128), and global politics can be 

recognized as part of the educational/cultural terrain. 

Culture in this sense might be understood as "a field 

articulating the life world of subjects (albeit decentred) and 

structures created by human activity" (Gilroy, 1987, p. 17) and 

as "constructing daily practices and world views in complex 

relations with material lifew (Frankenberg, 1993, p. 228). 1 am 

drawing on a cultural studies perspective which might be 

summarized in this way : 

In cultural studies traditions, ... culture is under- 
stood both as a way of life - encompassing ideas, 
attitudes, languages, practices, institutions, and 



structures of power - and a whole range of cultural 
practices: artistic forms, texts, canons, architecture, 
mass-produced comodities, and so forth. 
(Grossberg et al., p. 5) 

However, 1 also want to keep in mind Bhabha and Hassan's focus 

on temporality and contested process such that a different sort 

of interrogation is provided: "Not what is culture but when is 

culturew (Bhabha 6 Hassan, 1995). In this view, "culture" is a 

moment, a temporality, a history, a specificity, and a term of 

conflict and crisis: a site of discursive "exchangea where 

"problems of articulation and harmonizationw are contested 

(Bhabha & Hassan, 1995). This perspective and Gayatri Spivak's 

insistence (1990) on culture "as the site of a struggle, a 

problem, a discursive production" (p. 123) help to further 

underline my focus on contested, incommensurable, and 

dissenting feminisms, differences, collaborations, and cultural 

productions. 

1 situate al1 three terms, "difference," feminist," and 

"cultural production," within the frameworks of cultural 

studies, feminist, critical pedagogy, poststructuralist, 

sociological, and postcolonial theories and approaches. 1 do so 

following from my investment in thinking about issues of 

oppression and privilege; questions of language, experience, 

representation, knowledge production, and relations of power; 

and meanings of identity and subjectivity and their 



r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  political c u l t u r a l  p r a c t i c e s  . 2 1  
1 would l i k e  t o  see t h i s  p r o j e c t  con t inue  t o  i n s c r i b e  

c o n t e s t a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  t e rms  - and o t h e r s  i n  t h i s  work - and to 

recognize  t h e  s i t u a t e d n e s s  of al1 a t t emp t s  t o  d e f i n e  terms and 

c a t e g o r i e s .  The r e f l e c t i o n s  on terminology above are t h o s e  1 am 

c u r r e n t l y  able t o  o f f e r .  By t h e  t h e  t h i s  thesis is bound and 

s i t t i n g  on a library s h e l f ,  1 am hopeful  t h a t  1 w i l l  be 

n e g o t i a t i n g  t h e s e  terms d i f f e r e n t l y .  A n d  you, readers, w i l l  

have your own i n s i s t e n c i e s ,  quandar ies ,  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  

frustrations, s t r a t e g i e s ,  and nego t i a t i ons  r ega rd ing  t h e s e  

t e m .  

How 1 would l i k e  you t o  understand my workings w i t h  

terminology i s  connected t o  how 1 would l i k e  you t o  read my 

r e s e a r c h  approach: i n / t h rough  t ens ions ,  debates, con t ingenc ies .  

1 unders tand  t h a t  you may, or may no t ,  read my work i n  t h i s  

manner. Perhaps "we" c an  cons ide r  t o g e t h e r  how "to a l l o w  

o u r s e l v e s  t o  look a t  things a f r e s h ,  n o t  c a s t i n g  aside Our 

a n a l y t i c  procedures ,  b u t  u s i n g  them d i f f e r e n t l y ,  making g r e a t e r  

demands on themw (Kuhn, 1995, p. 38) .  S t i l l ,  it is a remarkable 

thing to imagine these w o r d s  k i n g  read by you i n  m u l t i p l e  

2' This  is a very w i d e  r ange  of l i t e r a t u r e s .  See, for 
example, Banner j i ,  Carty, Dehl i ,  H e a l d ,  McKenna, 1991; Bhabha, 
1991, 1995, 1998; Brah, 1992; B u t l e r  & S c o t t ,  1992; Davies,  
1992; Farnsworth-Alvear, 1997; Ferguson, Gever, Tr inh ,  6 W e s t ,  
1990; Flax, 1993; Foucau l t ,  1980, 1982; Grossberg, et al. ,  
1992; La ther ,  1992;  Lewis, 1993; Luke & G o r e ,  1992; MacLeod, 
1992; McClintock, 1995; Nicholson, 1990; Spivak,  1990, 1992; 
S t o l e r ,  1995; Threadgold, 1997; Tr inh,  1989, 1991; Walkerdine, - 
1990; Weedon, 1987. 



ways, and 1 am content that I "cannot control where they aight 

travel" (Ternar, 1994, p. 152) 

As FBI agents, Scully and Muldur investigate paranormal 

and extraterrestrial cases on one of my used-to-be favourite 

television programs, The X Files. Muldur is the believer; 

Scully, the sceptic." Muldurvs conunitment to investigating the 

inevitability of the bizarre, the supernatural, and the 

unearthly2' sets the tone each week such that Scully comes to 

understand that the impossible might be possible. The X Files, 

a cult hit,2' has an interesting line in the opening credits: 

"The truth is out there." 

In "the x files" o f  my thesis investigation, 1 am both 

Scully and Muldur. 1 am the sceptic who questions the project 

at every turn: its directions, intents, possibilities. Yes, 

Scully, like you 1 want what can be realized in the "seal." As 

Muldur, 1 plunge on, sometimes confused but with drive and 

enthusiasm, to investigate what might be, "the not yet that one 

22 It might also be argued that Scully, a believer in 
scientific rnethods, tends to want her facts and her proof, and 
her questions emerge from foundationalist desires. It could be 
said that Muldur is the sceptic in his suspicions of 
institutional structures and practices. The X Files as a take 
on Foucault's regimes o f  truth (1980)? 

23 What do you make of the popularity of a program which 
obsesses about exteriority, foreignness, trespassing, invasion, 
the nomad, the immigrant? 

The followingbooks are only a few of the many texts that 
market this TV hit, but these particular ones seem to nicely 
illustrate s o m e  of the definitive/ambiguous tension Irm getting 
at here: 

Official Third Season Guide to The X Files 
A Fully Illustrated Unofficial Compendium of 
The Science of 
A Paranoid Rummage Through of 
T h e  Unauthorized 
The Unof f iciai 
The Off icial Map of 



struggles for."25 Unlike the writers for The X Files, 1 do not, 

in the context of this feminist poststructuralist research 

project, think that Ythe truth is out these." Yet while 1 

situate the production of this study in contingency, 

partiality, and provisionality, 1 acknowledge a desire for a 

" Y e s ! "  to "The t m t h  is out there." 

My intention in this study is to create 'a text which will 

demonstrate the provisional nature of knowledge and the 

incomplete authority of discourses" (B. Williams, 1991, p. 

215 ) . Concomitantly, this is a research pro ject that wrestles 
with what it means to recognize that "the development of 

qualitative texts in the social sciences demand dramatic new 

reconfiguration," and "to discuss the implications for 

representational practicesw (Tierney & Lincoln, 1997a, p. 

viii ) . 
Recently , there have been s igni ficant dilemmas and 

reconceptualizations in qualitative inquiry with a particulas 

focus on methodological debates. These include questions and 

contestations about how to engage in ethical relations with 

research participants, how to present research to readers, and 

who is addressed. Such queries continue to be significant in 

feminist, poststructural, and postcolonial recognitions that 

the relationship between participant and researcher is marked 

by power; that research understandings are contingent, 

contextual, and partial; and that it matters who speaks for 

whom, about whom, and how. These methodological issues are 

often constituted as a crisis of representation or a politics 

of representation including concerns about the textual 

- 

25 A reader's comment at an early stage of the project. 



implications of representational practices. As a result, some 

qualitative researchers are struggling with an examination of 

narrative strategies, new configurations to present data, 

textual experiments , and "disruptive" texts and "alternativew 
forms. An attention to the complications of research, 

authorship, and representation is a key feature of this 

pro ject . 
Along with concerns about how to represent the 

participants of this research, 1 wonder how the writing might 

inscribe the messiness 1 seek to uncover in the collaborations. 

"JB: Mushing around. ... You ase leaving evidence of 

things that might be mistakes - of the struggle to 
get what you want. 

... 
BG: Not everything is a blueprint." 

(Bradley, 1998, p. 63) 

"Mus hing aroundpp is how Canadian artist Betty Goodwin describes 

an approach to producing her work. This is mushiness as 

pulpyness: a thick conglomeration you can chew on: rendered 

through a range of carefully explored techniques, readings, 

notes, and materials. Happily messy but not necessarily 

haphazard. Sharon Rosenberg (1997) writes about offering 

scholarship that layers  textual strategies such that she can 

interrupt surfaces and provide "tactile theorizing" (p. 12 ) . 
She utilizes "conceptually crafted and drivenw (p. 8) 

representational strategies such that she can explore ways to 



rupture her own and readersO understandings. William G. Tierney 

(1997), Kamila Visweswaran (1994), and Yeshim Ternar (1994) 

write different forms of, and approaches to, ethnographie 

fiction as a means to present, problematically, "stories" of 

theory and data. 

My struggles and strategies - hesitant and fractured, 
managed yet turbulent, motivated and moored - join 
interrogations of representational practices and textual 

implications in postmodern and poststructuralist qualitative 

inquiry: how to present research to readers (see for example: 

Behar & Gordon, 1995; Britzman, 1991; C u l l u m ,  2000; Farnsworth- 

Alvear, 1997; Gonick, 2000; Kuhn, 1995; Lather, 1993, 1997; 

McKenna, 1991; McWilliam, 1997; Miller, 1992; Rockhill, 1996; 

Rosenberg, 1997; Shenke, 1991; Ternar, 1994; Tierney, 1997; 

Tierney & Lincoln, 1997b; Tsing, 1993; B. Williams, 1991; 

Visweswaran, 1994 ) . 
1 am in agreement with many of these authors writing from 

feminist and education perspectives, and there are others, who 

emphasize that issues of representation and textuality with 

regard to research participants should be underlined as ethical 

struggles. In making this point, Schwandt (1997) remarks that 

these concerns and struggles do not reduce to critiques and 

investigations of modes of inquiry. uExperiments" in process 

and text can be read as projects where 

the traditional attention of social scientific inquiry 
to issues of ontology (with its leading ideas of self, 
consciousness, identity, being, subject, objec t )  and 
epistemology (with its concern for  justifying knowledge 
claims) are being challenged by the primacy of ethical 
behaviour, that is, by concerns about the quality of 
one's relations to others and one's responsibility to 
each of them. (Schwandt, 1997, p. 309) 



Ethical obligations and prescriptions are not, Schwandt (1997) 

indicates, the ethical dilemmas he has in mind. Rather, he 

undeslines an "ethical discoursew located within queries with 

regard to "being for and being with the Other and so on under 

conditions of profound ambiguity and uncertainty in 

sociopolitical l i f e n  (p. 310). While 1 take these queries to 

heart, 1 am not so quick as Schwandt to dismiss the practical 

considerations of ethics - the processes, tasks, and practices 
of interacting with participants - as modernist tropes 
embedding notions of universal prescriptions and reg~lations.'~ 

Perhaps this is so since in collaborating with the 

participants of this study, 1 feel canpelled to map and track - 
while not intending to prescribe - participant/researcher 
interactions and negotiations, the power relations which 

accompany the knowledge-making of the research, and questions 

regarding representation and narrative authority. 1 am disposed 

to make these ethical complications visiblekeadable in the 

text . However: ''Mapç are not innocent. . . . Maps pass themselves 

off as something. The power of the map lies behind the map, in 

the hands of the mapperw (Zandy, 1998, p. 233). Thus my acts of 

"mapping" - surveying terrains, representing geographies and 
territories, depicting possibilities for travel, suggesting 

directions - entai1 responsibility and reflexivity. The mapping 
of research practices which attend to ethics and politics and 

to the what, how, and why of research relationships are stories 

of negotiations, of "inquiry problematicsw (Lather, 1993, 

1s there a way to chart and interrogate these practices 
while interrogating Enlightenment beliefs and acknowledging, 
along with Jane Flax (1993), that ethical commitments and 
intents inscribe no "natural goodnessw and they "entail costs 
that may be as great as their benefitsa (p. 31)? 



p. 6 7 6 ) ,  and of unforeseen surprises, complications, and 

dangers embedded in relations of v e r .  In Chapter Two, 1 

represent the participants of the study, and myself, by 

narrating my invested and entangled relations with the women. 

The methodological implications of these relations for the 

research, the negotiations of research practices and processes, 

and participantsf contributions to the study are addressed in 

Chapter Three. 1 also consider the complications of looking 

specifically for tensions in collaboration across difierence 

when my relational investments in the participants construct 

"limitations" for uncovering and speaking those tensions. There 

are risks at stake in the uexposurem of conflict, of the 

unspeakable, for both myself and the participants when I/we 

desire to sustain relations. In both of these chapters, 1 

address these quandaries of boundary, limitation, and the 

political and ethical issues of representation as dilemmas and 

complexities to be struggled over rather than solved. 

In terms of textual implications and narrative strategies 

for representational practices in qualitative inquiry, 1 am 

invested in reflexivity about how 1 write my research and in 

multiple writing voices directed tward multiple readers. My 

intention is a landscape of writing that "will slip al1 over 

the placew and release the orderly (Flax, 1993, p. 23), take 

imaginative directions, and engage my Yartisticw and "academicw 

tensions. However, along with the perseverance for exploring 

and problematizing "exparimental" strategies, 1 also aspire to 

the tidy text: as centripetal desire for a fixed and fixable 

product. 1 want to write a cogent study that 1 can produce 



under constraints of the and funding; circumscribed by 

particular doctoral deadlines and regulations, administrative 

tasks, and the format of book-on-a-shelf; and identifiable as 

"competentw by myself and by you, the readers. Of course, what 

1 deem comptent and what 1 desite to produce are also a tangle 

of discursive repertoires pulling and pushing me (and as 1 push 

and pull them) through the textual practices of this project. 1 

desire, and take pleasure in the "solid" and "unambiguous" 

"interpretation," the "straightforwardW and "singular" 

"analysisfW the "neatm "argument," the uconventional" "fonn," 

the "l inear" "organization . " 

[A shipshape project] 

<Shape it up and ship it out> 

These doubleness-es are about contradictory investments in 

producing a work that travels paths along the 

smooth/interrupted, coherent/confused, finished/incomplete, 

single-minded/polysemous, definitive/ambiguous. Hmm. A (too) 

n i c e  set of binaries. 

"This ground between travelling and being fixed" (J. Berger 

cited in Papastergiadis, 1992, p. 90). 

1 would like to Say that 



1 cannot stay out of crevices 

I cannot abstain from tipping 

things over and stirring up dust .  

(Piercy, 1997, p .  16)  

However, since my approach to the work is also moved by a 

desire for the sure and the contained, for reason-able-ness, 

for the neat and orderly (a nice modernist trope?), 1 find 

myself "wobbling a little between my wandering palesn (Piercy , 
1997, p. 111). 

1s it possible to tangle oppositional desires about t h i s  

research in both/and dilemmas such that a "constantly moving 

speaking positionw is created (Lather, 1993, p. 6 8 4 ) ?  

Performing/writing a text which offers polyvocality, 

reflexivity, and a troubling of narrative clarity and authority 

is easier said than done: "casier to think about disruptive 

texts than to produce them, to imagine them easier than to find 

themw (Dippo, 1994, p. 211). The '*transgressive performancen of 

a postpositivist research project may be "seductive," but 

"extremely demanding" (McWilliam, 1997, p. 226). The desires 

stronger than the capabilities? The spirit willing but the 

f lesh weak? 

What does itmean for me to desire a "disruptivew research 

text? To whose advantage? How do particular forms of disruptive 

text serve (or not) particular research projects? What does a 

disruptive text look like? For whom? How is disruption 

detemined? By whom? What discursive regimes constrain and open 

up particular disruptions? H o w  will readers engage with 

disruptions? What is at stake for different constituencies? 



What kind of writing is possible for feminist qualitative 

sesearchers struggling with issues of representation and 

textuality (Behar d Gordon, 1995; Lather, 1993)? How are 

discourses of disruption in research texts productive of, and 

produced in, power/knowledge fields which articulate both 

textual disruptions and academic conventions? 

1 am unwilling to make claims for disruptive texts. 

Current emphases on reconfiguring texts in qualitative research 

have their own limits and problems. 1 am concerned about the 

regulatory frames that seem ta rear their nasty strangleholds 

in the urgencies ta problematize narrative authority and 

representational practices. At various stages in this project, 

multiple writing forms have reproduced the narrative authority 

1 wish to subvert. Sometimes, 1 have recognized these 

constructions, but at other times, 1 have been thankful for 

readers' understandings of the ways narrative strategies in 

qualitative research may be complicitous with practices of 

representation that establish an all-knowing authorial voice. 

It might be argued that "a 'disruptivef or transgressive 

scholastic performance is not a refusa1 of academic authority. 

It is simply a dif ferent posturing of authority" (McWilliam, 

1997, p. 219). Kamila Visweswaran (1994) suggests that an 

accumulation of questions undermines her authority as 

researchedwriter and that, consequently, her Vole as an 

unreliable narrator is activatedw (p. 62). Perhaps. However, 

1% not sure that an "interrogative textw "hinging on the 

practices of deferralw (Visweswaran, 1994, p. 62) necessarily 

undermines the researcher as author(ity) and as expert(ease). 



Questions and deferrals have constraints and boundaries, are 

discursively formed, and produce closures and declarations. 1 

make my disruptions "from within an existing set of 

disciplinary and interdisciplinary dialogues, narratives, and 

discourses," and, thersfore, my disruptions "cannot avoid again 

controlling, containing, translating ... from the place of 
power and of knowledge* (Threadgold, 1997, p. 76). 

Resistances and contradictions cut against each other. 

desires to 

the  project as 

well-behaved 

etiquette 

and well-groomed, 

as it becomes 

tousled, rambunctious, and unpolished. 

a hoyden pulled through a "(h) edge" 

backwards. 

(ahoy to density but ho(y)st with her own petard) 

longings to in-scribe 

unruliness and shemozzle, 



My contradictory investments, unfulfilled intentions, and 

unreached possibilities will emerge in the following pages as 

struggles, confusions, misfittings, missings, and limitations. 

You may find these curious, provocative, frustrating, futile, 

clumsy, misguided, offensive, important, boring and/or .... 

readinq 

Who are these readers who might engage with this study? To 

whom do 1 address this writing? The research participants? 

Other artists? Other educators? Cultural studies scholars? 

Feminist/critical/postststructura1ist theorists? Educational 

researchers? My family? The t h e s i s  committee? These are some of 

the groups of readers that 1 envision, but within these 

possible reading constituencies are individual subjects who 

bring dif f erent purposes , engagements, and receptions and with 
whom 1 am related in different configurations of power. To 

imagine the participants reading, the committee reading, or rny 

family reading produces different sets of concerns, 

investments, complications, pleasures, and worries. 1 have 

envisioned crowds of folks sitting behind my computer chair. 1 

have imagined an empty space of disinterest. 1 have imagined 

one bedevilling individual sitting on my shoulder. The clash, 

slip, spill, and m b  of writing, of making meanings, is 

addressed to a range of readers. In pleasure and confusion, I 

hear someone singing the ' 5 0 ' s  Connie Francis ballad, "Whose 

Crying New?'# with the lyric, "Whose reading now?" 

Dilemas and responsibilities of writing to/for whom are 



mapped out in different urgencies around conununication in and 

across chapters, and they operate to produce different writing 

shapedentries in the chapters. Although 1 cannot be assured of 

particular receptions, 1 attempt to offer readers a first- 

chapter text, for example, that maps out a range of my 

investments and contexts. 1 am attuned to those readers who may 

want a flavour of the work, but will not have the t h e  or 

interest to read the entire document. Family and friends, who 

support and/or share my interests but who are not invested in 

the thesis production as a whole, corne immediately to mind. 

This first chapter is also addressed to an "academicH reader. 

For example, following structures of thesis requitements, it 

offers an overview of the origins of the project and its 

theoretical and methodological shapes. Chapter One and much of 

the writing of this study emnbed tensions around the 

relationship of writing and reading, particularly in terms of 

"artistic" and Uacademicu expectations, normalizations, and 

regulations. My investments in writing and reading different 

forms of art and academic production influence the making of a 

text which attempts to offer readers possibilities for engaging 

with the boundaries of the "artistic" and the "academic." 

The chapters which focus on particular collaborations and 

are reviewed by the research participants (Chapters Two, Four, 

and Five) layer another set of concerns. Here, writingkeading 

takes on complications regarding issues of representation and 

negotiation. Bor example, I produce these chapters with/in 

questions about the appropriation of others and within the 

ethical  framework of the participants' right to review their 



respective chapters. My interpretations may be protested, 

accepted, ignored, and/or interrogated. My/our awareness of 

participants* multiple receptions and the non-guarantee of 

receptions are features in the writing/reading relations and in 

my desire to produce each chapter as "something to think with 

rather than a mastery ptojectw (Lather, 1999, p. 1). 

Closely tied to these factors is a recognition about 

issues of academic authority and uaccessible"/"inaccessible" 

language as these have b e n  referenced in same participants ' 

comments. The remarks have not been made in relation to my 

writing in particular but to academic writing and research in 

general. They have also k e n  framed in questions about my 

background as a feminist artist and activist and my current 

employment as an academic working in Women's Studies, with 

these activities king placed in opposition. While 1 have not 

engaged with the participants in a complex discussion of the 

politics of language production, academic feminism, and 

theory/practice divisions, 1 have written the chapters about my 

relational investments in the participants (Chapter Two) and 

about the collaborations (Chapters Four and Five) with an 

awareness informed by these debates. This consciousness is 

constituted in concerns about how to proceed when discourses of 

accessibility/inaccessibility are so embedded and when 

knowledge/power relations construct configurations of those in 

the know and those out of the know. 1 keep in mind Lather's 

deconstruction (1996) of the illusion of transparent language, 

her concomitant interrogations about multiple intelligibilities 

and about writing that might "contribute to the struggle for 



social justice" (p. 526), and her acknowledgement of "the 

ambivalent limits of research" (p. 541). Terry Threadgold 

(1997) is also helpful in problematizing the relationship of 

text and reception when she suggests that the work of theatre 

practitioners, particularly in rehearsal contexts, underlines 

the idea of how language and texts "go astray." She emphasizes 

the significance of bodies moving in space as they reshape 

language and meanings: 

The whole process of rehearsal foregrounds the centrality 
of the body to the business of making meanings, the 
fact that texts only mean as embodied and enacted texts, 
that text and context cannot be formalised as separate, 
that they exist as a semiotic chain of events, enacted 
on and through bodies in which meanings are made now 
in one media, naw in another, and then superimposed upon, 
and embedded within, one another. (p. 125) 

T h e s e  reflections help me to complicate an understanding of how 

language is produced discursively and in the labour of 

particular bodies. They push me to consider how 1 might take up 

questions of language in future discussions with participants - 
and any reader - to suggest that reception is "a fabric of 
'excessr" (Tsinh, 1992, p. 194): the meanings of a text are 

always fluid and under contest, and no language has a direct 

line to a clear and guaranteed reading. 

In providing what 1 like to think of as different entries 

to t h e  research for readers through modes of presentation and 

representation, 1 want to be cognizant of the idea that 

discursive repertoires shape how different readers read 

differently, depending on particular contexts and conditions, 

and subjectivities and sites. If 1 understand readers to be 

reading for a range of purposes and desires, how might 1 open 

up possibilities for a range of meaning-making? Competing and 



converging discourses and fheir normalizing mechanisms also 

shape how 1 constitute myself as writer and researcher and as 

academic and artist, what is possible for me to produce, and 

why the acts of writing and representation are to be queried at 

all. I have written elsewhere about how discourses of class, 

gender, and scholarliness make available the contradictory and 

intersecting ways in which 1 uknavu myself as academic, as 

writer, and as a working class -man (Hladki, 1997/1998). At 

this moment, my intent is to signal and begin to uncover, 

rather than encompass, the complications of subjective 

formations of 'readerW and *writerW in relation to my practices 

in this study. In writing about attempts to write about 

performance, Peggy Phelan (1993b) considers the ulabour to 

write" and the challenge "to re-mark again the performative 

possibilities of writing itselfn against "the drive of the 

document/aryn (p. 148-149). For my sake and for that of 

"seaders," 1 hold ont0 this consideration which 1 construct as 

"a politics of writingn (Flax, 1993, p. 4) and a "politics of 

authorshipf' (Behar & Gordon, 1995, p. 7 ) : troubling techniques 

of powet regarding who writes, in what ways, about what and 

whom, and for whom, and about who has the right to write. 



thresholdinq 

July, 1997: 

an intense and compelling week heat spirals and i am swirled in 

passions and politics, dreads and desires i am writing this in 

desperation to produce thesis text while i am fearful of the 

isolation, of finishing and not finishing, of the periods of 

numbness i move/write without substance and weight, a gossamer 

thing then a week like this last one itches at the marrow and 

jerks me into hard and concrete details queen elizabeth II 

stands on my street this week for the "unveiling ceremony" of 

the mon sheong foundation home for the aged a few doors away is 

under construction and will be providing jackhanmer background 

for my writing over the next year the queen's body is rigid and 

and flat a one-dimensional image and does she struggle like the 

kim basinger character to escape the cartoon world into the 

real the queen's a m  bent at a shasp 90 degrees to her torso 

with the regulation purse an angular objection/abjection and a 

permanent body attachment/inscription patent leather: a patent 

message the queen here at my threshold and another threshold in 

british colonialist history as the Yrule" of hong kong is 

transferred and my thesis thresholds and beginnings are 

profoundly confusing how to write the upheavals, 

contradictions, and tensions in intentions, meanings, 

approaches, investments it helps to name the details of this 

pastweek: they give me a sense of clutter, the gentle and not- 

so-gentle fraying of writing a week of "sciencesw: knowledge- 

making expeditions: the lesbian and gay march; the death of 



tony 

mars 

will 

t h i s  

williams, drummer for miles davis; and the pathfinder on 

how will knawledge-making occur here - with "youw where 

04 we r. go what might "iW try and dance against/through with 

study 

"to write is to be a subject in process: moving, changing, a 

being in pursuit ofw (Brossard, 1988, p. 133). 

(What version of this sentence are you reading, am 1 
writing? What event in the future will intervene 
between my here and now and yours and reframe these 
remarks? Misfires, Misinvocations, Infelicitous events 
spilling across different trajectories, trajectories 
that will allow us to meet, hand to eye, in some 
future t h e  1 cannot now see,) The lack in the sig- 
nifier, the leak in the body: words and futures corne 
together and fa11 apart across these thresholds- 
(Phelan, 1993a, p. 17). 



"Or the end she  reaches leads actually to another end, another 

opening , another " ' residual deposit of duration. ' " 2 7  

'' Tr inh ,  1989, p. 149 



k n o t t i n q  

in situ at the markers/markings 

suggesting past and future possibles 

with melting and shifting path-passages: 

crackling contingencies 

fluttering speculations 

(re)cherché la dissonance. 

£rom Knots: 

"a rope8s basic instinct 

is to become a hopeless tanglew (Burton Jr., 1998, p. 14)- 

A s  1 stretch out in this project, I might be able to knot in a 

hopeful tangle: 

-tying myself into confusions, complications, crossing, 

contradictions: 

mishaps, perhaps: 

-"rearranging the furniture of intellectual life": "asking 

questions about haw we learn, how we think and write" 

(McRobbie, 1994, p. 71) 

-writing "dissensus into consensusw (Lather, 1993, p. 680). 

from Knots Around the Home: A Practical Guide for Practical 

People : 

There are four nasty factors which, on their own or 
in combination with one another, can weaken your rope 
whether in storage or in use. Friction, overtension, 
corrosive substances, and dirt can al1 render your 
rope as useless as a lump of wet spaghetti. 
(Newman & Knight, 1997, p. 7) 



I'm very partial to spaghetti, 

1 respect its potential for multiple interpretations, yet 

choose to cook it neither lumpy nos wet. 

Perhaps my knotting can be strengthened rather than weakened by 

friction, tension, corrosivity, and muckiness: "to dissolve 

interpretations by marking them as temporary, partial, 

invested" (Lather, 1993, p. 681). 

If we are to create the woof of a different social 
fabric, we must remember to f inger and test, not hide 
and repress, the knots that define our ptecarious 
weight/wait. (Phelan, 1993a, p, 29) 



Chaptcr Two 

Inoestrent8 and Introductions: 
"higher than whii and a l i t t le  les8 than lusta?' 

Where are we ioored? 

Where are we moored? 
What are the bindings? 

What behooves us? 
(Rich, 1991, p. 23) 

1 begin  

again : 

this doubling movement: another q u o t e  f r o m  Adrienne Rich: 

"When we l o o k  c l o s e l y ,  or when we become weavers ,  we learn o f  
the t i n y  m u l t i p l e  threads unseen i n  the o v e r a l l  p a t t e r n ,  the 
knots on t h e  unders ide  o f  the c a r p e t .  " 

1 have bought a book by Magda Lewis,' 
and I see on her first page 
before c o n t e n t s ,  
before acknowledgements, 
this same quote: her beginning 
this same quote: our concluding moment - 
for Linda Cullum and 1 i n  a c o l l a b o r a t i v e  video projec t . '  

I begin 

w i t h  t h i s  fragment,  with weaving, 

w i t h  c o l l a b o r a t i o n :  the  knots, 
the threads unseen, 
the compl ica t ions .  

with the complications: introducing myself and the  people i n  
this study 
(folks? p a r t i c i p a n t s ?  in terv iewees?  subjects? friends? 

' Rex Murphy. C i t e d  in Everett-Green, November 26,  1994, p. 
C17. 

Lewis, 1993. 
Cullum & Hladki ,  1993. 
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col1 eagues ? the knowers? the known ?) 

You might find me saying: 

"What 1 forgot to Say, was:" (Mouré, 1988, p. 17). 

"Memory says: Want to do right? DonJt count on me" (Rich, 1991, 

p.  4 4 ) .  

You might find me asking: 

"Let me tell you a story. For al1 I have is a story" (Trinh, 

1989, p. 119)- 

You might find me puzzling: 

"So, IJm lost and trying to figure out where 1 took that wrong 

turn .,. and 1 suppose you must be lost too or else you 
wouldnJt have ended up here, tonight" (Verdecchia, 1993, 

p. 20). 

An Intonation of Cor~ulsion and F e s t i v e  Hopes 

Like many doctoral students, 1 have "arrivedm at my areas 

of inquiry through a complex set of attachments, desires, and 

investments, A history of interrelated practices in 

collaborative cultural projects informs my investigation of the 

negotiations of "difference" in the collaborations of 

cultural/educational workers- 

In w h a t  follows, 1 work with "half -grasped eventsw (Rich, 

1991, p. 2 2 ) ,  a "story" here, a "factW there, some inclusions, 

and many exclusions. These are fragment- touches that scratch 



investments4 in coming to this project and brush introductions 

to the f ive women who off ered conversations for my research. 

I have participated in numerous collaborative projects in 

theatre, dance, performance art, video, and film. As a graduate 

student, 1 have collaborated in the production of course 

presentations and essays, videographic research projects, and 

conference papers and presentations- For the past 9 years, I 

have worked part-the as a facilitator in a drama and anti- 

racist education program in which teacher and facilitator 

collaboration has been a central structural component. In these 

ventures, 1 have linked a feminist politics with collaborative 

practice in the production of cultural work. It is only 

recently, however, that 1 have been compelled to investigate 

collaborative educational work with the intent to problematize 

issues of subjectivity, incommensurability, and difference, and 

to reflect on theories of difference that can help reconfigure 

concepts of collaboration. I have been excited, too, by the 

possibility of discovering how various fonns and structures of 

collaboration might inform understandings of "difference." 

My impulse here is ta unsettle my inscription in feminist 

collaboration: to problematize and interrogate assumptions, 

investments, and desires while acknowledging the complex and 

ongoing embeddedness/embodiedness of these attachments. The 

Henry Giroux and Roger Simon ( 1989 ) suggest that it is 
im~ortant to interroqate "investments that distort or constrict 
h&an potentialities4and those that give voice to unrealized 
possibilities. This is what the pedagogical struggle is al1  
about - opening up the material and discursive basis of 
particular ways of producing meaning and representing 
ourselves, our relations to others, and our relation to our 
environment so as to consider possibilities not yet realized" 
(P- 2 5 ) -  



motivations arise from positionings held in tension. 1 have 

long k e n  invested in collaborative ventures, and 1 desire the 

satisfactions of completing work produced in layers of conflict 

and pleasure, 1 am also compelled to interrogate normative 

discourses of collaboration, with their emphases on hamony, 

which produce my desires for connection and alignment. 1 

attempt ta hold ont0 the slippery tensions between old stories 

and their (re)new(ed) configurations. My intent is to recognize 

contradictions in subjectivity, attachments, and political 

purpose and to acknawledge my present inscription in what 1 am 

reflecting upon. 1 seek to weave a net/work rather than binary 

threads 

An Oratory of Difficult Lanquaqe and Bîeaninaful Glances 

A Reader: [pondering] Notice how hard it is to accomplish 

this, as even this last sentence is structured as a 

binary. 

Janice: [sighing, again] Mmmm. 

Besct? Besotted? 

net/work: "arrangement wi th intersecting lines and 
intersticesu (Concise Oxford Dictionary) 

net 

is: "fabric . . . joined at intervals t o  form a set of 
meshes " (Concise Oxford Dictionary) 

m i g h t  be : delicate/tough, fragileh-esilient, 
disordered/composed, complicated/simple 



-inter/intra textual workings- 

in a weave / inner  weave an impermanent press. 

codfound in my questions, 
I a g i t a t e  
past (present/future) itches of meaning. 

itching for a burst at the seems 

for future filigrees of re-visioning and re-activating. 

fabricating possibili ties . 

Introducinu: T h e  Clichetter - Louise Gasfield, Johanna 

Householder, Janicc Hladki 

In what follws, I provide a trace of the collaborative 

work that, at this point in the, seems most important in tems 

of my coming to this project and to my conversations with its 

participants. For about 20 years, I worked as one of three 

women known as The Clichettes, a feminist theatre/performance 

group recognized as Ming at the forefront of multidisciplinary 

and perfomance art in Canada. It is in this context that much 

of my collaborative cultural work has taken place. The 

Clichettes' projects focus on interventions into performance, 

dance, and theatre fonns; the reshaping of notions of gender 

identity; the use of lip-sync as a metaphor for the 

speakablehnspeakable terrain of womenvs lives; and the 

reappropriation of elements of historical memory in popular 

culture forms such as well-known and obscure popular music and 

iconic cultural characters, including folks like Marshall 

McLuhan and Bernadine Dohrn. Visual design has been a key 

element of Clichette productions. In addition to Our own design 



work, a nuxnber of Canadian artists have created aïmost 

impossible costumes for our conceptual implausibilities that 

unsettle notions of the female body in performance: including, 

for example, a turtle, a wall with a fireplace, ultra-bouffant 

girly girls, a female vacuum cleaner, a male shag m g ,  Paul- 

Anka-ish entertainers, female aliens, Gorgon sisters, and 

heavy-rnetal musicians with detachable wheat-germ penises.' 

Cross-dressing and dressing as gendered objects as "a challenge 

to easy notions of binarity, putting into question the 

categories of ' female' and 'male, whether they are considered 

essential or constructed, biological or cultural" (Garber, 

1992, p. 10) has also b e n  a central feature of the performance 

texts. The Clichettes cross-dressed as male and fanale. By that 

1 mean that as women we cross-dressed most obviously as men, 

but that we also cross-dresseà as women in the exaggerated 

performance of f emininity . 
This cross-chessing, the spectacle form, iconic characters, 

and lip-sync layer to interrogate identity claims, to 

problematize representations of the masculine and ferninine 

subject and womenvs relationships to pop culture figures, to 

underline the perf ormativity of sexual identity "by 

overemphasizing it or casting it into doubt, even casting it 

V h r e e  artists, for example, who endured impossible 
schedules, lack of funding, and imptactical Clichette ideas, 
designed Up Aqainst the ~ a 1 1 ~ a p e r  and received a theatre award 
nomination for their inspirations: designer Shawn Kerwin, 
filmmaker and performance artist  rances Leeming , and sculptor 
Renee Van Halm. 

I like the way Margaret Atwood (1993) captures this: 
"'Some of us are going to see the Clichettes,' said Boyce. 

'You know. They do lip-sync parodies of songs, they dress up 
like wornen. ' 

'Boyce,' said Roz, 'they are women.' 
'Well you know what 1 mean,' said Boyce" (p. 107). 
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awayw (Spec to r ,  1997, p. 163), and to  use ' t ransgender  codesm 

(Spector, 1997, p. 169)  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  gender and power .  

(Post-it n o t e  t o  myself b u t  you are welcome t o  read: ) 

How d e c o n s t r u c t i v e l y  nicel How @ickl  Oh, b u t  same 

of this work was MESSY, Janice - and it w i l l  not f i t  

into these t h e o r i z a t i o n s .  N o t  carefully 

thought out?  Replicating stereotypes? Comedy without 

substance? T o o  much v i s u a l  pleasure, too l i t t l e  

"content  "? Paroày o v e r r i d i n g  poli tics? 

T h e  C l i c h e t t e s  were "popularW w i t h  audiences i n  a number 

of Canadian cities throughout  the 80's. W e  perfonned i n  venues 

ranging f r o m  t h e  r a w  and t h e  u n p r e t e n t i o u s  (eg: "The Rex," a 

dingy downtown bar) to t h e  p l u s h  and swank (eg: Roy Thomson 

Hall - where we g o t  G lo r i a  Steinem to s i g n  a p o s t e r  and then  

fought over w h o  g o t  t o  keep it). 1 con t inue  to be s u r p r i s e d  by 

t h e  range and composition of those  audiences  as we performed i n  

theatres, g a l l e r i e s ,  art centres, church s t a g e s ,  c l u b s ,  

r e s t a u r a n t s ,  outdoor s t a g e s ,  and h o t e l  lobbies: " s t r a i g h t W  - i n  

a number of s ense s  of t he  word - theatre audiences i n  Toronto 

and Vancouver; c rush ing  crowds i n  gay and l e s b i a n  c l u b s ;  

undergrads i n  l a te -n igh t  bars i n  Ha l i fax ;  performance and 

visual art af ic ionados ;  feminist  and labour politicos; fashion 

s c e n e s t e r s  i n  after-hours c l u b s ;  and a handful  of c i v i l  service 

workers i n  Ottawa who w e r e  c u r i o u s  enough t o  r e t u r n  a g a i n  and 

again .  However, t h e  i n t e n s i t y  of support came from many 



feminist communities, and this was wonderfully sustaining. 

The Clichettes may have had some good/great times 

performing and many audiences seemed to en joy themselves, but 

there were numerous interrogations about the work, including 

our own, and many interesting and important critiques - as well 
as those that were both infuriating and hilarious. Media 

critics of the male variety had some serious reservations about 

our theatre work that didn't seem to behave as theatre and 

about Our performance art that was too "theatrical." We were 

also doubly damned because we were overtly feminist and 

determinedly f unny . An unruly mix. ' These critics ' anxieties 
about feminist "agendas," activist art, lip-sync, bare breasts 

with male chest hais, and detachable penises were, perhaps, 

understandable. In her piece about body art photography and 

performance art of the 70's, Nancy Spector (1997) suggests that 

the politics of reception to this work played out along gender 

lines. She theorizes that women artists' representations that 

' P o s t - i t  no t e  to myself b u t  you are welcame to read: 
Even funny-woman, feminist, what-is-performance-ut, 

performance artist Tanya Mars ( 1 9 9 6 )  admits to declaring about 
some work: "'that's not performance, that's not performance!'" 
(p .  6 ) .  1 mention Mars here because 1 begin to be concerned 
that 1 am positioning The Clichettes as unique with regards to 
feminist performance art modes and issues of reception and 
critique. Many women engaged with interrogations about doing 
this work, There were a number of Canadian feminist performance 
artists utilizinq strategies of humour and comedy throughout 
the 70's and early 80's when feminist performance art enjoyed 
its boom. These Clichette contemporaries - an unruly bunch 
working with unruly mixes - include Tanya Mars, Frances 
Leeming , The Hummer Sisters , Margaret Dragu, and Elizabeth 
Chitty. This naming, this moment of definition, is regulated by 
how 1 combine an understanding of "performance art," 
"feminist," and "comedy/humour" and is limited by my particular 
knowledges. And this is not something 1 want to, or can 
address, at this point. Hawever, apologies to those folks who 
would include themselves in this naming and are not mentioned 
here - or who may be included and wish they weren't. 



engaged with issues of sexual and gendet ambiguity were unduly 

dismissed, Follawing fram Spector, 1 would Say now that some of 

what The C l i c h e t t e s  encountered in critical reviews about their 

body-based performance work and about spectacles of female 

bodies transposed as male can be traced to discursive regimes 

about gender and sexuality (and disciplinary regulations 

regarding art foms and practices). It is also linked to 

practices which produce discourses about normalized bodies in 

terms of locations of disability, class, race, and age, So, 

too, might C l i c h e t t e  texts be examined for how they may have 

been productive of, and produced in, these discursive 

repertoires, 

In addition to the collaboration amangst the three 

Clichettes, the group has a history of various forms of 

collaboration with other writers, designers, directors, and 

actors, Another important aspect of Clichette work has been the 

focus  on perfoming at political events, such as Lesbian and 

Gay Pride Day and International Women8s Day, and numerous 

benefits for a range of organizations including women8s 

shelters, anti-censorship groups, pro-choice groups, aid for 

Nicaragua, Coach House Press, "The Body Politic," and Nightwood 

Theatre. This community and activist work has been central to 

our commitment to "'feminist mo~ement'~ (Childers & hooks, 

1990, p. 6 8 ) -  It has been a central component of The 

Clichettes' work and an aspect of our cultural production in 

which 1 continue to be invested. 



(Post-it note to myself but you are welcome to read: )  

I see the above and am struck by the smoooooth 

t e l l i n g .  What does this Say about how I represent 

t h i s  history? Where is this "disruptionm of 

representation that I discussed in the first 

chapter? Does this writing reproduce the art 

persona l i ty  bio that I a m  attempting to trouble? 

Why do I even think it might be possible to 

engage this troubling when the research is clearly 

about particular public art personalities? 

0 . 0  

Where are the conflicts that marked so 

much of The Clichettes collaborative process? 

Cheery and harmonious represen ta tions of 

col laborat ion are not my prerogative in this 

research investigation. Yet do I reproduce the 

nomal i za t ions  I a m  trying to interrogate? . . . 
... Now where does this post-it go? ... 

Johanna, Louise, and 1 certa in ly  had our moments, both 

brief and extended, of conflicts, tensions, and ruptures. Those 

that were part of  the  conceptual and production processes were 

often in the foreground. I am thinking of what 1 remember as  

Johanna's and Louise's frustrations with my "constant 

analyzing." My recollection is that they experienced this as a 

block to making decisions, meeting deadlines, and taking risks 

with imaginative flight. 1 asked questions about our practices 



and pulled apart our texts with the intent to sustain an 

ongoing reflexivity, and would sometimes feel puzzled and hurt 

by t h e i r  frustrations. 1 remember, too, other differences 

regarding labour practices and conflicts about the prioritizing 

of tasks and the timing of those activities. Johanna's 

consistent practice of being late for almost everything is a 

pressing recollection. How might these "differences" have 

operated in competing ways as mechanisms of pawer? H o w  might 

differences of class, sexuality, age, ethnicity, education, 

religion, and disability, for example, have generated the 

incommensurable processes of Our CO-authorship? Johanna grew up 

in the southern USA in a middle class white family. Louise 

cornes from a Jewish family based in Toronto. Janice is white 

and her background is British urban working-class. Johanna is- 

(Post-it n o t e  t o  myself b u t  you are welcome t o  read: ) 

What is going on? 

What are you do ing?  

To speak these i n t e r s e c t i o n s  i n  a manner t h a t  

fixes each i n d i v i d u a l  and a t t e m p t s  d e f i n i t i o n  ... 
well, it forecloses t h e  v a r i a t i o n s ,  a s s p i e t r i e s ,  

i n s t a b i l i t i e s ,  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s ,  and t r a j e c t o r i e s  

of s u b j e c t i v i t y .  And t a k e s  d i f f e r e n c e  o u t  of the 

c o n t e x t  of p r a c t i c e s  and r e l a t i o n s  . . . Doesn 't i t?  

. ,. And now you've tried t o  provide i d e n t i t y  frames 

for t h e  readers to "know" t h e  t h r e e  of us. And why 

those frames and n o t  o t h e r s ?  What do t h e s e  namings 



reveal and obscure? Categor iz ing i d e n t i t i e s  is not 

a practice you wanted to wite i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  of 

in t roduc t ions .  What violence might  i t  enact? What 

exc lus ions  and n o m a l i z a t i o n s  does it set up? Do 

something, . , , Put quote marks around the tenns -, . 
or say something about the , , refer the readers back 

t o  the d i f f i c u l t i e s  of , . , 
o r -  o r .  0 0 -  

m - 9  0 0 

(Post-it note t o  myself but  you are welcome to read: ) 

Guillenno Verdecchia (1993) : "Okay, I just want t o  

s t o p  fo r  a second before we a l 1  get confused- I've 

knom that I f v e  been l o s t  for q u i t e  some t h e  now .,. 
b u t  i f  I can find t h e  moment t h a t  I first discovered 

I was lost, t h e r e  might be a d u e "  (p. 2 7 ) .  

Arleen Schenke (1991): "'Getting there, '" as i t  were ,  

t o  complic i tous  investments, is both a p a i n f u l  and 

poten t i a t i n g  practice; i t  holds  o u t  t h e  possibili t y  

of w r i t i n g  our a c t i o n s  d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  the p r e s e n t  

(and i n  f u t u r e )  without , however, d i smiss ing  p a s t  

investments a s  decept ive  moments of false 

consc iousness"  ( p .  5 4 ) .  

T h e  complications, confusions, and contradictions of 



investments around the research process and around my 

relationships to ucollaboration8~ refuse management. 1 both 

embrace and resist these confusions and complications. 1 will 

leave this introduction of The Clichettes n w  to turn to a 

different set of investments and introductions which also 

squirm in confusion and complication. Pou will have an 

opportunity to read something a b u t  the cultural workers 1 

interviewed for this study. As 1 mentioned in the previous 

chapter, the issues of representation and textual implications 

hover over my writing shoulder. To Say, obscurely, you will 

"read something," signals my struggles representing what 1 knaw 

and how 1 know about the participants. 

(How will Djanet, Monique, Kate, Shelley, and Anna read these 

introductions?) 

H o w  will the stories of introduction be understood to 

represent or misrepresent thern and/or myself? What might be at 

stake for individuals and groups with public personae and for 

whom the public marketing of those personae - through, for 
example, such "introductory" f orms as biographical sketches, 

CV ' s , exhibit and performance chronologies, and prof essional 
histories - has some consequence? What is at stake for me in 

these introductions - a cultural worker who is herself caught 
in webs of discursive nonnalizations and Eurocentric and 

modernist codes regarding art and culture that privilege the 

special and creative art star? Will readers puzzle over these 

dilemmas? What tiny audiences will actually case about these 



questions? Who will likely nudge me, "Just tell us who they 

are!" 

These introductions will be accounts or stories that tell 

a mal1 fraction of what might be told. They slide in and out 

of biographical modes; they both reveal and obscure. In 

introducing "others," 1 further introduce myself. These are al1 

intersubjective tales. And they are my stories, my touchstones. 

1 flounder and fret in the affective dimensions of how power 

operates in this researchedresearched relationship as 1 make 

these introductions. To introduce as to reconnoitre: in Oxford 

dictionary te-, to "approach and try and learn position and 

condition." In Thesaurus terms, "introductory" can be rendered 

as "foundational." This is not a meaning 1 would wish to 

provoke, yet how might it be possible to offer a prefix without 

a fix? 

If 1 wish to inscribe subjectivities in disequilibrium and 

mutability rather than in stability and to give some indication 

of "whom the subjects of this study "are," what do 1 actually 

"doW/"write"? If 1 hope to signal my struggles with authorial 

voice, to derentre myself as the one in the know while 

recentring myself as the one to be made known, and to underline 

these introductions as interested and partial, what do 1 

actually "do"/"writen? If I seek to represent these cultural 

workers in modes that attempt to rub against the %pecialW 

biographical histories, art-personality ideologies, and 

creative genius mythologies, what might 1 actually 

"d~"/~write~? How am 1 likely to be seduced by and "caught up 

in the very structures and languagesn (Miller, 1992, p. 168) I 



am problematizing? 

shake them 

turn them up 
side 
down 

shake r a t t l e  roll 

reshuffle these assemblages 

negotiate the plays 

place 
my bets. 

bewi tched, bothered, and bewil dered 

Introducinq: Itate Lushinqton. Monime Hoiica, Dianet 

Sears 

G l o s s :  

I n  your mouth my sentence begins 
to Say sentence 
as i f  there  were no more quaver 
i n  the  a i r  between our mouths 
& our speeches were a l 1  invented 
a t  the end of a railway platform i n  the weeds 
Now part of our body, my breast touches 
sentence under the  skin, 
between our mouths, fo ld ing  
Force of sentence 
(Mouré, 1985, p. 100) 

Drinks and politics go together. 

Each desires and quenches the other . 
The first meeting of the  Women's Cultural Building 

Col lect ive  i n  Toronto, before the  group of feminist  a c t i v i s t s  



and cultural workers came up with this name, took place over 

beverages. This is how 1 met Kate Lushington: over drinks, over 

cultural politics. 1 try to picture those early connections, 

and 1 see a feisty woman with a wide smile, great lipstick, and 

mixed-up pieces of clothing. Flotsams of scarves and skirts and 

a mind to die for. 1 cal1 up Katefs energy as she walked and 

talked and charged and chinwagged into numerous stsuggles, 

conflicts, and arguments. Always with grace and humour, as 1 

remember it. Kate and 1 continued meeting, as part of the 

Women's Cultural Building Collective, for many years, and we 

worked on numerous projects together. We also became friends 

and colleagues through our shared work and connections in 

theatre and petfoxmance. 

Recently, 

K a t e  has been working on a play called Fraud. She generously 

gave me a copy of a draft that she intends to expand into a 

full-length production. This is a work about three generations 

of women who struggle in the confusions, misunderstandings, 

affections, and mistrusts of motheddaughter relations and who 

are caught in tensions of difference as each woman recognizes, 

denies, and/or positions herself as Jewish. 1 find the play 

disturbing and funny - which is how 1 have often responded to 

Katefs work. Itfs a potent m i %  1 admire. 1 wonder if my sense 

of how the play engages loss, betrayal, and belonging for the 

three women, who differently represent Jewishness, echoes some 

of what 1 heard in Katefs interviews of her struggles to live 

as a Jew. 



One dap, 

The Clichettes asked Kate i f  s h e  would work as a w r i t e r  f o r  t h e  

new show t hey  w e r e  developing. T o  K a t e :  "We've been g i r l s ,  

we've been men, and now w e 8 r e  going t o  be fu rn i t u se . "  

Gloss: 

"Refusing t o  date, r e f u s i n g  to f i l 1  t h e  gaps i n  t h e  

chronolog ica l  record, i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  conventional  t echnolog ies  

of developmental i n d i v i d u a l i t y u  (Smith, 1993, p. 106)- 

The Clichettes w e r e  t h ink ing  i n  t h e i r  performance bodies t h a t  

they would perform a mul t i tude  of c h a r a c t e r s ,  inc lud ing  a lamp, 

a shag rug ,  and a bean-bag c h a i r ,  which they  e v e n t u a l l y  did, 

and these would be designed by a number of d i f f e r e n t  v i s u a l  

artists: Kate8s abi l i t ies  w i t h  t e x t ,  comedy, and v i s u a l  de s ign  

had been e v i d e n t  i n  a number of performance p ieces .  Johanna and 

Louise, J a n i c e 8 s  Clichette comrades, w e r e  also f r i e n d s  w i th  

Kate, and i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  r e s p e c t  f o r  he r  work, The 

Clichettes knew K a t e  through va r ious  f emin i s t  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  

Toronto, The p l ay  tu rned  o u t  t o  be a h i t ,  and K a t e 8 s  work was a 

key feature i n  t h e  u s u c c e s s ~  of t h e  piece. '  

As pou read this, 

perhaps I am dressed i n  my bean-bag c h a i r  costume. O r  maybe 

it's t h e  vacuum-cleaner. The costumes r ep re sen t ing  va r ious  

i n t e r i o r  objects are uniformly suf foca t ing :  H o t  c l o t h i n g  is  my  

W t i s t / d e s i g n e r s  Frances Leeming, Renee Van Halm, and 
Shawn Kerwin and director Maureen White, t hen  A r t i s t i c  Co- 
o r d i n a t o r  of Nightwood Theat re ,  w e r e  key c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  the 
production. 



performance fate for this play. 

The really hot tale of this period, however, is the 

tension and conflict that is erupting around the issue of 

authorship, with Kate and The Clichet tes  claiming different 

values and credits regarding positionings. We're al1 angry and 

conf used. 

"How can you erase m e  from t h e  role of w r i t e r ,  Kate? " 

"How can you erase  m e  fran the  role of writer, Janice? " 

But these details are vague now. The urges, motivations, 

needs, investments, and politics a wisp of the potency that 

once coursed thsough al1 of us. 

What sharpens in my sensory field is the messy mix of 

painful  motions. What sharpens is my quest for knowledges 

about these complex struggles of women in collaboration: the 

potential for alignment and estrangement, the complications of 

power and position . 
And so this itch, this puzzlement, among others regarding 

collaborative cultural work, kept me attuned to the possibility 

of an inquiry into the politics and processes. 

Then 1 heard that Kate was collaborating with Djanet Sears 

and Monique Moj ica to write a play. 

Well, this impressed me: what a trio! Djanet and Monique 

were/are , women of remarkable capacities , and although 1 didn ' t 

know them as friends, 1 was aware of their work as actors, 

directors, and writers. Although 1 read the script and saw the 

videotape of the production, 1 never saw the stage version of 

this tirst and only CO-authored work by these particular three 

women, Onions, Strawberries, and Corn. It is this collaborative 



venture which K a t e ,  Djanet, and Monique discuss in their 

intenriews for this research. 

1 wondered about how these three women would collaborate 

to CO-author a piece for the first tinte, even though they had 

worked with and for each other in a range of contributions 

before this occasion of CO-writing. 1 knew that Nightwoad 

Theatre produced Manique's play, Princess Pocahontas and the 

Blue Spots,  while Kate was artistic director. Djanet has 

directed a production of Princess Pocahontas, Kate continues to 

work as a dramaturge for Monique and Djanetos work, and Monique 

has performed in a recent play of Kateos. 1% sure there are 

many other intertwinings. The links through friendship and 

family, in addition to work, are significances that these women 

have mentioned to me a number of times 

T h i s  wcck ,  

1 saw al1 of you. Monique, you were at Muriel Miguel's 

performance of her Trail of the Otter, at the Festival of New 

Native Plays and Playwrights. Kate, you sat in front of me in 

the theatre. We both agreed that Moniqueos work as "dramaturge" 

on the production seemed to entail so much more than editing 

text. 1 saw you, Djanet, acting in an episode of .-. Traders, 1 
think. 

At this moment, Monique is performing a short piece at a 

memorial service after the death of a Canadian theatre 

director. It is late in the evening, and after a few hours of 

poignant commemorative talks and performances, 1 am trying to 

continue thinking about the deceased. But at this moment, 1 am 



completely mesmerized by Manique's acting. Theatre Passe 

Muraille is packed with Toronto's theatre folk. I r m  seeing 

people 1 havenft seen in years: "blasts from the past." Yet the 

blast is in my gut, no, my mind, no, my heart. This woman's 

work takes me to a profound place of kinetic, sensory, and 

intellectual richness . 

After 1 saw the film, Smoke, my friend Martino gave me a 

bio - nothing like this biography, this introduction that you 
read here - about Paul Auster, the screenwriter for the film. 

Gloss: 

In writing the specificity of persona1 chronology, one produces 

the "facts that anchor the ... subject in historical the  and 

the reader in a secure textual relationship to the ... subject" 
(Smith, 1993, p. 106). 1 may be attempting to refuse a 

chronological form and to provide a sense of t h e  interrupted 

as memories fo ld  back on themselves, but am 1 not producing my 

own version of the "factsW? Another version of a "bio"? An 

evidential narrative? 1 might describe it as only one story, 

but it is, after all, the only story you get. The Pacts are 

this: what 1 have included. And the exclusions, you ask? 

Apparently, director Wayne Wang read a short story of Auster's 

in The New York T i n t e s ,  and he began to work with the writer on 

the film. The "factsW of Auster's bio tell me that this writer 

was instrumental in the casting of the film such that a 



remarkable group of actors, including Forest Whitaker, Stockard 

Channing, and Harvey Keitel, were hired. Ird like to think 

Auster was "involvedm since it makes a nice connection for this 

s t o r y  here  . 

You were wondering, 

Whose story is this?" 

Were you not? 

You see, as with Moniquefs work, 1 was also mesmerized by 

the performances of these actors in the film, and often when 

Irm ovemhelmed with the pleasure of exhilarating performance 

work, 1 feel quite short of breath. Ifve often been short of 

breath watching Monique. 

Animation of 

spirit-limb-gesture-tongue-breath. 

Breath flutter, blood sizzle: 

At performances that shift the ground 1 stand on, I am reminded 

of Monique, 

1 never met her until Kate introduced us. 1 knew about her 

as people in a field of cultural work might know something 

about other practitioners. Recently, 1 heard about Moniquefs 

work for the Zapatista stsuggle and for her project, the ''Food 

for Chiapas Campaign," 1 think Kate told me about these 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  although 1 recall a news report about Chiapas that 

included an item about a guerrilla theatre group in which 

Monique participates. 1 wanted to talk to Monique about this 

a c t i v i s t  work. ... 1 thought about contacting her. ... 1 



didn ' t . 
There is a way that my relationship to these women, and 

al1 of the participants, has taken on this kind of hesitancy. 

Not a caution really - although cautions and concesns about 
doing the research are necessary constants - but an anxiety 
about pulling people back i n t o  the project at various times as 

I need them, to read a transcript, to read a section of 

writing, and to provide some information. I ask al1 of them to 

help, to give, to provide - to me. 
Sometimes Ifve given little gifts. 1 remember pots of red 

tulips once. 

My face blushing crimson for the small gesture. 

As researcher, with my research requests of participants 

oves the drawn-out years of the thesis, 1 find myself 

reluctant , sometimes embarrassed, to "botherw them. 

G l o s s  : 

How do discursive formations of friendship and collegiality 

effect what I/we think is possible/acceptable? 

Despite the thanks participants have expressed in having the 

opportunity to talk about their work, 1 understand the main 

benefits of the research to be mine. Furthemore, this project 

might absorb me constantly, but it's not on anyone elsefs front 

burner day-by-day. 

Ironies of collaborative focus and solitary pursuit. 

Power relations operating in intricate, confusing, and 



troubling ways. 

And in multiple directions. 

Surely, hawever, people must be wondering and discussing 

oves lunches, at theatre intermissions, in buses, "Whatever 

happened to Janice's thesis a n y ~ a y ? ~  

1 pray: "Please let me finish writing 'their chapter' so 1 

can show them I've actually produced something." What if 

someone gets so sick of it or dislikes it so much at some point 

that they want to remove themselves from the project? The 

possibility of a participant's remval is an element 1 discuss 

with each woman as her prerogative and as part of the *consentw 

arrangement for the research. While I believe anyone's 

withdrawal is unlikely, it has been a background w o r r y  

throughout the project. There is a neverending nervetingling of 

the complications, politics, and povsr relations of 

"researcher/researched" relations. 

At one interview, Monique, Kate, and Djanet laugh and ask 

me if, when 1 graduate, they can have hats that Say, "Dr. Jan." 

I'm familiar with Manique's play, Princess Pocahontas and 

the Blue Spots, and 1 read some of the dialogue aloud to 

students in my Women's Studies classes. 

Today, 

she savours the way the language feels on her tongue; she's not 

sure how the students feel. 

Janice, the instructor, loves this play, and she loves to 

perform. She tries to give the words an actor's feel. Not well 



done, perhaps, and with concerns about how she is taking on the 

character of "Malin~he.~ This character, "the fucked one," as 

Monique tells the reader in uCharacter Ijescriptionsn of 

Princess Pocahontas, is the Nahuatl woman fucked over by white 

conquest. The teacher is not sure. Do the students perceive 

Janice's hesitations in the representation? Perhaps she has 

lost an interesting pedagogical moment by not talking about the 

possible meanings/politics of this white woman reading/enacting 

a Native character. She is trying to talk about Indigenous 

cultural work and how some Native perspectives on cultural 

production suqgest ways to rethink understandings of "artn and 

to analyze Eurocentric arts practices. She is trying to talk 

about colonialism and cultural genocide. Some students look 

blank, and she has that sinking feeling of having "lostn the 

class. 

Why is she reading this part anyway? 

What compelled her to select this poetry, this cry, this 

speech, this presence? 

Monique, who played Malinche many times, well, w h a t  would 

s he/ they think? 

MALINCHE: Sits at top of pyramid, whippinq volcano into r a q i n g  
flows of lava 
1 spit, burn and char the earth. A net of veins 
binding me to you as 1 am bound to this piece of 
earth. So bound. A volcano, this woman. (stands, 
volcano/cloth at shoulder level) I turn to tree whose 
branches drip bleeding flawers. Bleed into this piece 
of earth where 1 grow, mix with volcanic ash and 
produce fertile soil .  Born front the earth, fed with 
my blood, anything alive here is alive because 1 
stayed alive. (Mojica, 1991, p. 24) 



Please note that the description of the play on the jacket 

cover of the book is written by Beth Brant. This is a writer 

whose words also shake me up and whose work 1 include in 

outlines for courses 1 teach. At the front of the book, Monique 

has a "Quotes and Excerptsw section which 1 can't recall ever 

having seen in a playscript beiore. She includes citations from 

Cherrie Moraga, Paula Gunn Allen, and Gloria Anzaldba. I'm 

n o t i c i n g  this after 1 have written the section of this 

dissertation about the collaboration of Djanet, Kate, and 

Monique. In that section, 1 have quoted from Moraga, Gunn 

Allen, and Anzaldua. 

In her play, Harlem Duet, Djanet "quotes" from John 

Coltrane, I'm watching the play, listening to the music, and 1 

recognize Coltrane's "A Love Supreme." 

Poolishly, 1 congratulate myself. 

The recognition is a benef it of knowing a jazz musician. 

1 wonder about how this recognition is racialized and w h a t  

it means to "know" this piece of music. 

U h i l e  I ar writing t h i s ,  

1 am listening to Albert Collins, blues guitarist: his 

fretboard work as inspiration for my digits on the keyboard. 

Harlem Duet is remarkable. A vibrant, raging, luscious 

piece of theatre. 1 never saw Djanet's play, Afrika Solo, 

although 1 read it. But from that work 1 am not prepared for 

the intensity of Harlem Duet, 



Kathleen and 1 have gone t o  a number of p lays  toge ther  and 

w e ' r e  here ,  now, t a k i n g  i n  t h i s  one. As t h e  l i g h t s  go up at t h e  

end of the production,  1 Say some s i l l y  t h i n g s  about t h e  set 

design - too much detail, tao much "kitchen-sinkm f o r  t h e  play. 

I am r a t h e r  overwhelmed and f i n d  myself unable t o  ve rba l i ze  a 

response to t h e  p iece  about t h e  complex ways i n  which t h e  play 

asks  me to cons ider  r e l a t i o n s  of whiteness and blackness, 

i n t e r n a l i z e d  racisms, a "tragedyw of heterosexual  love and 

be t raya l  through t he ,  h i s t o r i e s  of black r e s i s t a n c e s ,  and a 

combustible reworking of t h e  s t o r y  of Othel lo .  

Djanet  has a lengthy set of notes  i n  t h e  program f o r  t h e  

play (Sears, 1997 ) , e n t i t l e d  " N o t e s  From a Coloured G i r l :  32 

Short Reasons Why 1 W r i t e  f o r  t h e  Theatre." I 'd l i k e  to  give 

you a f e w  of them. 

5 1 was a l r eady  e ighteen  when 1 s a w  Ntozake Shange's For 
Coloured G i r l s  Who Have Considered S u i c i d e  When the Rainbow is 
Enuf, i n  New York City .  This  w a s  t h e  f irst l i v e  s t age  
production by a wsiter of A f  rican descent  1 had ever  seen.  6 
This w i l l  no t  be Owyn's f a t e  [Djanet ' s  n i ece ] .  7 She m u s t  have 
access to a c h o i r  of African voices ,  chant ing  a m u l t i p l i c i t y  of 
African experiences.  One voice  does not  a chorus make. And 1 
w i l l  not  w a i t .  8 1 harbour deep with in  m e  tales t h a t  1 'va never 
s e e n  told. 9 1 t o o  must become an organ and add m y  perspect ive,  
m y  l ens ,  m y  stories, to t h e  eve r  grawing body of work by and 
about people of African descent.  ( S e a s s ,  1997, p.4)  

1 know Djanet by creams. W e  are creams and l o t i o n s  

consumers . 

1 hope, Djanet,  you w i l l  no+ mind t h i s  t i t le .  



Gloss:  

"restoration and framing 1 can t be restored or f ramed 

1 canft be still 1 'm here" 

(Rich, 1991, p. 43) 

1 am sitting et your kitchen table ... was 1 dropping 
something off to you ... picking something up? You are calm, no 
serene, and this is a quality 1 have assigned to you many times 

when 1 think about your presence. Today, you have reason to 

shake this serenity. Apparently, you are catching a plane to 

Halifax to return to a film set and to continue with your 

acting job. In a couple of hours! Yet you have agreed to this 

appointment with me. And here you are, making me tea, sorting 

through your fragile jars and sturdy bottles of creams and 

lotions, stuffing the containers into already full toiletry 

bags organized by areas of body care, and shoving the bags 

around to make a space on your oak table for our mugs of tea. 1 

am seduced. You do not know of my love for creams. 

1 revel in this small yet special pleasure. This moment of 

knowledge as surprise and improbability and curiosity when 

friends absorb minutiae about each other. Not a crucial 

knowledge, perhaps, but a revelation which embroiders the 

connection and which snares me in a memory related to Djanet in 

relation to this project. 

Gl oss : 

Do you read this as a will to connection? To identification? 
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"In colonial relations, identifications can operate, at once, 

as the ontological privilege of the colonizer and the 

subjugated condition of the colonized" (Fuss, 1995, p. 14). 

You show me a cream for smoothing roughness- 

"Try it," you offer. 

1 do and 1 forget about your flight and rushing myself out 

of your timetable. 

You suggest a tonic for regeneration- 

"Here's a tonic to refresh the face. 1 love this one- T r y  

it. " 

1 do. 

We laugh and jump into a heated discussion about face 

creams and body lotions for black bodies and white bodies, and 

1 Say, 

"Thank you." 

For 
creams 

collaborations 

Introducinq: Shelley 19iro. Anna Gronau 

"a scrap of memory, a figura1 trace, or fading afterimagew 

(McLaren, 1997, p. 174)  

Re/collecting a connection: my memory 

Anna : Do you want some tea? 

Janice: No, I'm okay. Thanks. What's your timetable for the 



Shel ley:  

J a n i c e  : 

Shel ley:  

Anna : 

Shel ley:  

Anna : 

Shel ley:  

Anna: 

f i lm? 

We want t o  f i n i s h  i n  f o u r  months. 1 t h i n k  w e t l l  make 

it. 

So yourd  l i k e  m e  to do same choreography p r e t t y  soon 

then ,  r i g h t ?  

[ t o  Anna] L e t ' s  te l l  h e r  a l i t t le  b i t  about  t h e  f i l m .  

[ t o  J a n i c e ]  The f i l m  focusses  on an I roquo i s  woxnan, 

Shanna, coming of age. Three aun t s  p r e s s u r e  her, she  

m e e t s  E l i j a h  Harper, and then  t h e r e r s  a musical  

number w i t h  Shanna and t h e  aun t s  having a good time. 

It closes w i t h  a ceremony a t  Niagara F a l l s .  As w e  

menfioned t o  you before ,  t h e  f i l m  w a s  conceived as a 

response t o  Columbus8 a r r i v a 1  and t h e  quincentenary 

i n  ' 9 2 .  

This  ceremony a t  t h e  end w i l l  come as a s u r p r i s e  

after t h e  mus ica l  number. So there are a l o t  of 

t e n s i o n s  and tugs-  

-yeah, between t h e  d i f f e r e n t  elements i n  the f i lm.  I n  

t h e  ceremony, w e  hea r  three s p i r i t s  chan t ing  many 

names of  Ind ian  Nations, a series o f  dates, and some 

of t h e  c o l o n i z i n g  moments of  wh i t e  h i s t o r y .  

L ike  "Magna C a r t a ,  rr "The W o r l d  is Round, "The W a r  of 

1812," Those moments. 

So t h e  musical  number seems, 1 d o n t t  know, almost  

f l i p  i n  cornparison. But i t 's  a cu lmina t ion  of  one of 

t h e  themes of  t h e  f i lm.  I t r s  a p o i n t  of c e l e b r a t i o n .  

And w e  t h i n k  it w i l l  have v i s u a l  impact. 

The  a u n t s  t a k e  Shanna t o  Niagara F a l l s  and they  s i n g  



Shelley:  

Janice : 

Anna : 

Shelley:  

J a n i c e  : 

Shelley:  

Anna: 

Janice : 

Anna : 

J a n i c e  : 

a song i n  a honeymoon s u i t e .  I t f s  sort of a love Song 

but  i ts  a p o l i t i c a l  song with a Native theme. It's 

g o t  a bluesy country f e e l .  

I t f s  a number about a s s e r t i n g  s t r e n g t h  and 

independence. 

You said i t ' s  a lip-sync number, r i g h t ?  

The set design has a tacky f e e l  and w e  want t h e  

choreography to  have t h a t  tao, 

Kind of f i f t i e s .  There's a vani ty  w i t h  a misror, a 

p a t i o  door wi th  Niagara Falls i n  t h e  d is tance ,  lots  

of f a b r i c  on t h e  w a l l s  ... 
And t h e  costumes will be t h e  same kind of idea? 

Yeah. ôutrageous costumes. Chiffon- 

Do you know t h e  f u r n i t u r e  p iece  c a l l e d  a "tete de  

tete"? W e l l  w e ' r e  t r y i n g  t o  g e t  one of those and 

would l i k e  you t o  do a verse  with it. 

WhatOs t h a t ?  

I t f s  a f u l l y  c i r c u l a r  couch with a kind of table in 

t h e  middle- Like a l a r g e  donut. 

So l o t s  of set and f u r n i t u r e  s t u f f  to  work wi th-  And 

t r i c k y  costumes. And a c t o r s  lip-syncing. A b i t  of a 

choreographic nightmare. B u t  Ifd love  t o  do it! 

Script : 

INTERIOR - NIGHT - THE NIAGARA FALLS HOTEL ROOM 
( COLOUR) 

Shanna f i n a s  he r se l f  i n  y e t  another new environment - an 
as ton i sh ing ly  exo t i c  honeymoon-suite type of h o t e l  room - 
decorated i n  shades of pink, red, and blue,  cornplete with 
heart-shaped bed, f r i l l y  van i ty  table, and t h e  works. Careful ly  



posed in this setting are the three aunts. 

Pauline begins to sing. Emily and Molly accompany her in the  
chorus of a ballad-style country Song. 

Their performance is choreographed around their preparations 
for New Year's Eve. They are getting dressed up in fancy 
evening gowns. As they primp and preen, they encourage Shanna 
to get involved too. 

Shanna gives herself permission to participate in the 
celebration. There is no longer the  sense of animosity that 
marked their interchange in the cas. 

It is now December 31, 1992, llt45. They put the last touches 
on their hairdos and make-up, and get their shawls. They are 
preparing to go somwhere. 
(Shelley Niro and Anna Gronau, film script for I t  Starts With a 
Whisper, 1 9 9 2 )  

1 found this screenplay excerpt in a file tucked away in 

an old filing cabinet. It is entitled "It Starts With a 

Whisper, by Shelley Niro and Anna Gronau - Choreography." 1 

think the script is an early draft, but you get the idea of the 

scene 1 worked on for this film written, directed, and produced 

by Shelley and Anna. 

The choreography process turns out to be difficult. 1 

refer here to the complications of implementing my 

choreographic design with little rehearsal. The process of 

participating as a contributor to the film, however, was a lush 

en joyment. 

1 ask for an overhead shot of the women ly ing  d o m  on the 

heart-shaped bed and doing lots of a m  moves. A nice idea 

maybe, and Shelley and Anna are ver' patient with my tacky 

experimentations. But arranging the movements for the camera is 

no easy task. The actors, Shelley's sisters, are not dancers, 



and they have to work around a difficult set, learn the 

choreography, get a feel for lip-sync, and perform on camera. 

In a few days. In addition, 1 am a little unsure about the feel 

of the piece in relation to the rest of the film and ta how 1 

understand the Native politics of the work. Shelley and Anna, 

however, assure me they want a musical-number moment that will 

be surpris ing and improbable, saying something about wamen ' s 

strength. Working with a sense of what my contribution might 

offer in relation to their goals, I attempt to design the 

choreography to interrogate racist mentalities about First 

Nations women and about the representation of their bodies. 1 

use Anglo-European popularmovement foms that work in 

concordance with a dreamy pop melody, yet in counterpoint to 

the words of the Song. Shanna and her aunts do exaggerated 

moves with a 50's pop music feel while singing lyrics about 

their anges, as Native women, at colonial and imperial 

oppression. 1 hope, now, that the number can be read as a 

moment of ambivalence, of colonizer/colonized interrogation, of 

"rupture and recuperation" (Stoler, 1995, p. 200) with regard 

to the dominance of Eurocentric cultural discourses. High 

hopes? At the t h e ,  my insecurities kick in, and 1 wonder if 1 

will be able to provj.de what they want - what 1 understand them 
as desiring, and what 18d like to produce. 1 see Anna talking 

to the D.O.P. She seems to work more closely with him than 

Shelley. When 1 am working with the actors and struggling with 

the set, Shelley's contributions are strongly evident. 

Shelley's practices as a Mohawk visual artist and Anna's work 

as an English Canadian filmaker seem to offer different 



c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  t h e  produc t ion  and t h e s e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n s  guide  

m e  i n  a range of ways as 1 i n t e r a c t  w i th  t h e  N a t i v e  and non- 

Native personne l  working on t h e  f i lm. 1 wonder i f /haw each of 

t h e s e  women has  a sense of d i f f e r e n c e s  in p r a c t i c e  on t h e  set 

and what t h i s  might mean for  them. 

The i r  i n t e n t  for t h e  musical  number makes more sense  to m e  

now when 1 see it i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  o t h e r  unexpected and 

"experimental" aspects of t h i s  n a r r a t i v e  film: the rear screen 

images, t h e  non- l inear  story, t h e  textile and sensory  close- 

ups, and t h e  unusual  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n s  of the w i l d  Native aun t s  

w h o  are embodied as mat r i a scha l  clowns. 

Script : 

Tr inh  : H o w  t o  w o r k  w i t h  t h e  ca t egor i e s  such as: "nar ra t ive , "  

"experimental ,  " Mdocumentary"? Categor ies  w h i c h  

r e g u l a t e  haw and where a w o r k  can be c i r c u l a t e d  and 

the ways i n  which t h e  t e x t  can be engaged. With 

"experimental ,"  - and 1'11 quote from myself here - 
t h e r e f s  a tendency t o  see it "as a genre  on its own 

r a t h e r  t h a n  as a c r i t i c a l  ven ture  working upon 

'genre '  itselfw (1992, p. 139).  

As the humour and politics of the f i l m  r e s o n a t e  w i t h  m e  naw, 

perhaps this d i r e c t i o n  i n  my own work is what d r e w  Anna and 

She l l ey  t o  a sk  m e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e i r  p r o j e c t .  



S c r i p t  : 

EXTERIOR - DAY - LOCATION VIA PROJECTIONS 
We open with a view of the main street in Brantford. Janice, 
Shelley, and Anna are walking down the street on their way to a 
restaurant for a meeting. 

JANICE 

( Shouts ) 
1 am "supercharged with a problematized 'I'"! 

SHELLEY 

(She looks up and down the street. She sounds embarrassed) 
Oh? 

(Beat ) 

(She cheers up) 
Great! Another nice citation, Janice. It's Smith, right? 19932 

page 107? ... Anna, can you give us something about 
representing us? That Marlatt bit about bios? Also 1993. On 

page 102. 

(Pause) 
Uacts 

'cari be t o l d  as 
a s tory  . . . bios' 
anyone ' s " 

How do you (both) feel about this project n w ?  It's been 

screened at so many festivals and events. Won some awards. You 

(both) have attended some of the screenings together. But often 

separately. Your collaboration had a specific time line and 

purpose. A one-the venture. The film is naw housed in a wide 

range of collections, including many universities. 1 have my 

own copy. Thanks for that gift. 1 wonder what courses schedule 

your film? 1 screen your film in some of my classes. Some 



s t u d e n t s  are thri l led,  soine are puzzled,  some are lost. H m  do 

you (Anna and/or Shel ley)  view t h i s  work as you are engaged i n  

new productions? D o  you (She l ley  and/or  Anna) t h i n k  fondly o r  

sh ive r ing ly  of t h e  days w e  s t r u g g l e d  wi th  t h e  choreography on 

t h e  s e t ?  D i d  you (Shel ley and/or  Anna) recognize my f r u s t r a t i o n  

wi th  the moves f o r  t h e  e x i t  of  t h e  actors? D o  you ( S h e l l e y )  

remember ask ing  m e  t o  be a p a r t  of t h e  b l e s s ing  ceremony behind 

t h e  product ion building? Did you (Anna) see m e  s t a n d  i n  t h e  

circle wi th  you, another whi te  woman, a t  t h i s  Native r i t u a l ?  

Did you (Shel ley and Anna) feel the af ternoon sun  h e a t  o u r  

a f f e c t i o n s ,  o u r  a g i t a t i o n s ?  

Did you see t h e  s t e m  r i s i n g  f r o m  t h e  ground as w e  s m e l t  

t h e  stem of t h e  sweetgrass? 

Did you feel t h e  s w e a t  run  p a s t  t h e  b r o w  and see al1 t h e  

drops glisten and ga ther  and f a 1 1  i n  unison as b l e s s i n g  f o r  o u r  

labour  toge ther?  

This is  personal? This is p o l i t i c a l ?  

You have been ind iv idua l ly  engaged i n  a  range of p r o j e c t s  

s i n c e  I t  Starts With a Whisper - as you are now. You, She l l ey ,  

cont inue to produce work for solo and group e x h i b i t i o n s  of your 

visual  art. You, Anna, w r i t e ,  More t han  1 r ea l i zed .  You t each  

at t h e  Ontar io  College of A r t  and Design and work on new f i l m  

projects. How did t h e  video wi th  R o b e r t  P r i e s t  work o u t ?  Last 

week, 1 saw a f i l m  of yours,  She l l ey ,  t h a t  1 had n o t  seen  

before. Overweiqhtwith Crooked Teeth. 1 th ink  it must be a 

f a i r l y  r e c e n t  production. A humorous f i l m  with  a range of 

canera and p r i n t  tex t  techniques  and an examination of t h e  

co lon iza t ion  of Canada's F i r s t  Nations peoples. 



S c r i p t  : 

WIDE SHOT: W e  open with Janice, Anna, and Shelley entering the  
caf e on the main Street of Brantford. 

CUT TO: 

INTERIOR - CATE TABLE 
CUSTOMERS POINT OF VIEW: Three women are sitting at the table. 
They are looking a t  their bios and pointing to the pages. They 
laugh. They scratch the ir  heads. They look puzzled. We don't 
hear a word that any of the actors Say. 

VOICEOVER 

Y w h a t  gets lost in the m e m o r y  of 
erased is always 

mose''(Chzistakos, 1991, p. 41) 



Chaptcr T h r e c  

Ways & Means & Approaches: udevices of  fictionm1' 

That w e  are human inventors of some questions and repressors of 
others, shapers of the very contexts we study, coparticipants 
in our own interviews, interpreters of others' stories and 
narrators of our own, is somethes considered irrelevant to the 
texts we publish. While feminists Vary in how we manage this 
treacherous territory, we al1 manage it. 
(Fine, 1994, p. 14) 

Participants 

N a m e s  of artists working in collaborative ventures came ta 

me in a variety of ways: through casual conversations in 

bookstores, cafés, theatre lobbies, and on street corners; 

through phone calls from people who happened to have heard 

about my work; from my own knowledge of collaborating cultural 

workers in various arts disciplines; through art literature; 

through letters, phone calls, and mail communications to and 

from numerous people; and in discussions at various events and 

meetings where 1 mentioned my research. 

1 valued these  names more as contextual information than 

as possible participants. 1 was not interested in accessing a 

wide range of participants. Rather, 1 wanted to work closely 

with a few collaborating culturalworkers in order to 

investigate the details of particular instances. To a great 

extent, 1 relied on my own knowledge of local collaborative 

cultural workers, both in terms of an acquaintance with the 

individuals and a familiarity with their work. 

'"rom Trinh Minh-ha's Framer Framed, (1992, p. 193). 
91 



The criteria of "collaborationw that 1 used to select the 

participants involved in this research reference practices of 

labour in a process of joint production. This consideration 

includes the idea of making a shared text which is developed in 

a negotiation of decision-making and oves a period of time, 

where people are engaged in extensive interaction. In terms of 

joint production, 1 am thinking of artists who negotiate to 

develop the naming of the cultural product and their stated 

goals for the project. They do so for their own purposes and in 

order to secure funding and material necessities and to 

determine how other individuals will be required and hired for 

contributions to the project. Another criterion is the public 

announcement of the work as CO-autho~ed.'~ 1 am also thinking of 

cultural workers who emphasize the process as well as the 

product. That is , they recognize that developing a jointly 
produced text - including, for example, such complications as 
naming, securing funding, determining goals, deciding on 

personnel, in addition to the practices of creating the 

"scriptw - entails a complex negotiation of practices and a 
fluidity of roles. This consciousness is overt in the sense 

that they are invested in paying attention to the complications 

of decision-making and in acknowledging the politics and power 

'O In the case of Kate Lushington, Monique Mojica, and Djanet 
Sears, their play is publicly acknowledged as "written and 
performed byef the three women. With Shelley Niro and Anna 
Gronau, the film, It Starts With a Whiswr, is credited as 
"Written, Produced and Directed by Shelley Niro and Anna 
Gronau." Howevet, how particular individuals in particular 
contexts of creation understand authorship; h m  credit is 
agreed upon, disputed, and negotiated; and what is at stake for 
differently positioned individuals in t e m s  of values about 
recognition and reward and about access to resources, are al1 
felt, thought about, and organized in complex ways. 



relations of joint production. 

1 narrowed my inquiry to a) collaborations in performance 

or visual art forms, b) cultural workers in Toronto who 

identify their intent in political/critical frameworks, c) 

artists known to me as persons doing collaborative cultural 

work, d) collaborations having occurred not more than two or 

three years prior to the beginning of the interviews ( l995), e) 

two or three person collaborations, and f) people with whom 1 

have pasticipated in cultural and political events and 

comrnunities. 

Furthemore, and importantly, 1 f ocussed on women' s 

cultural work. Given the origins of this project in my own 

practices of feminist cultural production and my ongoing 

collaborative work in The Clichettes, cultural work which 1 

position as feminist and as addressing issues of social justice 

was a key feature in determining participants. 

1 decided to focus on collaborations which are locally 

situated in Toronto when 1 realized that cornniunication with 

participants would be extensive and cornplicated. Given the 

exchange and negotiation of transcripts and chapters in face- 

to-face discussions in addition to the interviews, focussing on 

local collaborations was a workable endeavour. Ongoing traveï 

to more distant locations was not a possibility in terms of 

time and money. 

1 also determined that 1 wanted to talk ta some women with 

whom I had engaged in negotiations of decision-making in the 

production of a cultural text .  With Shelley Niro and Anna 

Gronau, 1 had contributed as a choreographer on their film, 



Starts With a Whisper, In the case of Kate Lushington, Djanet 

Sears, and Monique Mojica, 1 had worked in a process of co- 

authorship with Kate Lushington to produce The Clichettes' 

play, Up Aqainst the Wall~a-r. Although 1 had not worked with 

D janet Sears or Monique Mo jica, 1 had seen them perf orm and had 

read their plays. 

A key factor in determining participants was a need to 

work with women who, frtnn the beginning, evidenced a keen 

interest in the project. "Interest" took shape in a number of 

ways. 1 wanted to work with participants who would be willing 

to discuss blocks and tensions, In addition, "interest" 

signalled an individual and shared investment in reading and 

responding ta lengthy textual materials. This kind of 

conunitment and the hours involved made the pro ject dif f icult or 

impossible for some people, A number of women with whom 1 

discussed the research were curious but could not commit to a 

number of interactions. In the case of one collaboration, one 

person was interested but the other was not. This aspect of the 

women8s participation embedded an ongoing tension around 

"interest" for me: 1 recognized that the participants needed to 

have input into my representations, but 1 was concerned about 

the amount of work required of them. 

In addition to time and energy for the subject matter as 

well as interviews and readings, "interest" also signalled for 

me the possibility that the study might be of consequence to 

the participants particularly and/or to cultural workers 

generally. In terms of the collaboration of Djanet Sears, Kate 

Lushington, and Monique Mojica, for example, these women 



mentioned a numbet of times that they saw their engagement in 

the process of the research as an "opportunityu to explore 

ongoing tensions among them and as a contribution to 

considerations of hou their future work together might 

progress. With Anna Gronau and Shelley Niro, the interest was 

expressed as an understanding that the research might be 

important in tems of its focus on the social relations of 

cultural production. Following from my notes of convessations 

with Anna and Shelley, for example, 1 could summarize Anna's 

remarks as follows: "In terms of artists' work, there's a lot 

about the product and the people making it, but you don't hear 

anything about the details of people's relationships in art- 

making. It's really important." 

Contacts to possible participants were first made by 

telephone to offer a general and casual description of the 

study. A second exchange, usually in person, involved a more 

detailed description of the research, my investments and 

benefits, and possible benefits for the participants. We 

discussed viable interview dates and times. 1 informed the 

women that confidentiality and/or anonymity would not be 

provided. Participants are menibers of a relatively small 

community of cultural workers, and their work and discussion of 

t h e i r  work are easily recognizable. 1 had been concerned about 

t h e  question of anonynity during the period when 1 was working 

on the ethical review protocol for the project. However, al1 

t h e  participants, who are accustomed to public scrutiny, seemed 

to take it for granted that they would be identified, and no 

one expressed any concern about anonymity. Participants were 



also informed that they would be able to modify and/or clarify 

their interview transcripts and to add to and/or comment on 

sections of the thesis that directly present and discuss 

anything attributable to them. 1 indicated that anyone could 

withdraw from the research at any t h e -  Once these elements of 

the research process were conveyed and discussed, 1 requested a 

decision about whether the individuals would participate in the 

research. When the women expressed their desire to participate, 

1 provided the consent form which included many of the details 

discussed above." Since 1 was seeking the participation of al1 

m e m b e r s  of a collaboration, there were some complications in 

organizing these initial contacts, conveying information, and 

securing the codtment of al1 parties. My intent was to follow 

the steps indicated above with individuals and then, finally, 

to meet with al1 members of the collaboration- 

1 conducted multiple interviews of 60-90 minutes in 

length. With each of the two collaborations, 1 engaged in two 

"setsw of interviews: a) one interview with al1 the 

collaborating individuals together and b) individual 

interviews. Consequently, in the collaboration of two people, 

three interviews were conducted, while a collaboration of three 

people generated four interviews. 

Interview: an antiquated device of documentary. Truth is 
selected, renewed, displaced and speech is always tactical 
(Trinh, 1992, p. 73) 

The "Interview Consent Form" is included as Appendix A. 



The dispersion of stories points to the dispersion of the 
memorable as well. And in fact memory is a sor t  of anti-museum: 
it is not localizable. Fragments of it come out in legends. 
Objects and words also have hollow places in which a past 
sleeps, as in the everyday acts of walking, eating, going to 
bed, in which ancient revolutions slumber. 
(de Certeau, 1984, p. 108 

1 do not subscsibe to the view that there is an interview 

approach that can be fixed and repeated from interview to 

interview. However, 1 would describe the interviews of this 

study as focussed, open-ended, and in-depth. For my own peace 

of mind about prepareàness and recognizing my desires for shape 

and structure, I prepared particular questions. At the 

beginning of each interview, 1 told the participants that 1 had 

come prepared with questions, but 1 was open to working with 

them in various ways since my focus was on their narration of 

issues and thematics. The participants had the opportunity to 

read the prepared questions, but none of the women chose to 

follow the queries in the group interviews. Rather, follawing 

from their prior knowledge of my interests, they seemed eager 

to jump into prùducing narratives about their collaborations. 1 

conducted the individual interviews after those of the group 

ones, and in these individual interviews, the participants 

often focussed more directly on the tell-me-more questions 

which 1 had framed after reading the transcripts of the group 

i n t e r v i e w s .  Perhaps this slightly different process reflects a 

more overt exercise of questioning on my part. Howeuer, it may 

be, too, that the participants were engaged in a different set 

of social relations which provoked different practices of 

knowledge production. That is, in the uindividualw interviews, 

a participant and 1 focussed on each other, while in the 



"group" interviews of three or more people, dialogues occurred 

in a range of interactions. 

In deciding on both group and individual interviews, 1 had 

intended different opportunities for exchange. With the group 

interviews, 1 wanted to hear h m  the women narrated their 

understandings through and across each other. 1 could listen in 

to their intersecting stories, as well as introduce my own 

questions and reflections, such that a complex intersection of 

stories might occur. My sense was that the women would spark 

amongst themselves a flow of agreements and disagreements, 

shared and conflicting memories, thereby surprising and 

sparking each other. The individual interviews gave each 

participant an opportunity to focus more closely on her 

particular reflections folloving from a reading of the 

transcript of the group interview. And at this interview, 1 

often asked questions which would encourage elaborations of 

issues which 1 had identified in the group interview. 

Although the interviews can provide insights about the 

cultural workerst understandings of pleasures, struggles, and 

conflicts in the social relations of collaborative cultural 

work, the interview form may also be viewed as a limitation. 

F i r s t ,  in terms of the individual interviews, 1 am considering 

collaborative practices yet drawing on individual reflections. 

Second, the interviews are at one remove from the actual 

moments of practice in that 1 was not investigating the 

collaborations during the periods when the participants were 

working together on their respective film and theatre projects. 

1 rely on participant reflections when those reflections are 



bounded by what the women feel they can Say or not say, based 

on a range of individual and relational investments. Later in 

this chapter, I will say more about this aspect of boundary and 

limitation. 

Working with questions in interviews can be complex, 

contradictory, and shifting. 1 might fix and foreground my 

agendas at the expense of participantsr needs, create a tenor 

that conveys "that extracting information is more to be valued 

than yielding itw (Oakley, 1981, p. QO), facilitate the 

"dynaxnic unfolding" (Anderson C Jack, 1991, p. 23) of numerous 

perspectives, and/or create helpful foci and openings. What I 

am suggesting here is that 1 neither subscribed to a particular 

logic in my approach to interview questions nor attempted to 

maintain control of an interview frame. However, as is apparent 

in the interview segments included in Chapters Four and Five, 1 

also shaped the explorations, directions, and interpretations 

of the interview conversations in particular ways , based on my 
interests, assumptions, investments, and limits of listening 

and understanding. 

In the interviews, 1 was interested in the ways in which 

the cultural workers would construct their words and 

understandings of their own activities and social relations. 1 

was also invested in an interview practice that is an engaged 

interaction with the participants: not merely asking questions 

for information, but a CO-invested exchange of reflections on 

collaboration and difference. Rather than viewing the 

interviews as sites of respondent disclosure, 1 regarded them 

as epistemologically significant moments in which the 



participants and 1 could CO-produce knowledges and narratives, 

The participants and 1 were also engaged in a practice of 

memory (Farnsworth-Alvear, 1997) which is storied, fragmentary, 

ordinary, profound, accommodating, persistent, resistant. The 

storytelling is neither fixed not finite. We do not produce 

definitive narrations. Following froxn T e r r y  Threadgold (1997), 

1 would say "that most stories actually do not end, that they 

have futures, as well as pasts and that what they construct as 

endings are often merely the beginnings for others' and other 

stories" (p. 125). Furthemore, the narratives are not 

transparent and fixed representations of reality and 

experience- They are texts that produce, and are produced by, 

frames of reference or discursive formations to which the 

participants and I have access (Butler, 1992; Flax, 1990). 

These constructions or organizing principles shape what kinds 

of stories and memories can be accessed and articulated- 1 

attempted to approach an interview not as a telling of truths, 

but as "the fiction that is a part of al1 retelling, 

rememberingn (hooks, 1988, p. 157). In producing any interview 

text, the narrators must select what is to be represented and 

how; there are omissions and interpretations, There is not a 

narrative t r u t h  that can be accessed, represented, and verified 

(Scott, 1992). A l 1  stories are told from vantage points. 

1 have focussed on the implications of these 

considerations in Chapter Two where, rather than a resolute 

representation of participants, 1 risk introductions which 

perform questions/problems of representation, The chapters 

about the two particular instances of collaboration also 



attempt to stage these concerns, to make explicit the 

contradictions and dilemmas of interpreting the interview 

narratives, and to struggle with the textual possibilities and 

impossibilities for troubling my narrative power in this 

pro ject . 

Politics of Transctibiaq and larinq 

Spoken, transcribed and translated 
From listening to recording; speech to writing 
You can talk, we can cut, trim, tidy up 
(Trinh, 1992, p. 78) 

The practices of transcribing also raise quandaries. 1 

transcribed most of the interviews myself, and then, when my 

body could no longer cope with the effects of this labour, 1 

hired someone to transcribe a number of interviews . 1 reviewed 
the texts and reworked them while listening to the audio tapes. 

The length of time involved for this process was virtually the 

same as for the interviews which 1 transcribed myself. Hawever, 

the keyboasding was interrupted and less concentrated, and this 

helped my body considerably. Transcribing provoked questions 

about what would and would not be possible for me to manage in 

this study, and it was a practice which confronted assumptions 

and normalizations of able-bodiedness in the production of 

research. 

her body: renovating and reinven t i n g  

t h e  wrist, the shoulders, the  10th vertebrae. 

cramping practices 

-->and casting for----> 



(invested in the catch) 

skeletal remains:  it remains t o  be seen 

i mean 
the c o n s t r a i n t s  and possibilities 

One of my approaches was to smooth out an interview as 

little as possible in the practice of transcription. This meant 

that I retained the uuhm'sm, the 'you know*sa, the hesitancies, 

the ponderings, the interruptions, and the speakings-at-once. 

Therefore, the transcript texts have a somewhat untidy feel. 1 

do not believe that there is one "realu interview to be 

captured in the transcript text: Any transcription practice 

involves multiple choices about how to transfer the sound 

recording to written copy and a managing and a re-writingke- 

creation of the interview. 1 tried to retain as much of what 1 

heard as possible such that the significance or insignificance 

of textual elements is not completely predetermined. 

When 1 gave the transcripts to the participants, 1 

suggested that they could edit the content and the form of the 

texts. After the participantsf readings and when 1 discussed 

the transcripts with the women, two participants suggested that 

speech hesitancies made their texts difficult to read. Only one 

person, however, chose to make some edits. While 1 wanted ta 

highlight this issue, the shape of the transcripts was not a 

priority for most participants. Although not explicitly stated, 

it may be that they decided to defer some editing 

possibilities. They were awase that they had the right to 

review a full chapter at a later date, and they could edit or 



negotiate edits with me at tha t  the. The participants also 

knew that only portions of transcripts would be used for my 

interpretations, and this, tao, may have been a factor in their 

responses to the transcripts . 
Nevertheless, 1 found myself continuing to ask questions 

about transcribing. What does it mean for me to use transcript 

segments that might be wandering, vague mullings alongside my 

own heavily edited and reworked writings and the complex 

articulations of various theorists? Authors' works are 

completed texts: edited, refined, and often (but not always) 

without the hesitancies, twistings, and confusions of 

conversations. Quotes from authors' texts are usually tidy and 

without "uhms," breaks, pauses, and t h e  collidings of thought 

changes found in the transcripts. Might the thinking 

represented in the transcripts be understood by some readers as 

unformed, less important, and/or less "theoretical"? In that 1 

can't guarantee particulas readings by readers, what 

responsibilities, practices, and questions about procedure 

might 1 make evident? 

Along similar lines, 1 wonder about my naming of the 

participants according to their first names while other 

knowledge producers in this text are referenced by surnames or 

full names in quotations and citations. In the interviews, 1 

was engaged in discussions with people 1 know as friends and/or 

colleagues. 1 am on a first-name basis with these individuals 

out s ide  of the interview moments. Furthermore, I understand the 

interviews as occasions where we were in a shared process of 

knowledge production around concerns and issues applicable to 



al1 our various histories, practices, and relations. It is 

important for me to name the participants, following from the 

conditions of sociality in which 1 relate to the warnen, The 

naming underlines my investment in the wamen. 1 "talkU to the 

participants in this project, particularly in the chapters 

about their respective collaborations, and f sometimes f 011- a 

first-name address which connects to my first-name sociality. 

Yet, as 1 write in the presences of the participants and attend 

to particular academic conventions about recognizing the words 

of other knowledge producers, 1 am struck by what a difference 

in the naming might signal about researcher/participant 

relations and narrative authority. In working with the 

contributions of authors, 1 include their perspectives 

following academic style guidelines, including the referencing 

of their knowledges through full names or surnames. While 1 

also situate the participantsf contributions as knowledge 

production, their acknowledgement through first names provokes 

a different positioning in power/knowledge relations. The 

n d n g  underlines connection and friendship and does not align 

with practices of public recognition in cultural production 

through which the wornen are "knownW by their surnames or full 

names. The practice of using first names might also suggest to 

some readers a more casual use of the participants' inclusion 

than that of cited authors, or it might provoke questions about 

the participantsf authority, 

My difiesent naming practices may be understood as complex 

and contradictory productions of accommodation and protest 

about arts/academic boundaries and gendered discourses of 



recognition and theoretic authority. Since the women artists 

have first names while the published authors are represented 

according to gendered n o m s  of academic style, the participants 

are made "accessibleu through the naming. Do the women became 

"known" while the cited authors are "in the knaw"? The naming, 

however, also problematizes whose knowledges are valued and 

how. The participants' knowledge production is centrally valued 

in this text, and at various points 1 highlight and make 

excessive the use of first names by direct address. The naming 

may be seen as a form of intervention or as a production of 

doubt and interrogation. My intent here is not to set up an 

either/or logic around naming practices but rather to open up 

frames of recognition and knowing and to work with some of the 

turbulent confusions of representation. 

1 have neither solutions for these dilemmas nor answers to 

the questions. However, 1 attempt to find ways to reveal my 

troubling of these concerns and about other knowledge/power 

issues throughout the project. In working with transcript 

excerpts, for example, 1 apply different methods to suggest a 

variation in transcript fonns and in order to disturb a binasy 

of organized/disorganized textual production. 1 use long chunks 

of talk, short bits, searranged passages, excerpts written in 

"traditional" grammatical form(s), and segments written as 

poems. 1 flag these considerations of the politics of 

transcribing and naming here since, l i k e  al1 other practices 

and labours of the research process, these require an ongoing 

problematization. Within my concern to address a range of 

issues in researchedparticipant relations, producinq 



transcriptions and naming participants are two features of what 

might be called "collaboratingM with participants. 

Coilina and Uncoilirrq "Dataa: Findina the MCrunchm Area 

there are multiple foldings, not simply different 
interpretations 
(Trinh quoted in E. A. Kaplan, 1997, p. 197) 

like a fart in a trance 
(Neil Watson, my f ather: personal communication) 

A book which 1 enjoy has an unusual title: Learned P i q s  

and Fireproof Women (Jay, 1986). This text is a history of 

eccentric performance acts and styles of off-beat 

entertainment. One of these, the art of flatulence, has had 

critical and popular acclaim at various times and in a range of 

contexts. Japan and France, for example, have apparently 

produced and heralded many farting performers. Men and women 

with unusual and remarkable abdominal control have made a 

living, or some part of it, making music, blawing out candles, 

or pumping water. 1 situate my f ather* s expression, "like a 

fart in a trance," within a genealogy of performing bodies that 

seem to be out of control while demonstrating extreme control, 

and as part of the landscape of a discursive terrain which 

produces normalizing regimes around the body. My fatherfs raw 

and colourful expression a l s o  works for me as a way to capture 

something of the limitations and benefits in the hesitancies, 

the suggests, and the perhapses of writing research 

interpretations. When Dad speaks this British, working-class 

phrase, 1 think of him telling me that "a fart in a trame" 



signals, simultaneously, the possibility, readiness, and 

inevitability of vociferous exclamation along with restraint, 

wariness, and pause. 

Working with the transcripts, 1 often felt much like the 

donkey with the carrot in front of its nase. 1 could "seen and 

usmell't the carrot: its textures, colours, shapes. But 1 could 

not easily sink my teeth into the carrot such that 1 could chew 

it, ingest it, absorb it. Catching glimpses of meanings, 1 

thought not of "coding" the transcripts, but of provoking 

stories and themes from readings which would be open to 

surprises, contradictions, confirmations, hopes, frustrations, 

hesitancies, certainties. 1 began to read for 

ambiguities, urgencies, vocal emphases and volume changes, 

interruptions and ruptures, repetitions, altered rhythms, and 

unsteadiness. 1 paid attention to h m  someone might slide off a 

story which they were telling in order to illustrate it with 

another story. 1 looked for what Djanet Sears calls "a crunch 

areaff (personal communication, November 17, 19% ) : a 

momentkontext where the expressions were surprising, 

confusing, and in a tangle. The csunch area can surface a 

struggle to memory, an emphasis, a strong investment, a 

confounding, and/or a desire for clarity. 

The research questions which guide/guided my readings 

include: How are difierences lived and negotiated in 

collaborative cultural production? How are cultural workersf 

understandings of the boundaries and limits of comunicability, 

as moments of incommensurability, produced in and productive 

of, particular discourses which they have available to them? 



How do the participants construct Mcollaborationw and 

"differenceW? H m  might cultural texts be produced in/through 

social relations of rupture, conflict, stress, and collision? 

The selection of material from the interview narratives is 

informed by how 1 can make stories from stories at this the: 

what 1 can "hear, what 1 can make meaning from, and what 

discourses are available to me. Other accounts can be generated 

from future readings whether those readings are guided by the 

same research questions or provoked by different queries. The 

interpretations in this project do not draw front al1 parts of 

the interviews. My stories of collaborative practices across 

difference do not attempt a coverage of evesything participants 

discussed. This would be impossible. The interpretations form 

an "interested talew: a narrative which "reveals its interests 

by highlighting some features and downplaying, even ignoring 

others" (Martindale, 1995, pp. 75-76). 1 also do not seek to 

provide a descriptive wrap of each collaboration such that a 

reader might want to Say, "Ah, this is what the collaboration 

of - is about, De Certeau's sense ( 1984) of "the very 

plurality of the realw (p. 94) and Trinh Minh-ha's 

deconstructions (1991; 1992) of the naturalness of a realist 

narrative - in her interrogations about the apparatuses of 
cinematic production, particularly in documentary genres - kept 
me Company through the reading/writing. Their reflections 

laminated my approach. My concern was to offer indeterminate 

interpretation following from the recognition of the 

indeterminacy of the tales the participants produced, and the 

maories they practised, at the t h e  of the interviews. 



At times, I could not see a way to include some segments 

of the interview narratives which 1 perceived as relevant. 

Furthemore, and at other times, 1 was influenced by an unease 

regarding how a transcript inclusion or piece of intespretive 

writing might be disturbing for a participant in terms of 

public recognition. Of course, there can be no guarantee that 

what 1 might be concerned about would match participantsf 

considerations. 1 wrote, hawever, with an awareness of this 

research as a public document that represents individuals w h m  

1 care about, whose work 1 respect, and with whom 1 intend ta 

continue in relationship. Therefore, caution and care were 

important. Hawever, this camplicated the writing of 

interpretation such that, along with my own struggles to make 

meaning from the data and to attend to ethical issues of 

representation, 1 was often agitated by in-the-heart 

investments regarding ongoing connection and exchange with the 

women. 1 will Say more about this significant complication in a 

following section of this chapter. At this point in thne, 1 

know something about the participants * responses , but ongoing 
affects cannot be foreseen. Perhaps collisions will arise from 

this research in the future, and perhaps another researcher 

could investigate those complexities. 

In interpreting the interview narratives, 1 aspire to 

perform complexity, struggle, uncertainty, and incompletion, 

while making definitive marks on a page: to "say something" 

while allowing for the space of "1 donPt know." In the saying 

of some-thing, 1 aim to register fragment- understandings and 

questions of author(ity) and expert(ease). 'That's my story 



and 1 'm sticking to itw is Colin Quinn8 s standard wrap-up to 

his news report on the television comedy, Saturdav Niqht Live. 

Rather than sticking to my stories, hou might 1 practise 

interpreting data as "a way of reading that keeps systems of 

signification open to other readingsff (Ellsworth, 1996, p, 

140  ) ?  In working with the data, 1 am concerned about how 1 

might use the words of participants as the thrusts of my 

arguments, to meet my needs, to support my desires for 

particular directions and finished chapters. H m  might a will 

to rationality, knowledge claims, authority, conclusions, 

surety, statements, and definition counter my goals for an 

openness of interpretation? As 1 have discussed in the opening 

chapter of this project, I reflect on how to "be accountable to 

people's own struggles for self-representation and self- 

determination" (Visweswaran, 1994, p. 32). Trinh's reflection 

i s  helpful for thinking about the coiling of data: "There are 

multiple foldings, not simply different interpretationsw 

(quoted in E. A, Kaplan, 1997, p. 197). 

Complications of Communication with Participants 

The interviews are liquid mernories. Recollections of 

wonderful get-togethers and meetings with Djanet Sears, Monique 

Mojica, Kate Lushington, Shelley N i r o ,  and Anna Gronau are 

imaged in moments of enormous amounts of liquid refreshments 

shared across various tables- Shelley poured tea for me at her 

large oak table circled by paintings. Djanet and I drank tea 

and talked about the clutter on her kitchen table, 1 met K a t e  



at an outdoor cafe on Bathurst Street where 1 drank white wine 

and we listed to car traffic and the streetcar. At Anna's tiny 

kitchen table covered in a tiny white embroidered cloth, 1 

downed tea and jam cookies. Monique and 1 drank juice and tea 

at my old painted table scrunched up against my collection of 

yard-sale jugs , 

This imbibing and its literal fullness is a metaphor for 

my consumption of participants' contributions through 

interviews. The picture 1 paint above is of an ease of 

connection regarding the actual interview moments: occasions 

for sipping beverages oves expansive chats. This is one 

telling. 1 do recall the interviews as opportunities forwarm 

and relaxed catchings-up with friends, for provocative 

exchanges with colleagues, and for hearing stories about 

collaboration across diffetences, 1 was - and will always 
continue to be - very appreciative of the participants' 

generosity, Hawever, 1 remember the confused sense of feeling 

thirsty for more, more, more, ... while feeling completely 
deluged. 1 often felt full to bursting with the amount of talk, 

the range of responses and emotions, the layers of issues 

raised, the number of cassette recordings, the intent to ask 

neither too much nos too little, the desire to make the 

interviews interesting and useful for the participants, the 

exhaustion of engaging and listening, the complexities and 

perplexities of meanings, the sense of responsibility to the 

participants, the concern about taking too much of the 

participants' the, the w o r r y  about the directions of the 

thesis, and, for the interviews in my home, the need to play 



"hostessw with the offer of drinks and directions to the 

bathroorn. A sense of saturation: data bursting at the seams. 

Furthemore, the descriptions of jolly liquid memories 

obscure the coniplicated and unsettling, the-consdng process 

of arranging, and planning for, the interviews, as well as for 

the delivery and recovery of transcripts, cassettes, and 

chapters. My notes are filled with lists of phone calls and 

phone messages; returned phone calls and phone messages; notes 

from mail communications; information about people's 

schedules, trips, and out-of-town work; lists of possible 

interview and meeting days and times; dates finalized, changed, 

and erased; memos about how and when to reach someone; and 

lists of available and non-available times. Here ' s a notebook 

script : 

II is away until . . . If 
"cal1 again in Januaryw 

"cal1 again in a few weeks" 

"find out when , .. 88 
"left message for w 

"got message from If 

II f inally got back to me" 
il is leaving for . . . If 
"check out whether ... n 
II is in New York or Halifaxn 

"1 told 1 would keep bugging hern 

" t h e y ' r e  incredibly busy until ... n 
II is avail. in March but .., 88 
II prefers weekdays 



II is on an opposite scheduleR 

"waiting to hear back from w 

I 4  is away al1 summetR 

"CONFIRMEDI!!' 

"Werre talking an absolute scheduling nightmareR 

"haven't heard back from n 

The participants in this project were - and are - vesy 

busy people. Yet everyone opened up their weekly appointment 

books and made t h e  for me. The significance of the issues this 

project could engage was, 1 believe, appreciated by al1 the 

participants, and people were consistently and enthusiastically 

supportive, albeit occasionally puzzled, about my desire to get 

a PhD. Nevertheless, the dissertation was recognized by a l 1  of 

us as my project, and this meant I had to persist in moving it 

along. This was part of the labour of communication and "data" 

collection . 
Each participant received a copy of the relevant group 

interview transcript before embarking on the subsequent 

individual interview. 1 requested comments, clarifications, 

additions, and/or omissions. Participantsr responses to the 

transcripts were expressed in range of requests: from no 

changes to heavily edited sections. With some of the women, 1 

arranged one or more meetings to discuss the transcripts. Other 

participants sent their revised documents to me by mail. 

Another arrangement in the collaborative practices of the 

research was the agreement that participants would review the 

chapters about their respective collaborations, and this 



acknowledgxnent, along with the reading of the transcripts, was 

included in the consent form for the study. In the cover letter 

included with the respective chapter, 1 asked each woman to 

"read/review the chapterom 1 asked for comments "as simple as a 

factual correctionn and "more complex responses." 1 noted, "If 

there are elements of the chapter that concern you 

(particularly in t e m s  of the way that something or someone is 

represented), could you please talk to me about these." 

Participants had the option of changing and/or adding to my 

interpretations- 1 decided to include a cheque for a small 

amount of money as remuneration for the labour involvedm 1 

asked for a response in 3 weeks, but only two women got back to 

me before 6 weeks . As with previous atternpts to arrange 

meetings or to obtain feedback, 1 found that 1 had to be 

patient and determined through numerous phone calls and 

cancelled and rescheduled meetings. Since 1 was seeking 

responses to chapters after a number of drafts, close to a 

final draft stage with various pressures to complete, and at a 

time when 1 was meeting my limits in t ems of energies and 

patience for the project, 1 found myself agitated through the 

process of trying to make connections. Consequently, 1 wondered 

if 1 were to engage in a future process of providing chapters 

to participants whether 1 might attempt a process of response 

that could allow for discussion over tixne, with the possibility 

of a second discussion following from a period of reflection 

after the initial feedback. Al1 participants would neither 

desire such an extended engagement nos  have the the for it. 

Nevertheless, the possibility of a more relaxed - for me - 



process of response is certainly appealing. An extended period 

of response and reflection might also offer participants and 

myself an opportunity for developing and reflecting on 

collaborative practices in research. 

When 1 did have the opportunity to discuss the chapters 

with the participants, 1 found these exchanges some of the most 

rewarding and enjoyable moments of the project. 1 was grateful 

for the energy with which the women engaged with my work, 

impressed by the in-depth commentaries which interrogated and 

supported my research, and pleased by a renewal of excitations 

about collaboration across difference. The participants8 

responses were detailed, coinplex, thoughtful, and challenging, 

and, in most cases, discussions about the chapters provided 

opportunities for passionate exchange about ongoing issues of 

joint interest. Importantly, the participants provoked new 

readings and interpretive possibilities for the research, and 

with much appreciation, I have incorporated many of their 

reflections in my rewritings, 1 had lengthy phone calls and/or 

meetings with the women to discuss confusions, clarifications, 

pleasures, disappointments, surprises, and advice. The 

participants w e r e  generous with their readings and their 

analyses of my analyses. Some of the participants made 

recommendations for changing transcript excerpts and/or 

interpretations their chapters, other participants focussed on 

engaging in more general conversation about the work, and some 

of the women suggested additions. The women8s responses ranged 

from interest to delight to excitement. Ail of them appeared to 

find some consequence in the chapters and/or the discussions 



about the chapters for their work as cultural producers. 

Djanet, Kate, and Monique, for example, had a meeting ta 

discuss the possibility of reworking their play and of 

producing a new script shortly after they had read their 

chapter. While there were a number of reasons that brought them 

to this reanimation of their collaboration, they indicated that 

my writing about their work was a timely provocation. Shelley 

N i r o  and Anna Gronau discussed their collaboration following 

from a reading of their chapter. 

When Djanet Sears and 1 talked about the chapter, we had a 

lengthy phone conversation in which Djanet said she found the 

chapter "intesesting" and "10vely.~~~ Referring to my analysis 

of Manique's reflections on triangular relations in the 

collaboration, Djanet indicated that she "liked the triangle 

part." She said that she enjoyed and appreciated the 

"interesting styles for a thesis" but that she did not 

understand the playlet 1 wrote near the end of the chapter. She 

had two "strong notes." One of these pertained to what she saw 

as a missing piece in Chapter Two where 1 introduce the 

participants. She felt it was important for readers to know 

that she, Monique, and Kate proceeded with their project 

following from their friendship. When I spoke to Kate and 

Monique, they also underlined this feature of their work 

together. Consequently, 1 returned to the transcripts and 

developed an interpretation of a discourse of friendship for 

the chapter. Djanet's other request involved changing 

approximately four of her transcript excerpts. Laughing, she 

2' Al1 citations are from a persona1 communication with 
Djanet Sears, February 4, 2000. 



said, "Do 1 even speak English?" She was concerned with keeping 

what she called the "conversational" quality of the transcripts 

while making some changes that would more clearly convey her 

meanings. 1 addressed al1 the "strong notesw that Djanet 

requested. 

Kate Lushington offered responses from a different reading 

engagement than the other participants. As an experienced 

editor and dramaturge, she read with a view to providing me 

with analysis of my writing; its pleasures and limitations. She 

made recomendations which she felt would strengthen the 

thesis, 1 met with Kate twice, In our first exchange, a two- 

hour meeting at her house, we discussed issues around writing, 

CO-authorship, uvoice, and art /academia boundaries . 2 2  Kate was 

energized to discuss those elements of my writing which she saw 

as evidence of struggling with "ambivalence," She indicated 

that this was an issue for her in her own writing. 1 made many 

pages of notes from our conversations, but 1 will not review 

al1 of those here. 1 will, however, mention some of those 

responses which 1 found particularly challenging and helpful. 

Kate said, "youfre doing the struggles youfre talking about" in 

reference to writing about how to write about collaboration. 

She described the "questioning of [my] moves" through a 

comparison to an 18th century novel, T r i s t r a m  Shandy. The 

"delightful Tristram Shandyish" feel of the pro ject, she said, 

was in the way the text suggests "Ifm writing this, but Inm 

also writing this." Kate was concerned, however, with what she 

read as a "cumulativew sense from the %onew of the writing 

22 Al1 citations in this paragraph are from a persona1 
communication with Kate Lushington, Pebruary 21, 2000. 



which suggested a reluctance to answer questions and make 

conclusions. She remarked that from her perspective as a 

dramaturge she wanted Mpayoffa from "breaking convention." I 

found her observations perceptive - and similar in view to 
remarks by some other readers - and we embarked on a discussion 
of some shared anxieties around what she called a "fine linen 

in writing the evidence of struggle along with the need to 

offer "closure for right here, right now, and not from an 

unsupportive or uninformed space." For Kate, this resonated as 

an issue of CO-exploration and CO-authorship in her work with 

D janet and Monique. Kate also wondered if my work as an art 

practitioner writing about art practices presented particular 

complications: "Often people who write about art are not 

practitioners. Your position as an ast practitioner who is 

struggling to frame it is important. As a practitioner, you 

have demonstrated risks in presenting positions. But the thesis 

is not your mother tongue. ... Do you talk anywhere about the 

kinesthetic work you've done?" With this latter comment, Kate 

was wondering if 1 had informed readers of my history as a 

choreographer where politics, positions, and knowledges are 

conveyed through particular body moves. Kate and 1 ran out of 

tirne before 1 had a chance to explore further this provocative 

idea about the relationship of writing definition into the body 

and writing definition into text. Kate's and others' 

observations about ambivalence in writing provoked my reworking 

of various parts of the text with a view to providing a more 

definitive voice. 

In a second discussion with Kate at another two-hour 



meeting at her house, we talked about a segment in Chapter 

Two." In writing about my history of knowing Kate and about my 

investment in our relationship, 1 refer to a moment when she 

and The Clichettes struggled in tensions around authorship. 

Kate wanted to make some changes to h m  1 write about that 

conflict, as well as to enter into dialogue about the moment in 

t h e  itself. We worked on some changes to the chapter that day, 

and Kate later provided some writing of her own for inclusion 

in the text . Kate wanted to revisit this historical moment with 
me as an opportunity for reflection about how she and 1 might 

have been understanding issues of authorship and ownership at 

that t h e  and what cussent perspectives might be operative. Our 

discussion was lively, thoughtful, and very enjoyable. Kate 

pointed to a particular set of practices and to disciplinary 

differences. First, she noted that the stakes around writing 

the play had b e n  raised when the theatre Company producing the 

work wanted to include the play in their season. Consequently, 

she suggested, "the luxury of taking t h e  to feel our way was 

out the window." In her written communication to me, Kate 

notes, "The intended process was accelerated when a time slot 

suddenly became available in Nightwood's current season. 

Nothing like a deadlinew (written communication, March 28, 

2000). ~nterestingly, Rate was referring to a moment when 

exigencies of theatre production, organized by regulatosy codes 

and funding limitations, shaped what was possible/impossible in 

the writing of the play - concerns which haunt the production 
of her work with Djanet and Monique. Second, in considering how 

23 Other than the written communications noted, al1 following 
citations are from a persona1 communication with Kate 
Lushington, February 24, 2000. 



The Clichettes saw Katefs sole and contributions of authorship 

and how Kate viewed her position, Kate pointed to The 

Crichettes* background as performance artists and her am 

background in traditional theatre. She suggested that the 

struggles in assigning authorship at that t h e  arose from what 

she called "disciplinary differencesw and how these constitute 

meanings of "writingn and "authorship." Kate said, "We shared 

art and f eminism passionately , but we didn' t notice how our 

different disciplinasy backgrounds led to different 

assignations of value." In her written communication ta me 

about these issues, Kate obsetved: "Immediately there is a 

product and a production, the question arises who owns it? 

During such a collaborative creation, who wrote the play? 

Suddenly, unchallenged assumptions are rife" (written 

communication, March 28, 2000). 1 follawed up on Kate8s 

commentary by developing some interpretation about the 

difficulties of addressing terms of CO-authorship in the 

chapter on Kate, Djanet, and Monique's collaboration. My 

discussions with Kate about the chapter were more extensive 

than I can recapture here. However, I do want to indicate how 

Katers reading of the research provoked interconnecting threads 

of interest and issues traced through relations oves t h e  - for 
both Kate and myself. 

Monique Mojica discussed a wide range of issues about the 

text during a meeting of three and a half hours. 1 made some 

responses to Monique's remarks and engaged in sane discussion. 

Primarily, hawever, 1 took many notes as I listened with a 

great deal of pleasure to Monique8s reflections. Monique spoke 



about h m  "friendship overrides the differences" in her 

relations with Djanet and Kate and how important it would be 

for m e  to situate the significance of friendship for their 

collaboration more clearly in my writing." She suggested that 

the friendship "forced constant confrontation around 

differences." "1 can bring al1 of who 1 am," said Monique, "but 

Ifrn also required to bring al1 of who I am." As 1 mentioned 

earlier, these provocations about the significance of 

friendship led to new writing and interpretation. Like Kate, 

Monique wanted more def initiveness in my writing. She said, 

"you've lived with the transcripts for so long. 1 appreciate 

you trying not to take anyone's voice, but-. a She also said,  "1 

l i k e  the  way you write, You Say something and then add another 

piece, and then bring in another voice, and then compare it to 

something else.... You can make claims though and still hold on 

to a mutable voice." Again, since the complication and 

negot iat ion  of writing are important components of this 

project, 1 appreciated that Monique identified and reflected on 

these elements . Importantly, Monique questioned my use of 
"hybridity , ta ref lect on her interview discussion of "half - 
breedaW She did not want me to e d i t  the chapter, but rather to 

add another layer by questioning the historical implications of 

the tem. Another reader had also raised questions about what 

my use of the theoretical framework of hybridization might miss 

and/or misrepresent in terms of Moniquefs positionings as an 

Indigenous woman. Both of these teadings have been significant 

in helping me to rethink my analysis in the chapter. 

'' Al1 citations are f rom a personal conununication with 
Monique Mojica, February 25, 2 0 0 0 .  



Additionally, and hportantly, they have provoked possibilities 

for new understandings about my interpretive practices through 

asking questions about the conceptual frames with which 1 work 

and which 1 might take for granted, Monique indicated that she 

was "surprisedm that there was "so muchu about her in the 

chapter, She was untroubled by this focus as a feature of the 

chapter, but wanted to suggest that 1 might be drawn to her 

interview narratives because they "are oppositefm she proposed, 

"front academic assumptions about identity, nationhood, and 

citizenry." It strikes me that this observation along with some 

of Monique's other reflections suggest an astute reading on 

Monique's part that 1 might be both attached to those 

assumptions as well as provoked to question them. 

Shelley Niro and 1 talked on the phone on two occasions, 

and Shelley also sent me a letter with some coments." We 

discussed some edits to transcript excerpts and to analysis. 

Shelley did not comunicate many responses, and in a discussion 

focussed on her day-to-day practices rather than the chapter 

itself (but possibly related to it and/or the collaboration), 

she mentioned that she was "trying to detach [herself] from 

things." She also indicated that she did not like reading about 

herself. However, reading the text did seem to be provocative: 

She implied that she was carrying stresses from the period of 

the collaboration when she said, "reading about it brings back 

bits of emotional turmoil from that the," Shelley noted that 

she "read it quickly and went with a gut reaction." Although 

Shelley said, "at this point, 1 trust whatever you do," 1 fslt 

25 Al1 citations are from persona1 comunications with 
Shelley Niro: a letter dated November 8, 1999, and a phone 
conversation on November 19, 1999 r 



that Shelley was troubled by how she was represented in 

relation to her husband. She suggested that there were points 

that were "nothing so disturbinga but that "bothereda her. At 

one point in the chapter, for example, 1 made a comment about 

gender soles that Shelley read as questioning "really who was 

the man and who was the woman." We talked about the section and 

made some changes to clarify my perspectives* One of Shelley's 

main concerns, as expressed in her letter, focussed on how she 

saw me "describing how [she] wanted to work on the film but had 

to also try and be with [herl family." She was troubled by a 

remark she made in an interview that seemed to her to suggest 

she was using her husband as an excuse to explain her absence 

from the f i l m  production at certain times. Shelley was worried 

about the representation of her husband and whether her remarks 

and my emphasis worked together to portray him in a "neqative" 

light. We looked at the relevant sections in the chapter and 

made some changes, Shelley made an interesting obsetvation that 

might suggest she is continuing to reflect on conflict and 

tension in her collaboration with Anna and how she positions 

herself in the practices of the collaboration: When there's 

conflict happening, you have to resolve things. My own 

dysfunction means youfre always questioning, and your 

questionings become more evident to other people*" 

Although 1 found myself very engaged by Shelley's remarks, 

1 was also worried about her reading - a response 1 did not 
have in quite the same way to the other participants' 

reflections. Shelley seemed less interested than the other 

participants, and 1 found some of her remarks somewhat vague 
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and difficult to follow. A number of concerns arise for me from 

this sense of our communication. 1 wondered if there were 

issues of what might be sayablehot sayable for Shelley in 

responding to the chapter and how these might be embedded in 

racialized research and analysis, For many Indigenous peoples, 

the whole notion of Mresearchw is connected to Anglo European 

colonialism (Smith, 1999). 1 write within discourses of w h a t  

constitutes academic research, and 1 also produce 

interpretation through discursive repestoires of whiteness as 1 

w r i t e  about the collaboration of an Indigenous woman and a 

w h i t e  woman, Might Shelley be reading the research as 

reproducing effects of colonization, as having a "whiteninga 

effect? Might she be wondering about whose interests are 

served? 

Follwing from my ponderings about Shelley's responses and 

following fram responses to the chapter by other readers, 1 

went back to the chapter to consider further how 1 represent 

"othersff and what distortions 1 might be producinq. 1 began a 

process - one ongoing and incomplete - of interrogating my 
taken-for-granted assumptions about difference, collaboration, 

and co-authorship. Thus, Shelley's responses have been very 

important in the development of practising a reflexive 

looking-back in this project. Another question arising from my 

communication with Shelley centres around whether a desire for 

participants8 support is underscored and put into question by 

what 1 understand as a less invested response on Shelley's 

part. My relational investment in the participants takes a 

dif ferent shape at this stage of the project, when they are 



reading the chapter drafts, than in previous encounters. More 

is at stake for me - or differently at stake - in desiring to 
secure the participants8 "approvalW of their chapters as the 

project takes its final breaths and moves into the form of a 

public document. My assumptions of what constitutes uresponsea 

and "approvalw are put into question through my discussions 

with Shelley. 

I met with Anna Gronau on two separate occasions, 

approximately a month apart, to discuss a range of reflections. 

Anna went through a dynamic page-by-page reading with me, and 1 

found this a highly rewarding contribution to my thinking. Mmy 

of her comments were questions, and these  ranged from soniething 

along the lines of "why are use using this quoteu to queries 

about my process of writing.16 Anna seemed to be interested in 

entering into exploratory discussions with me about different 

theoretical issues including questions about the meaning of 

"homeN and in reflecting further about aspects of the 

collaboration such as different skills and anxieties in film 

production. 1 built some of Anna's reflections into my 

reworking of the chapter in such a way that her input is not 

evident. 1 changed some transcript segments at her request. On 

other occasions, 1 made her input visible by referencing her 

comments in the text. Anna gave me permission to do this when 

she indicated that 1 could "use [her] words to develop the 

text." 1 did not attempt to include al1 her observations in 

that some of the reflections were about engaging in dialogue 

rather than recommendations for revision. Apart from a few 

2 9 1 1  citations are f rom a persona1 communication with Anna 
Gronau, November 5, 1999. 



points, Anna indicated that she did not have a particular 

investment in haw 1 took up her remarks. 

In my conversations about their chapters, some of the 

women commented on the process of the research. Djanet Sears, 

for example, noted "the process was nice ,  illuminating, 

touchingw (personal communication, P e b r u a t y  4 ,  2000). Anna 

Gronau told me: "Nobody talks about this. In terms of artists8 

work, there8s a lot about the product and the people making it, 

but you never hear anything about the details of people's 

relationships in art-making. Itfs importantff (personal 

communication, November 5, 1999). She also commented on how she 

saw my position at the stage of the research when 1 was 

receiving feedback from participants: "This must be nervous- 

making for you. " "Oh yes , " 1 responded. 
After discussions about the participants' readings of the 

chapters, 1 informed the women that I would be writing a final 

draft. 1 let the participants know about the concluding stages 

of the research, and told each wman she could have a copy of 

chapters relevant to her or a copy of the entire dissertation. 

1 continued to communicate with the participants through the 

final stages and to make connections with them at various 

cultural events in which they were involved. 

Complerities o f  Relational Inve8tments 

As I mentioned in discussing the politics of transcribing 

and naming, using the first names of the participants is 

evidence of my social relationships with the women. 



Consequently, shared histories and various investments in 

connection, friendship, and ongoing work relations are 

signalled by that naming. More broadly, the issue of relational 

investments in this research provokes questions about haw this 

sociality impacts on what is possible/impossible in the 

research. These investments provide opportunities for engaging 

in discussions about collaboration and difference amongst 

cultural workers who are deeply invested in these issues and 

for developing and sustaining networks of cultural production. 

However, they also produce boundaries of what is 

sayablehnsayable. 

In Chapter Two,  1 map out the range of my investments in 

the participants of thik project, and these stories begin to 

signal the possible limits of the investigation following from 

embedded social relations. The boundaries are particularly 

acute when considered in terms of conflict and tension. For 

participants, these may be constituted as boundaries about what 

they can tell me about their readings of their respective 

chapters and/or what they can comunicate in the interviews. 

With the latter, the participants may be concerned about 

providing reflections that could be perceived as providing 

"inappropriate" revelations or "airing dirty laundry," as 

signalling to a public an inability to successfully or smoothly 

negotiate the terrain of collaborative cultural production, 

and/or as potentially damaging their ongoing friendships and 

working relations. Such complications are also operative in the 

production of my research. There are baundaries that 1 

negotiate in the writing such that limits are established in 



terms of what can be uncovered, analyzed, and communicated to 

readers. 1 did not anticipate the ttoubled intricacy of my 

des ires to investigate conflict d o n g  with desires to sustain 

social relations with women whom 1 respect, know, and admire - 
and what 1 might be willing to Say and not say. This, too, is 

an embedded tension in the research: the difficulty of pushing 

into power/difference/conflict when I am invested in 

maintaining harmony and connection. Furthennote, with these 

relational investments operating, 1 struggled with assessing 

what 1 thought 1 could reveal in a public document: writing at 

the tension of regulatory codes of private/public boundaries. 

In the interviews, 1 had a sense that the participants and 1 

w e r e  entering into semarkable explorations of the complexities 

of social relations in cultural production. Perhaps the 

pleasures in the CO-investigative practices of the interviews 

obscured what 1 might be facing in the future practice of 

actually working with those interviews . 
It rnight be said that although the project meets its 

limits in the relational complications, in attempting to 

surface the struggle of what is at stake in the writing of the 

research relations, 1 complement the struggles which the 

participants engage in their working relations. Reading this 

last sentence, 1 am struck by how this observation recovers 

limitation as accomplishment, and 1 would prefer to hold on to 

the possible/impossible complications of limitation (Spivak, 

1988; Visweswaran, 1994). Visweswaran (1994) suggests that "the 

assumption is that 'bettes' methodology will mean better 

accounts" (p. 9 8 ) ,  and instead, she argues for a ferninist 



position that might consider failures of method as 

possible/impossible points of tension and as opportunities for 

considering haw a project's impossibility/ies surface a 

researcherfs epistemological assumptions. "Failure," she 

proposes, "signals a project that may no longer be attempted, 

or at least not on the same termsm (p. 100). Follawing from 

this v i e w ,  limits or failures in research can be understood as 

complex entanglement, knotting, and flocculence: where the 

production of knawledge coils and frays in predicament and 

excitation. 

Reflectinu Back/Forward: Circulatinu Concerna 

i n t r d i n t e r  u p  t i o n s  
side 
d m  

of my pre/con ( s c r i p t ? )  i o n s  : 

q u e s t i o n s  a s  
hale and h e a r t y  h iccups  i n  

i n / ex  ha le (eh?)  t i ons .  

(soon wi th in  h a i l i n g  d i s t a n c e  
i f  I keep b rea th ing )  

oxygen for membrane: 
"Take a memo  for  t h i s  b r ( e h ? ) n m u  

research needs oxygen and oxymorons 

"Holding your  breath, ei t h e r  d e l i b e r a t e l y  (when swiniming under 
water) , or  unwi t t ing ly  (as a r e s u l t  of an  a t t a c k  of nerves )  
a l s o  alters t h e  b r e a t h i n g  p a t t e r n .  The carbon d iox ide  l e v e l  
f a l l s  a f t e r  t h e  first few deep brea ths ,  which a r e  then held ,  
and the b r a i n  ceases  t o  be stimulated. This  can l e a d  t o  a 
b l ackou t  and, when swinuning undervater ,  dea th  by drowning i f  
t h e  person cannot r e t u m  to t h e  s u r f a c e O w  
(At l a s  of Anatomy) 



Daphne Patai (1991) observes: 

We must not disregard the very facts - and these are 
material ones - that determine who gets to do research 
on whom; who has access to research grants, travel 
funds, the press; whose words at the mast basic level, 
are granted authority in representing others. (p. 146) 

Judith Stacey ( 1991) examines her work as a feminist 

ethnographer and questions whether an emphasis on collaboration 

and reciprocity actually obscures oppressive practices. Stacey 

wonders whether exploitation is intrinsic to a method that 

depends on relationship and connection. She observes that 'the 

greater the apparent mutuality of the researcher/researched 

relationshipu the greater the opportunity for exploitation of 

the researched (p. 114). It seams to me that the issue is not 

about greater or lesser possibilities for exploitation, but h m  

different relational investments with participants and 

different relations of power might provoke different ethical 

practices that can address, but not necessarily avoid, 

potent ia l  misrepresentations, distortions, and misuses. 

It may be, as Patai (1991) suggests, that it is virtually 

impossible for a researcher not to benefit at the expense of 

the researched. She also queries whether it is possible to do 

e th ica l  research in an unethical world (p. 150). 

These are difficult considerations with no easy answers. 

While this chaptet is an attempt to map the rnethodological 

approaches of this research process, 1 have also intended an 

"intentionally uncertain character* (Foucault, 1980, p. 145). 1 

circle back; 1 circle fo-ard. I am in transit: not so much 

moving "beyondu certain concerns, but immeshed in a network of 

problematized considerations. 



1 do not want them to languor in self-reflexivity, 

however, such that having problematized same issues 1 can now 

rest comfortably. For, after all, in doing research with "human 

subjects," 1 will make decisions and they will have 

consequences - political consequences, in the world, for real 
bodies. This calls for a circulating/circulatory relationship 

of questions and action, theory and politics . 

not to pose al1 

but a di sposal / arrangement 

-a range  meant. 

written in porosity: 

and to pore over . . . 
w i t h .  



Chapter Four: 

Impossible/Pos8ible Tensions in the Collaboration of 
Monique No j ica, Rate Lushington, and Djariet Sears 

kick-off, seed, birth: 
our zero hour, out- maiden voyage 

but how does my beginning berne 
your end? 

my intro; your exit? 
negation? negotiation? 
what does an intm instigate, impose, impede, irnpel? 
("linearity the teleology of an end in a beginningf')' 

w h  en 
" 1 " 

enter 
is there a way in for 

"you"? 

what is closed in an opening? 
what is expired in an initiation? 

"Whosc story is it?": An Introduction 

Djanet: Whose story is it? Whose development is it? 

Kate : Oh, w e  had a huge fight. And it was really 

interesting. 

Monique: What it did dynamically ... was to reinforce me and 
Djanet being in the position of being in reaction TO 

the white girl. 
( D m )  

In Chapter Two, 1 struggled with issues of representation 

and knowledge claims regarding the "introduction" of the 

cultural workers in this study. Turning to the collaboration of 

' Game, 1991, p. 149 
132 



Djanet Sears, Kate Lushington, and Monique Mojica, 1 

introduce/begin this chapter with another mament of 

introduction and embedded questions regarding representation, 

subjectivity, and negotiation. 

The above dialogue is a re-ordering of segments in the 

transcript of the joint interview with Djanet, Monique, and 

Kate. Here, they discuss the introduction to their play which 

is a moment when they present themselves to their audience. I 

have placed these non-sequential expressions in relation in 

order for me to "introducew one way 1 am making sense of the 

data. Each woman's remarks are excerpted from the same 

interview, but they are drawn from different moments of the 

narrative. Therefore, 1 have organized the excespts to suit my 

arrangements and goals as writer/interpreter. 

This re-ordered dialogue, a "scrapping" together of 

pieces, of fers an arrangement that might highlight the 

difficulty of representing participants' talk and might 

problematize the notion of a "realw interview, in "realW time, 

with a "real," neatly packaged rendering of the " t su th"  of the 

interview. Pollowing from interrogations about "validityw in 

the social sciences and in qualitative research (Lather, 1992, 

1993), this strategy of arranging dialogue excerpts, or 

"playwritingu the playwrights' transcript material, "rejects 

one reading and instead invites the reader to develop his or 

her own interpretations and narrative nuances" (Tierney, 1997, 

p.  110). 

Or so I t r y  out. And so Tierney (1997) claims for his 

fictional approach. This may or may not be possible. 



First, my intent is not so much to disguise the interview 

form as to expriment with an alternative arrangement. Through 

this reworking, 1 may wish to propose narrative nuance, yet 1 

also secure my narrative authority and organize a version of a 

narrative "truth." 

Second, as 1 discussed in consideration of methods and 

methodological complications in Chapter Three, 1 may be 

compelled to propose nny interactions with the interviews as 

analysis written in rippled tensions and unsettled 

interpretations, yet 1 constantly fumble with a writing of 

narrative nuance. Narrative authority is a constant seduction. 

I write within conditions of thesis production which are 

discursively shaped by valued and rewarded repertoires of 

singular authorship, resolve, and mastery. Narrative authority 

is also, as Kate Lushington might Say, "a fine line" of 

negotiation (personal cornunication, February 21, 2000). 1 

shape interpretations while struggling to evidence their 

partial understandings, my interpretive investments, and the 

discursive frames that shape my readings. Furthemore, there 

are no guarantees of reader reception. 1 cannot secure an 

audience who reads multiple interpretations and nuances. 

While 1 question the idea that a research method or 

methodology can guarantee an ethical research practice, 

research integrity, and accountability to research 

participants, evidence of struggling with these issues can be 

underlined and made visible. This evidence is produced through 

dispute, debate, collision, hesitancy - interrogating what is 
knowledge, how it is constituted, for whom, and by whont - as a 



means to implement ethical practices and to build ethical 

research relations . 
With these equivocations echoing about, I work now with 

this small scrapped-together excerpt from the interview 

narratives to consider how Djanet, Monique, and Kate are 

positioned in the introduction to their play in relations of 

incommensurability. 

What issues do 1 hope to engage by playwriting the 

transcript in this way? The language of Djanet, Kate, and 

Monique introduces conflict, the possibility of conflict as 

instructive, complications of racial difference, and questions 

about representation in relation to an audience. In discussing 

their narrations about the opening moment in the play in which 

they are identified, 1 point to the possible/impossible 

complications, the both/and unresolve of their collaboration. 

Each woman is constituted and constitutes herself differently 

in discourses of labour and theatre production which shape the 

practices of developing the beginning of the play. 

There are clusters of complications and issues of power in 

research which make their introduction and my introduction of 

their introduction hum and bristle with more than a simple 

arrangement of the words of these women. For example: What does 

it mean for me to "voice" their words in a written text or 

spoken at conferences and to rework and reframe their 

discussions such that 1 can produce analyses for this thesis 

text? H o w  might my work, perhaps simultaneously, provide new 

understandings and possibilities for doing anti-oppression work 

across difference, yet also constrain possibilities and/or 



reinscribe relations of domination? Questions about the 

material, ethical, and political consequences of doing this 

research circulate throughout this project, 1 have offered a 

more extended discussion of these concerns in other sections of 

the thesis. Here, my interest is in considering the discourses 

that the women have available to them to produce themselves in 

an intersubjective arrangement of negotiation, It has been 

propelled by my talks with Djanet, Kate, and Monique and their 

struggles to analyze and theorize the determination of their 

introduction to the play, the meanings in terms of relations of 

difference as "cultural inconmiensurability and antagonismn 

(Bhabha, 1991, p. 17) and consequences for their collaboration. 

Kate describes Onions, Strawberries, and Corn (1993a), the 

play written by the three women, as investigating and 

performing "the impact of race on our friendship, and the 

impact of friendship on racen (personal communication, Febtuary 

24, 2000). Through monologues and dialogues, Djanet, Kate, and 

Monique narrate their individual and interconnected histories. 

They tell stories of love, frustration, fear, isolation, 

pleasure , and humour. Enacting themselves as characters , as 
well as using a range of other personae to embody their racial 

differences, they "jump the borderline into forbidden 

territoryw (Mojica, Lushington, & Sears, 1993a, p. 3) of anger 

and longing. Through story, Song, poetic text, gesture, and 

movement, they script their investments in each other and in 

their desires to understand the meanings of race in their 

lives. The food items of the title refer to activities of food 

preparation and cooking which occur throughout the play and 



which represent a shared interest of their friendship. The food 

activities also represent the racial differences narrated in 

the text with "onionsw as Djanet's food, "corn" as Moniquefs, 

and "strawberriesW as Kate's. 

The play opens with a disembodied voice in a dark theatre. 

When the lights corne up on the stage, an unidentified narrator 

(Djanet) offers greetings to the audience. Then the perfonners 

are introduced, and the first identified speaker is Kate. 

Kate: Good evening. Welcome. My name is Kate Lushington and 
1% a feminist ... 

Monique: My name is Kate Lushington and 1 ' m a f eminist . . . 
Djanet: My name is Kate Lushington and I r m  a feminist ... 
Kate: No. No, no, no. My name is Kate Lushington and I f m  a 

feminist. Ifm very glad to see you al1 here. And I'd like 
to welcome you al1 to Nightwood Studio for a very special 
occasion and celebration. Ifve brought two of my closest 
friends. Two wonderful women to share this experience. 

(Mojica, Lushington, a Sears, 1993b) 

In teasing apart the difietences, the desires, and the 

needs that led to this opening of, or introduction to, their 

play, the women touch on many contradictions, tensions, angers, 

and fears at the heart of their collaboration in relation to 

this opening sequence. These tensions would appear to centre on 

a classed and racialized discourse of theatre production. The 

discursive repertoires, or the practices and procedures of this 

discourse of theatre labour include fundraising, hierarchies of 

authority, control oves production monies and knowledge of 

production expenses, the organization of rehearsal space, 

relations with the production personnel, and audience responses 

to the play. Al1 three women are critical of the opening scene 



i n  terms of how they understand it as positioning Kate, the 

white woman, as the referent, Each woman, hawever, is situated 

differently in this moment of production according to 

racialized locations; understandings and concerns about 

production necessities and constraints , for example, t h e  
running out and pressures to get the play ready for opening 

night; issues of white privilege and material entitlements; and 

constraints of body and health. 

What is going to be impossible for me to recapture for you 

is the intense emotionality of their interview exchanges and 

the commitment to engage the difficulty of pulling apart their 

work. A great deal of laughter, accusation, exclamation, love, 

and anges are laced throughout t h e i r  discussions. Many times 

these women would dialogue and argue so swiftly together or 

laugh so much that when 1 transcribed the interview 1 had to 

keep inserting the phrase, "general hysteria; inaudible." 

Djanet voices her objections to the opening scene 

energetically and vehemently. She says, "1 thought you CANNOT 

introduce this at the beginning of the play!", and at another 

point she remarks, "And 18m thinking this is the Kate 

Lushington SHOW! She's also got the artistic director of the 

theatre company-" (DKM). Djanet contextualizes the opening 

scene itself and the process of determining the opening scene 

within a particular history of white privilege and within 

institutional structures of power in the particular company, 

Nightwood Theatre, and in contemporq Canadian theatre 

production in general. Djanet suggests that Kate, as artistic 

director of the feminist theatre company producing the play, 



enjoyed a range of entitlements to which she and Monique did 

not have access. 1 read Djanet as naming the power relations 

which position Kate and whiteness not only centrally in the 

cultural text itself, but in the econamies of its production. 

In the group interview with Kate and Monique, Djanet says: 

Itfs just that the idea, the first introduction, wefre 
using Our real names. Who runs the theatre, whose face is 
it, and whofs white, and who's writing the cheques, and 
whofs getting paid more, and whose- and these things add 
up. Yet they3re al1 legitimate supportive factors in the 
development of this project. ... In terms of CO-creating, 
though, whoever leads the beginning of the play, the first 
one up, that is who the audience is going to look to- 
they're going to Say that this is the person who is the 
liaison between us and the story- (DKM) 

In her individual intenriew, Djanet reemphasizes her 

perception of the v e r  relations atwork in the complications 

of Katers position as the artistic director of Nightwood 

Theatre. She suggests that in this position Kate had financial 

knowledge about money coming in to the company and the salaries 

being paid out. Additionally, Kate is described as the key 

fundraiser for the project through grant applications, as the 

liaison with the designer, and as having been paid her actorfs 

fee in addition to her salary from the theatre company- Perhaps 

rnost significant for Djanet is Kate's role as the person who 

provides the space for the production. This relation of power 

is complicated for Djanet. It signals her thankfulness about 

access and the benefits of Katefs position, her pleasure in her 

relationship with Kate, and her recognition of shared interests 

while underlining her concerns about what she later calls 

"control issues." 

And so for me- this was also Katefs space- Now she opened 
it up for us many times, and she had a pawerful desire to 
examine these difficult issues with us. Most importantly, 



she was our friend. And we felt very cornfortable going 
into Kate's space. (D) 

Djanet suggeats that the practices of production are directly 

related to understanding the complexities about the 

introduction to the play. She connects the particularities of 

the production structures to issues of t h e  constraints for 

conceptualization, writing, and discussion and to issues of 

audience reception. 

The problem with actually seeing the show i s  that it's 
also presented in the theatre that Kate is artistic 
director of. To start the play- to do it now at Theatre 
Passe Muraille or Young People's Theatre- where Rate isn't 
an artistic director- a different point would be made. .. 
(J: Hm, hmm) It related specifically to those events and 
those control issues. As it stands, Kate's paying the 
cheques, Kate creates the structure for the play, the 
first name we mention is Kate's name, and we're 
introducing her first. I'm thinking, 'One second. Under 
other circumstances this would be fine, but, right here, 
right naw, 1 think this is problematic." (D) 

Djanet later reemphasizes her point about the significance of 

"Kate's space": "It sets up the power structure. In her space! 

Now, maybe if the show was done in my apartment- see, if it's 

done in my apartment it's a total other structure" (D). Djanet 

speaks with conviction here, yet she also acknowledges her 

struggle to understand and articulate the complexity of this 

power structure. 

D j anet stresses the sense of "urgency" that developed for 

her as opening night got closes and how this led her to turn 

her attention from ongoing work on the introduction to a focus 

on rehearsing the material that was in place. 

Djanet: ... Kate needs to have structure. 1 need to fully 
participate in the conceptual design of the project. 
Monique needs to have the freedom to have a sort of like- 



t o  go wi th  some sort of connected vo ice  and t o  connect wi th  
her  unconscious. Now, t h e  s t r u c t u r e  de f ines  whether w e  have 
space t o  do t h a t ,  how much money w e  have t o  design t h e  
p iece  i n  a c e r t a i n  way (J: 1 see). So i n  a way w e  a l 1  need 
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  f u l l y  i n  designing t h e  s t r u c t u r e  and process 
o r  w e  won't be able t o  g ive  what w e  need c rea t ive ly .  

Janice:  It8s almost l i k e  t h e r e r s  a h ierarchy  wi th in  those  
t h r e e  ways of working. 

Djanet: That ' s  r i g h t .  And un less  one can g ive  space t o  al1 
t h r e e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  something else is crushed. ... 

Janice:  ... You a l 1  r e fe rence  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  uh p r a c t i c a l l y  you 
a r e ,  you know, going o u t  of your minds i n  terms of l i k e  
something had t o  be decided on and t h e r e  wasnr t  a l o t  t o  
choose from, and so 1 g o t  a sense  of kind of expediency 
happening. Like, "Okay, w e l l  uh, w e  have to make some 
dec i s ions  about t h e  show!" And so t h i n g s  l i k e  thne 
pressures  and a l 1  of  t h a t .  Because later on, on page 55 [ i n  
t h e  group interview] you said, "1 would not  have let  go of 
it s o  e a s i l y  unless  w e  had t o  perform tomorrow. " 

Djanet: Never. Because 1 w a s  thinking- because my a c t o r  f e e t  
a r e  then  kicking i n .  1 have t o  rehearse  it. L e t ' s  rehearse  
it, I f  it's i n ,  let's rehearse  it! 

Janice: Okay, s o  t h e r e  w a s  a conflict f o r  you between t h a t  
need to -  (D: Right)  t h a t  a c t o r  p lace  t h a t  you abso lu te ly  
have t o  have some recogn i t ion  o f ,  and then  also t h e  p lace  
around what did it mean to have this white  woman as t h e  
re ference  a t  t h e  b e g i ~ i n g  of t h e  play? So are they i n  
conf l i c t  i n  some sense? 

D janet: W e l l  , yes . 1 'm a palm tree. On a palm tree grows a 
c e r t a i n  kind of nut.  I ' v e  graini a c e r t a i n  kind of c r a f t ,  a 
c e r t a i n  kind of a c t i n g  c r a f t ,  t h i s  i s  j u s t  pa r t  of me. 

* . O  

So y e s ,  y o u r r e  r i g h t .  I t  was a m a t t e r  of urgency. (J: Yeah) 
We had a show t o  do tomorrow. Someone w a s  coming t o  see it, 
and what w a s  more urgent?  M y  body j u s t  said, ( q u i e t l y )  
%etr s rehearse  it ." 1 d i d n l t  know where w e  w e r e  going, 
whether w e  would make it, what w e  w e r e  going t o  do? You 
c a n t t  even imagine what it took. I t  w a s  very i n t e r e s t i n g .  

Janice:  That ' s  p r e t t y  s t r e s s f u l .  

Djanet: Extremely s t r e s s f u l .  Extremely s t r e s s f u l .  
(Dl 



Djanet suggests that her individual working practices and 

those of the collaboration are shaped by discourses of labour 

constituted in resources, access, the, and the design and 

organization of a production schedule. I understand Djanet as 

deploying, and situating h e r s e l f  in, discourses of art 

production and labour and as underlining differences in the 

working practices of the three women - discourses and practices 
which hierarchically value a completed product and access to 

resources. These discourses and practices position each woman 

in particular ways, and their positionings reinforce power 

relations constituted through classed and racialized processes. 

According to Djanet, Kate, through her association with a 

working practice identified as ustructure'' and connected 

elements of "spacen and "money," has privileged access to 

shaping the possibilities for the play's development. When 1 

suggest to Djanet that "it's almost like there's a hierarchy 

within those three ways of working" (D), she agrees. 

Organizational frames for writing and production are racialized 

such that the collaborative cultural work is shaped through 

whiteness with an emphasis on the practical and the completed 

over and above the necessity of addressing a politics of 

representation and its challenges and tensions. Power and 

difference are operating as a matter of otganization, the, 

access, and resources. In the context of this collaborative 

project thon, marginalized voices and the struggles over how 

these voices are to be heard can no longer take precedence when 

the practices of cultural production have to be organized 

according to a discourse of labour which privileges the 



overriding necessity of a completed product, The collaborative 

relations in the CO-authored introduction to the play are made 

incommensurable and discordant through the working practices. 

1 also read Djanet as positioned in contradictory and 

unresolvable tensions: The needs of her actor's body, with its 

emphasis on set dialogue and rehearsal of lines and scenes, 

conflict with her needs as a writer who desires "conceptual 

designw and ongoing revisions. These investments also signal 

contradictions regarding her desire to negotiate with her co- 

workers in further struggles around the significances of racial 

locations for the play's introduction and her desire to bring 

some conclusiveness to the script- These stresses also 

reference the conflicts of individual and collective needs and 

the struggles to find some position of control. They point to 

the difficulties of unresolvable tensions around discursive 

repertoires of rehearsing, acting, production organization, and 

script development and howthese practices are productive of, 

and produced in, classed, gendered, and racialized difierences. 

When Djanet uses the metaphor of the palm tree and the 

growth of its fruit to reflect different aspects of 

subjectivity, her "craftm and her analysis, I understand her as 

signalling the ustressful" contradictions of subjectivity and 

her contested position in white-regulated theatre practices 

which prioritize completion. She suggests that she embodies a 

range of desires and urgencies that cannot be reconciled. What 

discourses of race might offer Djanet in working 

collaboratively with Monique and Kate compete with what 

discourses of performance make available, Djanet needs 



conclusiveness around the shaping of her contributions as an 

actor, yet she also requires t h e  for addressing 

power/difference in the practice of wsiting the script and in 

the performed representation of the three women. She struggles 

in the tension of practical needs which are embedded in her 

traditional training in white-dominated theatre practices and 

her political needs as an African Canadian writer who is deeply 

committed to addressing racial difference and inequality. 

Furthemore, these discourses might be understood as 

constituting different but linked normalcies around bodies. The 

idea of a trained, rehearsed, and memorized actor8s body is 

embedded in a theatre history dominated by male, Anglo- 

European, heterosexual, and able-bodied noms, and it affirms 

dominant practices of representing whiteness and of 

prioritizing that representation at the expense of the "other." 

For Djanet, moving within the double binds and 

incommensurabilities in this collaboration requires struggling 

to find some direction, decision, and/or mobilization. Options 

are piaced in opposition, and then she asks herself a question, 

"What was more urgent?" 1 read this interrogation and her 

answer, expressed in a quiet voice, as pointing to the exigency 

of her dilemma. Working with this tension of prioritizing a 

script she can live with, against the t h e  needed to work 

through the political complications of representing racialized 

bodies to an audience, is achieved under duress and under 

protest. My sense  is that while she may have made a decision, 

one that she says her actor8s body insisted upon, the tension 

and conflict are ongoing. They are embedded in the social 



relations of the collaboration, 

Monique and Kate agree with much of Djanet's analysis 

regarding the complications of the play's introduction. For 

Monique, however, it is a recognition which cornes after the 

play has been produced and in the moments of knowledge 

production during the interview. She does not remember the work 

around the opening scene as a 'big f i g h t .  " She exclaims: 'Where 

did 1 go during this controversy? Was 1 on another planet?" 

(DKM) Through the process of wotking on the play, Monique is 

more invested in detenaining how to stage the text, how it is 

that their three bodies will actually engage the material 

before an audience, Furthemore, she centres the body rather 

than the text (or the body AS text) when she mentions that she 

was bleeding and nearly miscarriaging at the t h e  of 

determining the opening of the play. "What is rnapped on the 

body is not unaffected by the body on which it is projected" 

(Grosz, 1990, p. 72). Monique remembers her life and that of 

her baby as being at stake. What Monique considers possible for 

her to produce with regard to the introduction and what it 

means to be productive in this collaborative context are 

detemined by the painful intrusion of the physical body into 

the relations of pawer (Ramazanogïu & Holland, 1993, p. 251). 

In this sense, one interpretation might be that Monique engages 

difference based on health, body, and family. However, Monique 

also stresses her position as an Indigenous woman who chooses 

not to participate "where so often it seems to be that the 

issues are between the two of themw (M) . If the struggies of 
the white and Black women do not seem pertinent to her or if 



they  situate her outside of the issues at hand, then there may 

be no reason, or desire, to remember, engage, and/or negotiate 

t h e  controversy. It may be that the tensions around the opening 

scene held a different significance a+ the time when Monique 

was working on it than when discussions about it took place 

after the production, including during the interview. Perhaps 

in the practices of constructing the play, there is more at 

stake in her difference, in sustaining a racialized position 

not in opposition to any other, but as entirely distinct. 

Like Kate and Djanet, however, Monique also acknowledges 

t h e  racialization of writing the opening scene when we talk 

about it during the interview. Monique makeç the statement 1 

quoted at the beginning of this chapter, where she suggests 

that she and Djanet became positioned as king "in reaction TO 

the white  g i r l . "  Here, as Monique questions how their decision 

centres whiteness, with  a Native woman and an African Canadian 

woman entering the play in response to, and introduced by the 

white actor, she focusses on her concerns as a Native writer 

and h m  she is produced as "ûther." She says, "Irm looking 

forward to the day where what 1 write, what 1 create does not 

have to be in reaction to the other ... [and i s ]  only valid i n  

relationship TO white experience" (DKM). 

Kate recognizes how easily white privilege c m  be 

reproduced and domination reinscribed. She reflects on the 

struggles to produce the play under particularly constraining 

conditions and how urgencies and pressures of completion 

towards an opening night may be complicit in reinscribing the 

power relations. She also remembers her investment in the 



opening as king contested rather than a given. 

Kate: 1 think Djanet was quite right about that first piece. 
And 1 don8t remember being as cammitted to having it at the 
beginning, It was just like, uWell, wefve got to do 
sornethingea But then those were exactly the choices that 
happen, by default. You know. Something gets put at the 
beginning that, that uh highlights a certain viewpoint just 
because well, what else is there. And that happens over and 
over-. (K) 

Djanet reiterates the dilemma in a similar way when she 

emphasizes the Yurgencya that occurred as the opening night got 

closes. Kate suggests that she and her CO-workers are caught in 

a discourse of labour which produces an othering within 

contexts and conditions where particular pressures and 

constraints of production maintain and reproduce established 

n o m  of whiteness, The pressure of "we've go+ to do something" 

is, she indicates, deeply inscribed: It happens "oves and overa 

(DKM) . In the privileging of a "certain viewpoint," it may be 

d i f f i c u l t  to interrogate what it means to be productive and to 

develop a transfomative practice beyond the "what else is 

therew (DKM). Later, Kate wonders and worries about producinq 

representations for predominantly white theatre audiences and 

about examining her responsibilities in terms of how white 

audiences might view her as the entry into the play. Both 

Djanet and Kate question how urgency constructed in 

poweddifference privileges what productiveness looks like in 

practice . 
Al1 three women appear to be holding themselves 

accountable, in their inter- and intra-subjective playwriting 

process, regarding views about race (Hurtado & Stewart, 1997) 

and how these views are demonstrated in individual and 



collaborative embodiment. These demonstrations are performed 

both in the interview itself and in the workings of the 

playscript. Monique, Djanet, and Kate's analyses of the opening 

of the play interrogate how the initial framing of the 

production might use "people of color for the exaltation of 

whiteness" (Hurtado & Stewart, 1997, p. 3 0 5 ) -  It se- to me 

that al1 three women struggle to refuse and resist the 

otherness that this exaltation constructs. However, each woman 

cornes at the issues differently, and the incomensurability of 

the collaboration is suggested in these conflicted struggles. 

Hurtado and Stewart (1997) note: 

Whiteness and maleness are defined in opposition to 
'color' and 'femaleness' - the other has to exist to 
exalt the centeredness of the subject. If the other 
refuses to be the other, it creates chaos in the subject 
because they have to reconstitute themselves. (p. 305) 

This observation would seem to indicate that wbiteness may not 

require reconstitution when it is centred. However, I would 

suggest that al1 three women have to reconstitute themselves, 

including the white woman. This reconstitution operates 

differently for each waman depending upon complex layers of 

racial subjectivity. For Kate, her whiteness is coxnplicated by 

her Jewishness: "whiteness(es) as performances that are never 

just one thing#' (Ellsworth, 1997, p. 261). 

Earlier in the interview, Kate talks about the work she's 

done to address white privilege, and, as she says, to recognize 

"how much [she] didn't have to know." Yet this privilege is 

complicated by understandings of her Jewishness and her 

negotiation of racial difference in relation to Djanet and 

Monique . 
Kate: 1 had a strong feeling that perhaps if 1 didn't have the 



Jewish part of me, my f e u  was 1 wouldn't be acceptable 
enough. So 1 always think of the Jewish part of me as being 
a kind of ticket. 1 don't want to see it that way. But 1 
think thatts hou 1, you knaw, X try to sometimes downplay 
it because 1 don't want to, to use it as "Hey, and I'm a 
Jew!" (DKM) 

Kate might be read as engaged in an analysis of how Jews fit 

into identity politics of feminist discourses of difference, 

particularly those of racial difference, and how a discourse of 

hierarchies of oppressions conscribes what is possible for her 

to articulate in tenns of relations of racial difference. 

Monique, Kate, and Djanet surface the material, ethical, 

and political i s s u e s  of representation i n  introductions and 

openings: who introduces whom; who names, is k i n g  named, and 

how; who is made present or absent; who is centred or 

foregrounded for an audienceheader; haw are others made 

"otherW and made background; how the beginning of a story and 

t h e  setting out of its movements and directions shape how 

acclaim and benefits are established; and how classed and 

racialized working practices constrain a political agenda. 1 

also understand them as underlining conflicts in collaborative 

theatre production which address issues of representation and 

which are engaged by cultural workers collaborating across 

difference. Issues of access and entitlement regarding funding, 

credibility, public recognition, rehearsal and performance 

space, scheduling, and textual production are embedded in this 

process. The women struggle within possible/impossible and 

both/and positionings and investments whereby the necessity and 

desire to address issues of race and representation in the 

script work in tension with pressures to accommodate to 

racially organized structures of working practices which 



determine what counts as labour. The organization of time, 

including urgencies to complete the script and make production 

deadlines, reinscribe a privileging of whiteness, a devaluing 

of difference, and an erasure of marginalized voices. 

In terms of material, ethical, and political concerns in 

my own writing, I wonder if my readings and this introduction 

of introductory complications recentres whiteness and 

reproduces the tensions that K a t e ,  Djanet, and Monique trouble 

in their narratives. I wonder about what my categorical 

interpretations constrain, foreclose, and exclude. 

Could the introduction of the play also be read as an 

attempt to dislodge the figure in dominance which zan remain so 

as an effect of not being named? Could the introduction be read 

as problematizing a discourse of authenticity, particularly in 

terms of authentic speech and authentic subjectivity? If the 

play moment is understood as a fictional moment and as tactical 

or strategic, then the women's words about their *realW selves 

could be read as interrogating what the audience will receive 

as "truthsW about the subjects. Subjectivities are being 

staged. Some audience members may recognize the character named 

as "Kate Lushington" as Kate Lushington, but others will not. 

The phrase, "Hello, my name is Kate Lushington," may be heard 

as problematizing the naming of a character in a play and a 

subject in a public context. In addition, the introduction 

rnight be understood as troubling the normalization and 

centralization of white identity and white characters in 

theatre production. 

And how will you - Djanet, Kate, and Monique - read this 



beginning of your beginning? 

A Discour~c of Friendrhip and Contsadictionm in 

Relational Inve@tments: Underatandinus of the 

Undertakinq 

Djanet, Kate, and Monique also reflect on the terms of 

their collaboration through a discourse of friendship and 

connection. They deploy this discourse to name what is 

possible/impossible about working across difference. A 

discourse of friendship is racialized, and it undetlines the 

different investments and stakes at risk for each of the women. 

The bond or the "gluew of the women's social relations, Monique 

suggests, is a "fundamental beliefw in the friendship (DKM). 

She also n m e s  this mutual understanding as "sacred," and when 

she does so, Djanet responds that their relationship with 

t h e a t r e  is the "same beliefw and also a "sacredW one (DKM). The 

"bedrock of love and respectff which Djanet describes i s  the 

ground for "three close friends who are theatre practitioners" 

to negotiate "the bridges and boundaries of race and 

f riendships" (personal communication, February 4, 2000 ) . Kate 
also underlines the connection through a shared cornitment as 

theatre practitioners. She suggests that their prior histories 

working with each other in different theatre contexts and in 

different production capacities are significant in tems of 

this particular collaborative venture. Kate observes: "Our 

friendship is also based on wotking together prior to that 

particular piece where we al1 three worked together" (DKM). She 



also remarks: "When wefre working on different projects, ... 
it's fundamental for me to talk to whoever I'm not working 

with" ( D K M ) .  What makes this collaboration different from 

previous practices of working together is that in this venture 

the  women take on shared responsibilities as playwrights and 

performers rather than working as a dramaturge, actor, 

director, or playwright for each otherfs productions. Kate 

describes it in this way: "It was the first thne we'd tried to 

work . . . equally , " and "we wanted to be CO-creatorsu (DKM) . 
However, apart from the strong emphasis on practices 

embedded in friendship, the women Say little about what the 

conduct and activities of CO-creation look like. 1 regret that 

1 did not ask for more specificity about the contractual 

understandings or the terms of the undertaking. An inquiry into 

the  particulars might have evidenced more about what is at 

stake in the CO-authorship practices. My lack of questioning in 

this regard and the participants' lack of address to the issue 

suggest that assumptions about CO-authorship were/are 

unproblematized. To some extent, my assumptions are embedded in 

my own collaborative practices of CO-creating a cultural 

product, particularly in terms of my wotk with Johanna 

Householder and Louise Garfield of The  lichettes . ' 
In my persona1 communication with Monique about her 

reading of this chapter, 1 ask if she has any sense of the 

tems of CO-authorship (February 25, 2000). Monique responds by 

In Chapter Two, 1 touch on h m  those assumptions shaped 
relations with Kate Lushington, who worked with The Clichettes 
on the play, Up Aqainst the Wall~aper. During and following 
t h i s  production, The Clichettes and Kate held dif f erent 
understandings of "writer, "author, and "creatorw such that 
what CO-writing looks like in practice and in recognition was a 
contested territory . 



suggesting that she and D janet and Kate practised an "inf ormal 

contracting togetheru in t h e i r  collaboration (personal 

conmiunication, Febtuary 25, 2000). Monique also indicates that 

she w r o t e  segments for the play about her own life and context, 

as did Kate and Djanet, in individual practice. According to 

Monique, no one wrote about the other. The practice of CO- 

authorship occurred in the combining, arranging, and editing of 

these  individually produced fragments. Monique notes, "We were 

writing for our own voices, not writing for each others' 

voices, except it did break down in the intro" (personal 

communication, February 25, 2000). The opening of the play, the 

introduction of Djanet, Kate, and Monique, would be one exarnple 

where the arranging of writing occurred, and as 1 have 

discussed in the previous section, the play's introduction 

marks a site of dispute, conflict, and negotiation. The women's 

accounts of that dispute are produced through intersecting and 

diverging discourses of race and labour. In writing a play 

about their friendship and with a discourse of friendship 

constituting the value of the collaboration, it may be too 

d i f f i c u l t  and/or too threatening for Monique, Djanet, and Kate 

to discuss the complications of the terms of co-writing - and 
for me to pursue an inquiry about them. Furthemore, with 

friendship as the discourse shaping the te- of the 

collaboration, processes and practices of mutuality, support, 

and respect become organizing mechanisms. 

Monique, for example, is invested in working with Djanet 

and K a t e  as friends who make it possible to practice friendship 

across difference and as colleagues who make it possible to 



produce cultural texts about difference. Monique suggests that 

the "overriding thing is love and friendship" and that the 

friendship psovokes "constant confrontation around differencesa 

(personal communication, February, 25, 2000). Hawever, 

Monique's positioning in that discourse is complex, contested, 

and troubled in tems of how it is marked by limits and 

possibilities and relational vulnerabilities and durabilities. 

Monique remarks: 

1 am invested in Native people not taking on lateral 
racisms. I often feel alone in my community on this. 
Maybe only a few people-.. I've done it with Djanet 
and because of Djanet. She's been my friend through 
a lot of things . (personal communication, February 25, 
2000) . 

Speaking of her relationship to Rate, Monique observes: "She 

probably wouldn ' t have become such a good f riend, if she hadn' t 

been so aggressively c o d t t e d  to anti-racism and working at 

Nightwood [Theatre] and brought me in" (personal comfnunication, 

February, 25, 2000). Monique points to how friendship is a 

racialized discursive practice constituted in relations of 

power. With Djanet, the codtment to anti-racism is situated 

in historical and ongoing conducts of commitment and support. 

There is also the suggestion of a shared friendship practice of 

anti-racism and of an alliance based on Djanet's experience, as 

an African Canadian woman, of a "lateral" racism. In tems of 

Monique's relationship with Kate, a discourse of friendship 

depends on a different configuration and different relations of 

power. Kate is positioned as a white woman who engages ant i -  

racist practices and who, in her role as artistic director at 

Nightwood, can provide access for Monique to Nightwood's 

services and resources. The evidence of those commitments makes 



possible a meaningful connection. 

In the practice of political, personal, and labour 

commitments to Kate and Djanet, possibilities for alliance are 

forged , yet these same commitments may underline Monique ' s 
difference from other Indigenous peoples, and they have the 

potential to provoke conditions of isolation and exclusion, 

Monique indicates that she is conmiitted to an anti-racist 

position that examines multiple forms of racism- Furthemore, 

she is  an Indigenous woman who examines racialization and foms 

of racial oppression with her white and Jewish friend and 

colleague and her Black friend and colleague. Monique is 

invested in understanding Kate's and Djanetrs racialized 

histories and stories, and has a strong stake in intersecting 

those narratives with her own in the day-to-day practices of 

friendship and in the production of cultural texts, While Kate, 

Djanet, and Monique al1 inhabit the discursive frame of 

friendship, Manique's positioning is complicated by the 

possibility of absence of sociality or friendship in her 

relations with Indigenous people. There are different risks at 

stake for each of the women depending on their racial 

locations, In Thesaurus te-, "alone," Monicpe's word for her 

potential positioning in relation to her community, references 

being "friendless." As a discursive frame for collaboration 

across difference, friendship can surface the pressures and 

tensions involved in sustaining multiple connections and 

cultural ties, According to a news report, a recent study 

suggests that many Aboriginal women face conflicts and tensions 

in attempting to develop their work practices in relation to 



their cultural contexts and that the risks and costs involved 

are unique to the conditions of many Aboriginal wamen in Canada 

("Native womenfW 2000). Monique's positionings are slipping and 

conflicting. Difference, as a matter of practices of 

friendship, is entangled, complicated, and contested. Cultural 

collaboration across difference is incommensurable in that 

Monique's cultural and racialized worlds, in a discourse of 

friendship, cannot easily be reconciléd or shared with those of 

her colleagues. Conflictual relational investments cannot be 

neatly reasoned or settled. The possibility/impossibility of a 

discourse of friendship is underlined, and the particular 

complexities and differing affects and consequences for 

Monique, as a First Nations woman, are foregrounded. 

In another discussion about the chapter draft, 1 also ask 

K a t e  about contractual bargains of CO-writing for theatre. Kate 

responds by referring to tensions with The Clichettes around 

the authorship of UD Aqainst the Wallpaper, and she ref lects on 

how and why particulars of CO-authors hip were unaddressed. ' She 

accesses discourses of art production and labour and of 

feminism. Kate observes, "There was a devaluing of our own work 

because there's no money around authorship - not like in film" 
(persona1 communication, February 24, 2000). She also remarks, 

"We shared art and feminism passionately that we didn't notice 

how our different disciplinary backgrounds led to different 

assignations of valuew (persona1 communication, February 24, 

Kate and 1 had this discussion following from Kate's 
reading of the section in Chapter Two where 1 write about my 
connection to her. As 1 mention in Chapter Three where 1 
discuss the participants' readings of chapters, Kate wanted to 
revisit our history of working together and to ref lect on our 
past and present understandings of authorship and ownership. 



2000). Kate points to the particulas economies of theatre 

production and the determination of value for writing as 

significant features in how a discussion of contractual 

elements in CO-authorship rnay be obscured. She suggests that in 

theatre, unlike film for example, authorship has little 

financial reward. Consequently, there is a devaluing of writing 

practices, a devaluing which writers in theatre apply to their 

own work.' Kate implies that theatre writers may not discuss 

requirements and agreements under these conditions of 

devaluation. Furthemore, Kate observes that writing is 

constituted differently in different disciplinary practices. 

Her work in theatre and The Clichettes* work in performance art 

are produced in different discursive repertoires about writing 

practices and value. Kate also proposes that she and The 

Clichettes shared art and feminism "passi~nately.~ The 

intersection of investments in art and feminisrn may have 

conspired, Kate indicates, to prevent "noticew of devaluation. 

In that Kate, Monique, and Djanet are invested passionately in 

constituting their collaboration in a discourse of friendship, 

this discourse can also be said to shape what is possible to 

address about the terms of their CO-authorship. 

To return to Kate 

suggest that normative 

whiteness, about women 

address the tems of a 

and The Clichettes for a moment, 1 would 

assumptions, constituted through 

as feminist "sisters" who do not need to 

mutual undertaking, may be operative in 

' 1 would point out, hawever, that in film, where a 
discourse of the auteur shapes value, recognition is most 
commonly reserved for the director rather than a writer or 
writers. When an individual or individuals both write and 
direct, the latter contribution is viewed as the valued 
practice such that the film text will often be discussed and 
credited through the title of "director" only. 



such a project. These assumptions may be particularly acute for 

a theatre work such as Up Aqainst the Wall~aper which was 

produced at a t h e  when performance art in theatre and an 

overtly political and feminist agenda were marginalized within 

Toronto's theatre hierarchy. In addition, The Cïichettes and 

Nightwood Theatre, a local feminist theatre who produced the 

play, w e r e  constantly struggling to access resources and secure 

funds within structures of competitions, economies, and 

dominances that privileged the work of individual white men.' 

Thus, the conditions of power in theatre production might 

provoke intense investments in an oppositional feminist 

alliance, one which could not bear an examination of the 

contractual tems of CO-authorship. The practice of f eminist 

cooperation becomes required, desirable, and uninterrogated, 

and cooperation, with its privileging of the  repression of 

possible conflict, is racialized. As 1 suggested in my 

discussion of the development of the introduction for Onions, 

S t r a w b e r r i e s ,  and Corn, taken-for-granted practices of 

whiteness can produce organizing prioritizations of sameness, 

safety, smwthness. In addition, discourses of art production 

constitute systems of value based on ideas about individual 

inspiration and the special art star. The production of theatre 

writing in Canada, as developed in Anglo European traditions, 

The development of Toronto's "alternative theatres" during 
the 1970's and 1980's arose out of concerns ta fund small, 
independent, theatre companies and to stage the work of 
contemporary Canadian playwrights (Johnston, 1991). These 
theatres did produce collective work and some work by w o m e n ,  
but, by and large, they were "alternativew to the productions 
of the large companies producing American and British plays. 
Positions which counted in the theatre networks of power - 
artistic directors, playwrights, and directors - were rarely 
held by white M e n ,  women of colour, or Indigenous women. 



is constituted in discourses of individualism such that the 

collaborative writing of plays such as Up Aqainst the Wallpaper 

and Onions, Strawberries, and Corn rub against the histories of 

revered individuality. Within these particular conditions of 

cultural production and in combination with a f d n i s t  

togetherness, a close examination of CO-authorship practices 

and arrangements m a y  have been hindered. Monique, Kate, and 

Djanet also operate within discursive normalizations of art 

production with similar affects. Furthemore, although these 

women do not position themselves within a feminist discourse in 

their interviews, the discourse of friendship additionally 

affirms togetherness and connection such that assumptions about 

CO-authorship practices m a y  be embedded, and an interrogation 

of their terms may be difficult if not impossible. 

Workinq P r a c t i c e s  and the ~ o s s i b l e / f i ~ o s r i b l e  

Repertoires o f  Friendshim 

Although details of working practices in CO-authorship may 

escape notice, Kate, Djanet, and Monique access a discourse of 

friendship to suggest how relational investments shape the 

working practices of the collaboration particularly as effects 

of struggle in developing languages for playwriting racial 

difference within friendship. The women are confronted by 

moments when it is impossible to say/write anything, but it is 

exactly these moments of difficulty, of the unsayable, that the 

women desire to articulate. Friendship shapes the boundaries of 

what can be written: as nourishment and as inhibition. 



Friendship is, Kate proposes, comprised of "support systemsw 

which provide "an ability to work with each other creativelyw 

(DKM). Djanet talks about the development of a "shared 

languagew (DKM). The following is a more extensive series of 

reflections about the tensions in developing practices to write 

in/across difference in a theatre collaboration formed in 

friendship in/across diffesence and for a theatre script about 

f riendship in/across dif ference. 

Kate: We went away for three days, four days. And worked, uhm 
pretty much around the dock. ... We did come up against 
places of utter stuckness while we w e r e  there. And uh- 
although we were able to talk about difficulties, there 
were places where it was almost beyond difficult, almost 
beyond- really some of the things that come up are really 
unnameable. (D: laughs ) ) 1 mean it 's really dif f icult to 
explain . 

Janice: You were saying, too, some unspeakable- 

K a t e :  Which is, which is hard to therefore be interviewed 
about because- but in fact, pastly- part of the problem is 
that we are- although we're not working actively on this 
project any more- at the moment, uh, werre in the project. 
Because we realized at the end of Our, at that, that phase 
of the project is what we were able to do is to kind of 
gloss oves al1 the (laughing) difficulties and present a 
rather mellow, uh, mellow show that gave people a great 
deal of uhm affirmation. And did touch on personal 
sadnesses and experiences but, and didn't really- it-. One 
particulas example is that Djanet and I read a parallel, 
two parallel stories about growing up in England. We never 
really confronted uh what those stories actually meant. We 
just- (D: Hm, hmm) she said hers and 1 said mine and we 
molded them together. So they gave a certain, a certain 
impression perhaps to the audience. Itrs hard to know cause 
we weren't in the audience. But 1 think for us we, we sort 
of realized that we did that because we didn't have the 
time and the resources to REALLY tackle what that meant. 

Djanet: And while 1 think that- it's interesting. 1 have 
different impressions of the piece and the evening and the 
evenings and the events as 1 get furthet away or different 
times. 1 do find that while the weaving toqether was not a 
bad idea, 1 find we didnrt confront it physically? We both 
sat down and read it. I feel the prob- if we take those 
pieces as two completely different views of England and 



staged it in some way to support the confrontation - and 
right naw werre not there so it's easy to talk about it - 1 
think it probably led smewhere. It's a key to something 
that 1 think we were- because one week before, we had to 
get in performance mode. 

Monique: Stop. 

Djanet: We have to stop exploring. Start the [ ] .  One more 
time. (M: Hm, hmm) 

Kate: And then therers this whole other layer which is to do 
with how you operate in the world. Which is extremely 
difficult to look at, to identify and how, how it is to do 
with our uhm, you knw, haw it ' s to do with uhm identity 
and places to feel familiar and comfortable. 

Djanet: Hm, hmm. That is the most difficult- you know, 
locating these points. And when, when they're named, they 
feel so- you go, "Absolutely! That makes so much sense!" 
But before they're named it's sort of like we can hardly 
get at what that, what the thing needed is. What is it that 
we can8 t see or articulate. 

Monique : Cornmunication breaks down . 
( D K W  

In the transcript excerpt above, Kate gives an example from 

the playscript to explain how she understands the practices of 

the collaboration as leading to a writing which smooths out the 

"difficulties," the "utter stuckness," and the "unnameable." 

She suggests that despite working "pretty much around the 

clock," the time frame and the available resources shaped 

constraints as to what was possible to "REALLY tackle." Under 

these  conditions of labour, according to Kate, the practice of 

CO-authorship involved a presentation of "mellow" separate 

stories without an interrogation of the interrelated meanings 

of the stories particularly in terms of different histories of 

growing up in England for a white Jewish woman and a Black 

woman of African descent. Kate also observes that the staging 



practices for those narratives were uninterrogated. While Kate 

problematizes a representational practice whereby "she said 

hers and 1 said mine and we molded them together," Djanet is 

less troubled by the "weaving togetherw of the stories, and 

instead, she underlines h m  the staging practices 'didn't 

confront it physically." Like Kate, she points to how 

practices, as a matter of time, organization, and resources 

shape the im/possibilities for negotiating and writing 

difference in collaborative cultural production. Djanet 

indicates that an examination of confrontation and conflict in 

the women's narratives of identity and a writing of those 

narratives halt when "performance modeu takes precedence. 

As 1 noted in the discussion of the introduction of the 

play at the beginning of this chapter, time pressures of 

completion, and other features of the practices such as 

organization and resources, are not neutral categories. They 

are racially structured to privilege and conceal taken-for- 

granted conducts of whiteness, Understandings of what counts as 

enough time and w h a t  counts as labour, how thne is organized, 

how deadlines are arranged, and how pressures and conditions of 

the work are addressed are al1 embedded in normalizing Anglo 

European discourses of theatre production. These discourses 

shape what is possible to Say about the complexities of 

collaborating across difference and about the boundaries of CO- 

authorship across difference. Time, resources, and deadlines 

may be constituted in what is publicly sayable and what is 

mutually understandable, while racial differences and racisms 

may be constituted as unspeakable, mutually incomprehensible, 



and/or partially negotiable. Kate observes that it is "hard 

therefore to be intervieweci" when what she, Monique, and Djanet 

experienced was "unnameable" and was sometimes about "places 

of utter stuckness." Katefs remark also points to the limits of 

public/private discussion - both in the practices of the 
collaboration and in the practices of the research. Perhaps it 

may be too potentially threatening to attempt to articulate the 

unnameable both within the social relations of the 

collaboration and those of the interview. Thus, 

incommensurability is signalled here as the limits of 

communication, "when no common terms are available," and as 

marking what is "unspeakable, expressable only circuitously" 

(Ang, 1997, p. 6 0 ) .  

According to Djanet, Monique, and Kate, practices of 

friendship include of fering support in times of crisis, asking 

each otherfs opinions, foregrounding those opinions 

comparatively against other views, and sustaining contact. 

Monique: I know that sametimes 1'11 be someplace and feel, you 
know, either quite cornfortable with something going on or 
quite uncornfortable with something going on. And someone 
will come into my mind and 1.11 Say, "Oh, I wonder what 
they would think about that." And to be able to somewhat 
answer that "Oh, they would feel this way or they would 
f eel that way." But in OUR relationship 1 know that what we 
do is we check in around those things? We will get a call- 
if somethingfs going on, specifically if itfs something .. 
traumatic in any way (laughs), you knaw, wefre on the phone 
to each other or 1 had this and this experience or 1 saw 
this or 1 heard that. "Now what do you think of that?" 
Because itfs really important to have those uhm, those 
anchors or those guy wires, those uhm, reflections. 

Janice: If you were working on a project would you, would that 
be happening as well? You said, you used the phrase 
checking in. Would you be checking in? 

Djanet: As a process. 



Janice: As a process. 

ate: When werre working on different projects, we, itf s 
really fun for us. 1'11 speak for myself. Zt's fundamental 
for me to talk to whoever Irm not working with. Djanet and 
1 work together on something and 1 was on the phone a lot 
to Monique as well. 

( D a )  

In addition to a network of support and a process of 

communication about each other's reflections, Monique suggests 

that obligation ties and family connections are central to 

their practice of friendship and its connection to the practice 

of the collaboration. 

Monique: I was thinking there are other ways in which we 
depend on each other? And through a lot of stuff with each 
other around relationships and husbands and children and, 
and health crises. , . . So when we go IN to talk about a 
collaborative, something collaborative theatrically, there 
are ways where in our participation with each other's 
LIVES, there s a whole vocabulary and uh shared experience. 

( D m )  

Kate points to the simultaneous possibilities and 

imposs ibilities of a collaboration which addresses t h e i r  

differences and which is constituted through a discourse of 

friendship. Friendship may be more dangerous in terms of what 

is at stake and what may be lost, yet it also has the potential 

to provide a context for focusing on difference and for anges 

and conflict to emerge. 

Kate: 1 think when you get a group of people who think very 
similarly about many things, then the difference becomes 
more highlighted, highlit. Anyway, it, it becomes more 
difficult to deal with, but also uh, possibly uhm, more 
illuminated. 

It's very difficult to see where you're unwilling to change 
yourself. And since nothing much is going to change in the 
world unless individuals change, politically speaking 



that's a belief 1 have, uh, then to try and create some 
kind of environment which is at once safer and riskier, 
both those thinqs being true a+ the same t h e  
paradoxically . 

(DKW 

Djanet suggests that conflict and tensions are 

overdetexmined by friendship. Regardless of how difference is 

negotiated in practice, friendship will survive. Furthenaore, 

despite emotional turmoil following from the struggles of 

addressing the difficulties of their differences, friendship is 

the anchor that sustains ongoing work together. In making these 

observations, Djanet positions their political work as distinct 

from that of other political theatre practitioners because it 

ernerges from invested relations in practices of theatre 

production and in practices of friendship. 

Djanet: Unlike most political theatre companies or a 
politically motivated theatre Company that corne together to 
explore a particular idea, this is a, a, this is a kind of, 
this is the kind of work that comes out of a friendship. 
And the shared uh interest in theatre. And a shared 
interest in a, in the role that theatre serves. So that 
beyond our disagraements, we still have Our friendship. ... 
1 think that it helps to see how when you bridge 
difficulty, cause 1 think we'll be friends on the other 
side even though it might be painful now.(DKM) 

Monique also uses the word "painful" to describe the 

complications of addressing their differences ( D K M ) .  

Friendship, Monique avows, Uoverrides the differences," and yet 

there is "a fear of losing something precious, or hurting 

something precious" (personal communication, February 25, 

2 0 0 0 ) .  The fear of dispute which might lead to rupture and loss 

of love for relations of both labour and intimacy is 

particularl y keen when racial di f f erences appear to sediment 

non-negotiable positions. In her individual interview, Monique 



articulates these tensions and refers to the vesy difficult 

stresses in loving her friends and colleagues. Furthemore, 

these stresses are occasioned because of love. 

Monique: ... 1 was being intesviewed by a student at Guelph 
University who was either writing a paper or a thesis or 
something that she was doing on Princess Pocahontas and 1 
went and met her and she8s talking ta me and she asks me, 
"So, 1 need to ask you this because my thesis adviser is 
very adamant that al1 women's writing has Demeter and 
Persephone imagery in it, so where is your Demeter and 
Persephone imagery in this work?" I said, (J: (laughs)) 
"Well, it's not there." And she sort of like, "Well, can 
you Say something about hou that can be, because there8s 
supposed to be this Demeter and Persephone imagery in al1 
women's writing." 1 said, "Well, they have nothing to do 
with the mythology or the culture or the iconography of 
Native peoples." And in not accepting that there was a FULL 
culture, a FULL society, a PULL mythology, mytholoGIESS, 
cultureSS, governmentSS (J: Yeah) here before anyone else 
came. That's why it8s important to Say (J: Yeah), "We were 
here firstWw There was something here without al1 of these 
other thoughts, without al1 of this other vocabulary, 
without- 

Janice: And a huge complexity, and a huge range, as you were 
s aying . 

Monique: Yeah. But that- and we're still here, miraculouslyl 
We're not supposed to be here! And that's why it's so damn 
important to Say, "We8re here, we're still here." 

Janice: In spite of al1 the genocide and- 

Monique: Yeah. .. Yeah. And that everything 1 do, everything 1 
do- this is something 18ve just realized recently, 
everything 1 do as an artist ,  whether consciously or 
unconsciously, 1 do as a memorialto that survival. 1 do as 
a mernorial to that genocide. And that's why it's so 
important to Say it. 

Janice: (quietly) Yeah. 

(Pause) 

Monique: And it ' s . . not contingent on my love for or respect 
for those other two women. (Crying) It just is , that we 
were here. .. And that we survived it, is rniraculous. That 
there's still anyone here. [ ]  the first wave. The Virginia 
colony was the first colony in the United States. There are 
still people alive today who cal1 themselves Powhatan and 
anything 1 do has to be a testimony to that. .. This isn't 



f unny anymore l ( laughs ) 

Janice: Itrs okay, it suddenly got very powerful. .. 
Monique: 1 guess that sometimes [ ] ,  because sometimes itrs 

hard for me to convey when 1 stamp my feet and Say "We were 
here first," that itrs not a comment on my love for you. .. 
And 1 think that8s what gets scary .. that we need to 
retreat to those three points of the triangle. 

Janice: How do you sense when you need to retreat? Do you feel 
like things are just getting- Irm doing something with my 
hands here, I don't knawwhat Irrn doing. .. 1 don't knw, 
like do things get too fraught in the combination of the 
three? 1s there stuff that gets hot- 

Monique: (pandering) O o ~ h .  

Janice : -or thick or? 

Monique: 1 guess it starts feeling uncomfortable in some 
place. It starts feeling like .. something's not alright. 
Or it starts reminding you of something else. .. 

Janice: Like another moment when it wasn't alright? Or? 

Monique: Yeah. "Well this sounds like some familias racism, 
how can YOU be saying this?" (J: Right) Or "This sounds 
like some, like some familiar uh erasure or devaluing." Or . . you know, 'How can, how can this be? H o w  can that have 
space in this arena?" .. But it's scary to talk about. .. 

(Ml 

The fear is acute, Monique observes, when the women to 

whom you are attached may behave in ways that would appear to 

erase Indigenous histories and knowledges. For Monique, her 

life as an Indigenous woman and as an artist depends on a 

political strategy which always already articulates histories 

of Indigenous survivals in the face of ongoing genocides and 

which emphasizes a stance separate from non-Indigenous peoples. 

If "differenceW signals racialized polarities, the "three 

points of the trianglen that cannot be understood or reconciled 

amongst the people who are invested in each other, then the 



incomrnensurability of those cammunications and positionings is 

a deeply painful affect, One may be in the contradictory 

position of being alone within a social relation of friendship. 

When Monique hears what Djanet and Kate speak as "some familias 

racism" (M), the "scarya affect is in hearing it from the 

mouths of the wamen she loves such that love and friendship may 

become frighteningly uncertain and threatened, Furthemore, her 

reliance on these particular wornen, who share a commitment to 

anti-racist struggles in theatre production, becomes alarming 

and potentially undedned if these  colleagues are understood 

as participating in the very racisms that are king 

interrogated in the work they do together. Expectations of, and 

desires for, such markers of friendship as constancy and 

loyalty are challenged. To speak about the dangers of loving 

and collaborating across difference is also, as Monique notes, 

"scary to talk about." Making the unspeakable speakable is 

threatening to the relationships: tensions become publicly 

aired with the possibility that these are made concrete or more 

"real" through that exposure, Moniqueos public speaking and my 

public hearing and writing point to the boundaries of 

collaboration in the cultural production of the play and in the 

research itself (as 1 discussed in Chapter Three). 

Collaboration under the conditions which ~onique describes is 

extremely fraught and complex where colliding investments make 

for highly contested and uncertain social relations. 

Kate points to the possibility of emotional upheaval and 

the fear of f riendship loss as embedded in practices which not 

only take up difference but confront its potential for rupture. 



A discourse of friendship is constituted in a bothhnd 

construction with possibilities and impossibilities held in 

tension. In a previous transcript excerpt, Kate emphasizes the 

simultaneity of "safer and riskier" and "more difficultw and 

"more illuminated," and here, she notes both the 'exciting" and 

the "terrifying" complications of a collaboration based on 

friendship. 

K a t e :  Wheri wefre trying to look at issues of cultural 
difference, then ... you realize it8s actually no+ 
necessarily only a personal difference but perhaps also uh 
one that comes from a perspective .. that we DON'T share. 
(J: Right) And discovering the things that we don8t share 
has been very uh, it 's been exciting in a way . As well as 
quite terrifying. (DKM) 

In another instance of holding affects in tension, Kate 

suggests that the friendship, as a feature of working across 

difference, "does provide a certain level of cornfort- But 

that's also what you riskff (DKM). A discursive repertoire of 

friendship as a social relation of contentment, conciliation, 

security, and durability works with and against a discursive 

repertoire of friendship as a social relation of vulnerability, 

jeopardy, disputation, and hurt. The collaboration is 

positioned in these asymmetries and contradictions in the 

production of a discourse of friendship. It is an example of 

what I called, in Chapter One, a "rapture/ruptureff narrative. 

A discourse of friendship is constructed through a range 

of interrelated commitments fox Djanet, Monique, and Kate: to a 

focus on racialized differences; to theatre practice and to 

cultural production; and to support in each other's persona1 

lives particularly through times of crisis and in relationships 

with their respective children. Djanet, Kate, and Monique draw 



on a discourse of friendship to define their cultural 

collaboration - where collaboration across difference and the 
production of a cultural product focussing on difference in 

friendship, and friendship in difference, are constituted as 

relying on investecl relations, This discourse signals fear of 

lost love and connection, the possibility of irreparable 

rupture, and the painfulness of conflict in friendship. 

Addressing problems, ruptures, and conflicts is potentially 

threatening- Risks can include multiple losses: love, 

cornpanionship, communication, kinship ties, community 

alliances, intertwined histories, caretaking practices, mutual 

respect, a theatre collaboration, a range of contributing 

practices to their individual art work, and shared political 

commitments . A discourse of f riendship for this collaboration 
surfaces an indeterminacy of innovations and limitations: the 

possibilities for addressing dangerous divisions and for 

digging in to conflict and tension while simultaneously marking 

boundaries and constraints for such endeavours, The pleasures 

and fears of the collaboration are embedded in what is made 

possible/impossible with/in relational investments . And these 
can constitute the boundaries of what is encouraged/discouraged 

and sayablehnsayable about conflicts and tensions: in 

negotiating their racial dif ferences in the practices of 

forming a theatre text and, additionally, in the interviews for 

this project about those negotiations. 



Collaboration as Links/Separationm: Cbaracteriaation 

Following from my interpretations about discursivities of 

practices of friendship and labour in this artistichctivist 

collaboration, I move now to a particulas consideration of 

Monique Mojicars interview narratives and her reflections on 

Indigeneity and conflict in the social relations of cultural 

production- I centre Moniquers observations because they help 

me to tease out issues around difference and incomensurability 

and the separations and links, as Monique fashions them, in the 

tensions of collaborating across racial differences. Monique 

ass is ts  me in practising theory as she/we practise memory 

(Farnsworth-Alvear, 1997)- In my talks with Monique, 1 am 

compelled to face "both the possibility and necessity of 

communication between differently positioned subjects and the 

inevitable limits of any such communication" (Felski, 1997, p. 

66 ) . 1 am also invested in considering how, in communicative 
interactions across difference, "each of us confronts Our 

respective inability to comprehend the experience of others 

even as we recognize t h e  absolute necessity of continuing the 

effort to do sow (Brodkey, 1996, p. 113). Again, this points to 

the impossible/possible dilemmas of such practices. Some 

feminists might argue that emphasizing difference and 

incomensurability undemines opportunities for feminist 

affiliations and alliances. As 1 hope t h i s  project makes clear, 

1 am interested in questioning how feminist projects and 

politics can proceed with incomensurability, with limits of 

communication- Incommensurable communications may be "moments 



that go beyond rational argument, and ... that are, in some 
fundamental way, unspeakable, expressable only circuitously" 

(Ang, 1997, p. 6 0 ) -  Engaging with Monique's reflections helps 

me to further consider the dilemmas of impossibility and 

possibility; the both/and constitution of Djanet, Kate, and 

Monique's collaboration; and the ongoing perils of research and 

authorship. 1 breathe into the tensions of their work together 

and into my struggles around the practices of tepresentation as 

breathing into the heat of blown glass: with amorphous shapes, 

tensility, fragility, and entangled elasticity. 

Monique suggests that the practices of developing the 

theatrical characterizations depend upon the gendered and 

racialized intersubjective relations of the three 

collaborators. According to Monique, the characters emerge from 

these interrelations and from gendered and racialized angers 

and resistances, Kate's character in the play smashes a Barbie 

do11 as she States, "My rage is ice blue." Djanet's character 

is named Teminina Blackpussy," and Monique's characters are 

called "Savagina Halfbreed Jones" and "Rebeldaow 

Monique: 1 think that those three characters that came out- ... But 1 think that those three are, are us. They are the 
uhm .- heightened .. characterized uhm- .. those are 
clearly I think the characters that at this point are more 
central of who w e  are. And there are other  ones, but 1 
think that that, that ice blue rage woman, when [Kate] 
comes out and she says, "My rage is ice blue." And Savagina 
Halfbreed Jones and Ferninina Blackpussy. .. 1 have another 
character called Rebelda. . 1 forgot about her for awhile . 
(J: Hnm) There's a whole story about Rebelda .. that 1 talk 
about, .. Rebelda knaws that  they will come knock on your 
door, they WILL drag you away and kill you. It's sort of 
like the , . inheritance 1 feel of uh resistance. . . 1 
havenft thought about Rebelda. That's another- 

Janice: 1s she in the performance, the performance that you-? 

Monique: Yeah, yeah. Yeah. And it comes close to a story that 



Kate tells about an uncle who .. was very, uh, against 
intermarriage outside of Judaism. . . But Ifm trying to 
remember why it was connected. . . 1 did- it was a story- I 
tell the story of Rebelda while 1 was cooking. But 1 think 
al1 of those chaxacters are some sort of aspects of .. 
ourselves in a, in a, in a heightened way. And actually 
that character may have more to do with that area of, of 
connection with each other, because the feeling that 1 
have, 1 talk a little bit about it i n  the transcript, is 
that feeling of- the last piece thatwe do, you knaw, the 
last songs and the (singing) 'Part of her is part of me is 
part of her is part of me" came from something that 1 feel 
very strongly, because Ifm the one where 1 have parts of 
both of them i n  my lineage and- 1 mean, the African is 
farther back, and 1 never knewthat ancestor, but 1 know 
it 's there, whereas . . there's this thing, you know, where 
we talk about Kate and fraud, well, she8s, she8s the Jew 
but Ifm the one who8s the child of (laughing) a Holocaust 
survivor, you know! So .. but yet therers- even though 1 
have a legitimate claim to that it8s not my identity. 

(Ml 

Monique suggests that individual subjectivities and 

intersubjective dimensions of the collaborative relationships 

detennine the development of characterization. Characterization 

is articulated as a 'heightenedW or intensified subjectivity. 

Monique points to how collaborative process and an aspect of 

the cultural production, Le. the theatre practice of 

characterization, work through the three different bodies. The 

Song in the play about the three characters reflects the 

collaborative relationship: " ' P a r t  of her is part of me is part 

of her is part of  me.'" Subjectivity and intersubjectivity are 

registered as a complex interweaving of discourses of 

"lineage," heritage, and racial legitimation. Subjectivity both 

connects and separates the women, and for Monique, this 

possibility is how she understands what characters can be 

produced in the collaboration: They can inscribe difference and 

sameness in relation reflective of the difference and sameness 



in the intersubjective relations of the women* Even as Monique 

notes her connection ta Djanet through an African heritage and 

her connection to Kate through a Jewish heritage, she also 

differently draws upon these aspects to forge a subjectivity 

which separates her from Kate and Djanet. She says that these 

heritages are "not [her] identityem The other women may be 

"part" of Monique, but they are not the sum of who she is, 

Thus,  Monique suggests that the social relations are 

constituted in a both/and construction whereby there may be 

cultural links but there are also separations* And therefore, 

according to Monique, the characters are written out of these 

unassimiliable entanglements . 

Separations and Links: 'Different Parts in the 

Trianqlew and 'A Rative Womanfm Point of View" 

an idea 
l i k e  indians 
endures 
r o m  

they remember and they 
stay 
because the moon remembers 
because so does the Sun 
because the stars 
remember 
and the persistent stubborn grass 
of the earth 
(Gunn Allen, 1990, ppe 299, 301) 

Pressing the claims of the local therefore does not mean 
essentializing one position; instead it means using that 
position as a parallel for allying with others. For the Third 
World feminist, especially, the local is never 'one.' Rather, 
her own flocalityf as construct, difference ... means that 
pressing its daims is always pressing the claims of a form of 
existence which is , by origin, coalitional. 
(Ch~w, 1992, p. 114) 



Monique foregrounds the simultaneity of linking and 

separating in the social relations of the collaboration. 

Monique: Sometimes it's hard because you know 1 have these 
allies and then al1 of a sudden there is a point where we 
al1 retreat to our different points in the triangle. And 
there is a point where 1 know 1 stand alone with a Native 
person's point of view. And itrs around .. 1 was about to 
Say it's around land. It8s around .. is it around land? 
It's around .. (long pause) whoos here first? (laughs) You 
know? That sounds, it sounds really juvenile, but it always 
cornes down to, (loudly) "WE WERE HERE FIRST! We were here! 
We were here before anyboày! We were here! " (M) 

Monique narrates a context of "different experienceN from 

her colleagues, and this is a position where she must "stand 

alone." Moniqueos observation that the women "retreat to 

[ t h e i r ]  different points in the triangle," signals an 

incommensurable tension in the comunicative practices of the 

collaboration. Conflict and incommensurability would appas to 

signal particular dimensions of power relations, with a focus 

on colonialism, tertitorialization, and originary issues for 

First Nations peoples. The intersubjective tensions between 

Djanet and Monique and between Monique and Kate are produced 

through discourses of Indigeneity. 

When 1 read this section of the transcript and when 1 

listen to the taped interview, 1 hear Honique's lyrical, 

dramatic, and quietly intense vocalization. This is a voice 

which 1 enjoyed listening to so much in the interviews, and, as 

1 mentioned in Chapter Two, 1 have also taken pleasure in 

Moniqueos voice in her acting work. 1 hear her mobilizing what 

1 would cal1 a poem/song of Indigenous perspectives on the 

relation of humans and land and the sacred importance of "the 

land," particularly for Native women (Acoose, 1995; Anzaldiia, 



1987; Brant, 1993; Welsh, 1994). Fr- Manique's words: 

land 
this side of the acean 
elsewhere 
people who came from elsewhere 
Our land 
you came from elsewhere 
it's around land 
it's around 
is it around land? 
but it always cornes down to 
WE WERE HERE FIRST I 
we were here 
we were here 
we were here 
(Ml 

With the differences between herself and Djanet and Kate 

in mind, Monique describes a configuration of a triangle to 

express the divergence yet possible convergence that mark 

difference in the collaboration, as a matter of practices of 

communicative interchange. Monique constitutes her subjectivity 

as an Indigenous wornan as a key marker of difference, and 

through a geographical/territorial and ideological boundasy 

which cannot be crossed by her non-Native colleagues. The 

figure of a triangle suggests relation and connection, yet its 

points are representative of the different racialized positions 

of disconnection. The women may work as "allies," but they also 

stand "alone . 
Land is the discursive formation through which Djanet, 

K a t e ,  and Monique are situated in the triangular working 

relations, as Monique fashions them. Pirst Nations artist 

Doreen Jensen reflects on the significance of land in relation 

to F i r s t  Nations cultures in this way: "Our art is our cultural 

identity; it's our politics .... Our culture is this land. 



Whether you acknowledge it or ignore it, the land and the 

culture are one. Land claims have to be settledw (McMichael, 

1999)- In Christine Welshgs film, Keepers of the Fire (1994), a 

number of Mohawk, Tobique, and Haida -men emphasize that 

"anything to do with land, you have to take a stand," and that 

this action is a "sacred responsibilityœU Discursive 

constructions of Indigeneity and of localities of 

power/knowledge such as land, osiginary habitation, and a 

distinct and oppositional subjectivity frm Europeans and 

people "f rom elsewhere, make it possible for Monique to 

mobilize a self-representation of a particular Native identity. 

This negotiation of her subjectivity is political: "Members of 

embattled communities have to 'theorize' about identity 

everyday: they have to circulated [sic] haw they are viewed by 

others and how they view themselvesw (George Lipsitz cited in 

McLaren, 1997, p. 158)- Furthermore, if the telling of an 

individual narrative requires telling the stories of the 

collective (Visweswaran, 1994), then Monique's individual 

narration requires a telling situated in First Nations 

collectivity, In Western traditions, the individual is the 

basis for human relations, and those relations are seen as 

being in opposition to nature (Smith, 1999). 1 read Monique as 

mobilizing the positionings of her subjectivity as a 

counternarrative to white, Western constructs which underline 

the indivisibility of self and subjectivity (see for example, 

Weedon, 1987). Rather, subjectivity may be constituted through 

relationship to others and to land and nature (Flax, 1993; 

Smith, 1999). Monique's emphasis on Indigenous survival through 



connection to the land and on standing "alone with a Native 

personfs point of vieww may suggest another intetpretation of 

the title of Djanet, Kate, and Monique's play, Onions, 

Strawberries, and Corn. Where Monique represents the corn, she 

is "indigenous like cornm and is mtenacious, tightly wrapped in 

the husks of her culture* (Anzaldtia, 1987, p. 81). Monique's 

narration might be read as interrogating "an idea like indians 

enduresw (Gunn Allen, 1990, p. 299) in relation to Monique's 

nonoNative colleagues, Djanet and Kate. 

A discourse of land, place, or geography references the 

violent histories through which Native lands and bodies have 

been brought under colonial control and the ways in which the 

bodies of colonized women and colonialwomen are related in 

cornplex patterns of power through the "vast, fissured 

architecture of imperialism" (McClintock, 1995, p. 6). Monique 

is positioned in a discourse which articulates how colonialism 

functions through the usurpation of land. Young (1995) suggests 

three implications of territorialization within colonialism, 

and 1 read Moniquefs interview narrative as surfacing these 

activities: the seizure of land or space, including cultural 

space; the formation of the state and state controls around 

land as private property; and, in territorial contexts, the 

violences perpetrated on bodies required as labour for capital 

(pp. 172-174). 

When 1 ask Monique i f / h w  a breakdown of communication 

might materialize during the work on the play, Monique 

discusses how that occurs differently with Kate than with 

Djanet. Monique terms the breakdown in coxnxnunication with Kate 



as a "a point of discord," and it would appear to resonate 

around originary habitation as a particular rnobilization of 

Indigeneity. 

Monique: For me that happens, with Kate too in a different 
way? .. In that she sees a tremendous difference, having 
grown up in England, between European culture, British 
culture and North American culture. Where to me, it's al1 
European. So that's a Native person's point of view. You're 
al1 Europeans. X don't see much difference between 
Americans and Canadians or Ameticans, Canadians and Brits. 
You're al1 Europeans. And that's a point of, of discord. 
(J: Hm, hmm) Because Kate does insist that there, there8s a 
difference, there's a whole part of North American culture 
she knows nothing about or didn8t participate in because 
she was in England. But, you know, I don't case! That8s 
recent! You're al1 Europeans! You did not corne from this 
continent! You came from elsewhere. (M) 

Kate, according to Monique, might "insistw there is a 

dif f erence between North American and British white cultures, 

but for Monique it is important to be able to claim "We were 

here first" in opposition to 'Othersf who are "al1 Europeans." 

While Monique also makes a distinction between her 

"politic and position'' in relation to Djanet's, it seems 

Monique is less emphatic in her expression of what she calls 

the "difficulty" between them. Difference is again situated in 

opposition and between "Indigenous people and people who come 

£rom elsewhere." However, I hear Monique struggling to work out 

her understanding of Djanet's "politic and position" with 

regard to people of the diaspora. She says: 

Monique: Hnmi .. (long pause) Sometimes Djanet and 1 have had 
some difficulty around me trying to explain the difference 
in politic and position if you're talking about Indigenous 
peoples? And sometimes that has k e n  difficult because if 
you8re on this side of the ocean and this is our land, 
therefs a very different .. position from being part of the 
diaspora. The Indigenous and diaspora are polarities. .. 
And 1 make a distinction between .. first Nations people 
and people of colour? . . . But 1 think that . . that 



sometimes that, that position is difficult because- 
dif f icult for Djanet- w h a t  she's expressed to me- because 
1- fndigenous people and people who came from elsewhere, 
but she doesnft see herself as coming from elsewhere. .. 
H E R s e l f .  .. Because African peoples are also Indigenous 
peoples. .. 1 think it goes around something like that. 

(Ml 

1 understand Moniquefs remarks about her relations with 

Djanet and Kate, in the two transcript excepts above, as 

engaging with discourses of Indigeneity and difference and as 

situating the social relations of the collaboration through an 

In relation to first Nations people, Kate might be 

positioned as linked to a history of white colonial forces, 

while Djanet might be associated with peoples who have 

experienced imperialist domination and oppression. In t e m s  of 

First Nations women and women of colour in contemporary 

Canadian society, there are a range of shared racisms that 

Djanet and Monique may be said to experience. Yet there are 

specificities in those experiences that would suggest a range 

of different injustices, violences, and risks. It seems to me 

that Monique insists on the differences between First Nations 

people and people of colour, while she makes a point of 

recognizing and working with how she situates Djanetfs views. 

Djanetfs subjectivity might be understood in relation to the 

following: 

Black and female identities are not simply figurative 
or superficial sites of play and metaphor, but occupy 
very real political spaces of diaspora, dispossession 
and resistance. What is complicated is the simultaneity 
of suffering and F e r ,  marginalisation and threat, 
submission and narcissism, which accrue to Black and 
womenrs bodies and representation in racist cultures. 
(Kanneh, 1995, p. 346). 



In working with "difficultyN (in terms of het relationship to 

Djanet) and "discorda (in terms of her relationship to Kate) as 

descriptors of different forms of collaborative tensions, 

Monique maps out haw power circulates through relations or 

gender, race, nation, class, territory, and birthplace. 

The demarcation of Native wosnen, white women, and Black 

women into "analytically distinct oppressed groupsN can serve 

to support the construction of a unified, oppressed Native 

constituency which can fight racisrn (Knowles & Mercer, 1992, p. 

121). This discourse of resistance would appear to rely on a 

notion of a single community set off, in distinct difference, 

from other united comunities. However, another formulation of 

groups in struggle could emphasize "a choice of political 

allegiances rather than qualification for membershipw (Knowles 

& Mercer, 1992, p. 122). Thus, a group, however small, 

organizes around specific issues and demands, temporarily, 

drawing support from vasious constituencies. This temporality 

of struggle is recognized by Mohanty (1992) as a "non- 

synchronous process characterized by multiple locationsrr (p. 

87). For Giroux and Shannon (1997), this is a political and 

pedagogical practice that "embraces commitment as a point of 

temporary attachment" (1997, p. 4). Rey Chow (1992) argues that 

"pressing the claims of the local ... does not mean 
essentializing one position; instead it means using that 

position as a parallel for allying with others" (p. 114). This 

position of one-that-is-more-than-one necessitates a continual 

examination of what is possible in/for alliance, coalition, 

kinship, and collaboration. 1 think the interview narratives 



suggest a negotiation of subjectivity and intersubjectivity at 

the points of tension in these approaches. Monique makes claims 

of commonality for Native struggles in general while situating 

the specific political conditions which might provoke a 

particular expression and moment of allegiance and resistance. 

Perhaps Monique refuses an opposition and instead, negotiates 

an integrative approach that can juggle, strategically, the 

notion of a community identity and tradition along with the 

idea of differentiated community knowledges and processes, 

Similarly, Stuart Hall (1990) suggests two different 

perspectives on cultural identity. One view emphasizes the 

notion of "a true selfn which is part of shared and unified 

collective culture. This is an identity of recuperation such 

that marginalized peoples can resist, reinterpret, and 

reconstruct histories of domination. Hall also posits another 

version of cultural identity which underscores difference, 

discontinuity, and the idea of identity as process and 

positioning in intersubjective relations. He does not place 

these perspectives in opposition, in that each are recognized 

as necessary. Yet, he does not suggest that they might operate 

simultaneously, and 1 wonder if it is the simultaneity with 

which Monique struggles, as a Native woman, as "a provisional, 

contingent, strategic, constructed subjectw (Lather, 1991, p. 

120). The constitution of subjectivity through an opposition to 

al1 others provides a means whereby community functions with 

knowable boundaries, definitions, and practices- This 

negotiation offers survival in the face of historical and 

contemporary terrors, dangers, violences, and genocides towards 



Indigenous peoples- Simultaneously, Monique may be aware of the 

limitations of a discourse which establishes an aspect of 

"identity as an irreducible category of existencea (Richards, 

p. 50). She reworks and teflaws a negotiated subjectivity: a 

movement of affinnation/problematization, 

affirmation/problematization ,.. the movement of a lwm: pause, 
set, weave, pause ,.. 

It seems that Monique articulates an engagement with the 

complexity of what it means to be "alliesw with Djanet and 

K a t e ,  and she points to how she connects and disconnects with 

each of her colleagues differently. The incommensurability is 

embedded in a politics of dif ference and, simultaneously, a 

separating of self and other and an aligning of self and other- 

Trinh8s notion (1991) of the "outside in inside outu underlines 

this complication: 

She is this Inappropriate Other/Same who moves about 
with always at least two/four gestures: that of 
af firming '1 am like you8 while persisting in her 
difference; and that of reminding '1 am different' 
while unsettling every definition of otherness arrived 
at. (p. 7 4 )  

U n c e r t a i n t i t s  and Reworkinqs 

In this final section, 1 point to some new directions for 

problematizing my theorizations about Monique8s reflections 

regarding the social relations of the collaboration. 1 begin to 

open up the ways in which I do not hear what Monique is saying 

and how racial difference, particularly in terms of my 

positioning in whiteness, shapes my interpretive frames. 1 

struggle here with ongoing issues about representational 



practices and research  relation^.^ 

Janicc  to Nonique: 

When you discuss what you cal1 the Ydifference in politic and 

positionw between yourself and D janet , you name a 'distinction" 
between Indigenous and diasporan subjectivities. 1 understand 

your differentiation to include a sense of Indigenous peoples 

as inhabiting particular land locations while the diasporan 

subject may be seen as referencing homelessness, migration, 

colonization, slavery, displacement, and transportation (S. 

Hall, 1990; Smith, 1993). Yet it might be interesting to hold 

in tension your perspective of significant difference while 

recognizing an intsasubjective engagement here. Stuart Hall 

(1990) suggests: 

The diasporic experience .-. is defined , not by 
essence or purity, but by the recognition of a 
necessary heterogeneity and diversity; by a conception 
of 'identity' which lives with and through, not 
despi te ,  difference; by hybridi ty .  Diaspora identities 
are those which are constantly producinq and reproducing 
themselves a n e w ,  through transformation and difference. 
(P- 2 3 5 )  

Hall ( l992b) also refers to the Black experience as a diaspora 

experience: a "process of unsettling, recombination, 

"or a complex auto-critique of previous tesearch and a 
reexamination of racial and gendered subjectivity as mobile 
positionings, see Kay Anderson's 'Engendering Race Research: 
Unsettling the Self-Other Dichotomyw (1996) in which she 
revisits the critical analysis of her previously published 
book 0 



hybridization and 'cut-and-mix8 a (p. 258) .' In the film The Bodv 
Beautiful (1990), there is an exploration of diaspora 

experience with an attention to African and British cultures 

and what it means not only to be Black and British but h w  this 

contestation is "mediated, through a variety of other 'textsf" 

(S. Hall, 1992b, p. 258). These "texts" are systems of 

representation regasding age, disability, wellness, class, and 

sexuality. Similarly to the way 1 previously suggested that 

your sense of Indigenous subjectivity seems to be constructed 

in community, so might the diasporan subject be positioned 

through "the social aspects of selfff: 

If the diasporan subject, in its homelessness, is 
always a resident outsider in al1 the cultures that 
cross its tongue, it is also intimately tied to community 
as the other tongue crosses over its tongue endlessly 
and the other tongue speaks. (Henderson quoted in 
Smith, 1993, p. 124) 

" T h e s e  things [you attach to a diasporan subject] al1 apply to 

Native peoples. It's about land as a living breathing land; the 

land as live; ancestors on the land. This turtle island is our 

home and is much larges than me as a mixed-blood person living 

a l 1  over" (personal communication, February 25, 2000). 

' With regard to theories of diasporic peoples, McCarthy 
(1997) also adopts a both/and construction, an impossible 
simultaneity, that I am working up here in terms of the 
relations of this collaboration. He points to the significance 
of the political and liberatory discourses of Afrocentric 
theories that emphasize unity and continuity while also drawing 
attention to the importance of recognizing the discontinuities 
in and across these theories and the variables in diasporic 
experience. Like Stuart Hall, McCarthy emphasizes difference 
within diaspora and the idea that identities and social 
differences are produced and organized in contradictory ways. 



Janice to Nonique, 

The above segment is one of your responses to reading the draft 

of this chapter. This reflection and others are helpful for 

provoking an interrogation of how theory/ies - and my 
investment in those theories - about identity, subjectivity, 
"otherness," and difference have been developed predominantly 

in relation to non-Indigenous subjects. When you discuss the 

difference between yourself and Djanet, you emphasize how 

Indigeneity holds different meanings and significances from haw 

you see Djanet's positioning as a diasporic subject. In my 

interpretive response, as you see in the previous pages, 1 move 

to a narrative of coaiparison which attempts to uexplain" the 

interconnections of your positioning with Djanet's. This points 

to an investment in smoothing out difference and to attaching 

categories of difference to individual identities - deeply 
pairerful and compelling influences despite my desires to do 

otherwise. My response also serves to undermine the 

particularity of Indigenous experience and to erase the 

importance of your emphasis on originary habitation as a 

response to the history of subjugation of First Nations peoples 

through the invasion and usurpation of their land. Your 

readings of the chapter are important for problematizing how to 

take up "difference" in that I see you as taking a position 

with regard to Indigenous identity and the significance of land 

(in both the interview and our discussion of the chapter) that 

challenges theorists such as Stuart Hall (whom 1 quote below) 

who have developed theories of difference, predominantly in 

relation to Black diasporic identity. My attachnrents to, and 



utilizations of, these theories are challenged. Furthemore, 1 

am rerninded of our conversation about 'hybridity" when we 

discussed the chapter, and the ways the application of that 

theoretical language, as a response to your use of the term 

"half-breed," might fail to take account of racial teminology. 

With a view to reexamining my interpretations and the 

discursive frames through which my analyses are formed and to 

initiating a more layered critical analysis, 1 intend to 

provide a brief problematization of my use of "hybridity." This 

practice in my research is an attempt to rethink how 1 

represent your self-representation: H o w  can 1 hear that you are 

telling me something different from my unquestioned coimnitments 

to discussing Indigenous identity in relation to contemporary 

critical theoretical notions of diasporic and hybrid identity? 

As a tale that cannot be contained within cultural 
boundaries, her story recalls what feminist theorist 
Gloria Anzaldua (1987) calls the "borderlands" - the 
critical spaces created as contrasting discourses of 
dominance touch and compete in a contested hierarchy. 
The borderlands have no typical citizens; experiences 
there undermine the safe ground of cultural certainty 
and essential identity. Furthesmore, the borderlands 
are an analytic placement, not just a geographical place. 
Al1 stories ,.. can be interpreted through the 
borderlands. It is a zone that challenges Western 
analysts' privileged claim to critical perspectives. 
(Tsing, 1993, p. 225) 

In an earlier draft of this chapter, and 1 include some of 

that writing here, 1 pointed to how Monique names herself as 

"half-breedw8 and articulates this subject position through 

In a bio found in her play-text, Ptincess Pocahontas and 
The Blue Spots, Monique describes herself as "a Kuna- 
Rappahannock half-breed, a woman word-wartior, a mother and an 
a&&" (Mojica, 1991, p. 86). 



drawing on competing regimes of bridginq and separation, 

synmietry and asymmetry, fragmentation and coherence, stability 

and tenuousness; and a range of recognitions about identity. 

Moving with/in discursive and material spaces of nation, 

territory, culture, blood, she says: 

H o w  do you l i v e  with that identity 
when you are always trying 
t o  balance 
t h e  sum of many parts? 

And the sum of al1 of those parts 
didn't add up to 
shit. 

1 ' m more 
than the 
sum 
of al1 those 
parts f 

cause al1 of those, 
a l 1  of those individual little pieces- 
and even the Native partwhich is, you know, my identity, 
is two different, 
(J: Hm, Hnun) 
t w o  dif f erent 
nat ions  adopted into a third,' 

and, you knaw, living in a f amily of a fourth 
and i n  the territory of two others. 
(laughs) 1 mean 
what 1 do 
and what-1-live - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

cornes from al1 of those. 

But itrs not compartmentalized 
in the living of it. 

1 hate that about being a half-breed, 
about being that bridge, because 
you're always the one 
that, that things pull on? 
The bridge  

In our discussion of this chapter, Monique indicated that 
she is adopted into the B e a r  clan, Cayuga nation, of the 
Hodenosaunee Confederacy (personal communication, February 25, 
2 0 0 0 ) .  



between two c u l t u r e s  
l i v i n g  i n  t w o  w o r l d s ,  

k ind  of-  you knaw, corny stuff, t h a t ,  t h a t -  
and 1 d o n ' t  t h i n k  it says  it a l 1  e i t h e r -  

I have had t h e  expe r i ence  o f  sameone who is mixed-blood, who i s  

a c h i l d  
of a Holocaust s u r v i v o r  
and t h e  c h i l d  of ,. 
a m i x e d - b l d  Nat ive  person who., 
despite al1 odds 
f orged 
a n  i d e n t i t y  as an Indigenous person o f  t h i s  con t inen t .  
, ,And t h a t t s  w e i r d .  

Monique r e f e r s  t o  h e r s e l f  a s  a Y b r i d g e  between t w o  

c u l t u r e s ,  '* t h a t  of h e r  Native mother and t h a t  of her whi te  

Jewish f a t h e r .  A br idge  may s i g n i f y  a space  t h a t  is e n t i r e l y  

separate from t h o s e  l o c a t i o n s  it touches ,  as w e l l  as implying a 

site t h a t  joins, A b r idg ing  p o s i t i o n ,  as t h e  w r i t e r s  i n  the 

i n f l u e n t i a l  volume This B r i d q e  C a l l e d  My Back (1983) have so 

i n t e n s e l y  conveyed, carries with it h i s t o r i e s  of 

rnarg ina l iza t ion  and oppress ion for P i r s t  Nations women and 

women of c o l o u r ,  Monique p r o t e s t s  and resists being t h e  b r idge ,  

"the one t h a t  t h i n g s  p u l l  on." 

1 've had enough 
I ' m  s i c k  of s e e i n g  and touching 
Both sides o f  t h i n g s  
s i c k  of  being t h e  damn br idge  f o r  evesybody 
- 0 0  

1 do more translating 
Than t h e  Gawdamn U .N. 
* O ,  

I'm sick of f i l l i n g  i n  your gaps 
(Rushin, 1983, p, x x i )  



"Half-breed," the term Monique uses to name her "mixed- 

bloodw Indigenous identity, layers the normalizing regimes and 

mechanisms of power of discursive fields including, for 

example, Native contact with Eutopeans; State legislated 

definitions of "Indian" and Indigenous theorizations of 

"Indianness"; miscegenation and the myths of its dangers, 

degeneracies, deviations, and moral disorders; eroticized and 

exoticized racialized uothers"; the licentiousness of classed 

and raced bodies; and racialized heterosexuality (See, for 

example: Gilman, 1997; Kulchyski. 1992; McLaren, 1997; Stoler, 

1995; Threadgold, 1997; Trinh, 1991; Young, 1995). It may also 

connote histories of Native resistances, protests, 

accommodations, survivals, and genocides . ' O  

The term "half-breedn also connects ta dimensions of 

Native subversive responses within a totalizing process in 

Canadian socio-historic contexts (Kulchyski, 1992). This is a 

process of assimilation and dispossession. Peter Kulchyski 

(1992) argues that the interrelation of totalization and 

resistance is particularly salient for contemporary Native 

politics in Canada: 

The nature of incorporation is precisely the battleground 
of Native politics today. The established order draws 
its power from its expansive and absorptive exigencies. 

'" use the term @genocidesn with the interrogations and 
arguments in mind that Bischoping and Fingerhut (1996) outline. 
They examine definitions of "genocide" with the intent to 
expand conceptions of the t e m  to include "indigenous 
genocidesff which, historically, have b e n  omitted from the 
field of genocide research. 1 find their perspectives useful 
s i n c e  they caution me about generalizations regarding 
"genocides, and they alert me to the specif icities, 
periodicities, and complications of Indigenous genocides with 
respect to particular cultures and nations and their 
perspectives on history, t h e ,  responses, resistances, and 
justice, 



Resistance takes place both through direct opposition 
to these exigencies and through subverting the structures 
and signs employed by totalizing p e r .  (p. 193) 

In this sense, Monique's use of mhalf-breedw might be 

understood as referencing a normalizing regime of legithation 

and a discursive site "where bourgeois culture defined and 

defended its interests" (Stoler, 1995, p. 137) and as 

subverting the mechanisms of power which determined who could 

be accorded the status of "Indian" in Canada. Historically, the 

Canadian government fostered animosity against half-breed and 

light-skinned Indians through systemic Indian-against-Indian 

regulations and structures. 

In my previous writing, 1 suggested that "hybridization," 

as a t e m  underlining struggle, opposition, negotiation (Ang, 

1997; Bhabha & Hassan, 1995; Trinh, lggl), and the 

"unassimilability of cultural dif ferences" (Ang, 1997, p. 62 ) , 
might be a way of understanding Monique's subjectivity in 

relation to her colleagues. 1 wrote: 

Monique works with the notion of hybridity in a range of 

bothhnd rnoves: as sub  jectivi ty and intersub jectivi ty: her 

particular subject formations as a Native wcrrnan and her 

collective identity as a Native woman; her connections and 

disconnections with both Djanet and Kate; her separate and 

con joined sub jectivi ty in the collaboration. These sites are in 

struggle as inconmensurable and negotiable, as complex and 

simple, as conflicted and aligned. I read her as narrating them 

in subtleties and specifics of histories and contexts. These 

s t r u g g l e s  are intellectual, sensual, spiri tual, intuitive, 



corporeal, and emotional, and they are lived in/as ambivalence, 

strength, provocation, pain, joy, h o p ,  love, and despair. 

Like "half-breed," uhybridization" is also a t e m  of fluid 

meanings detedned by historical conditions, contexts of 

power, and discursive repertoires. I step aside then, to try 

and corne at "hybridizationn through a crossover, a turn around, 

a sl ide,  an undulation, rather than setting it in a stolid 

step. I àraw on movement for a mobile and dynamic word and a 

noun as verb: "hybridization" from "hybridize. " This is 

hybridity contextualized and historicized: 

As a descriptive catch-al 1 tem, "hybridi  ty" fails 
t o  discriminate between the diverse modal i ties of 
hybridity: colonial imposition, obligatory assimilation, 
political cooptation, cultural mimicry and so forth. . . . Hybridity, in other words, is power-laden and 
asymmetrical . (Shoha t & Stam ci ted in McLaren, 
1997, p .  157-158) 

The analysis above now provokes some concerns for me. 

There is a tendency for hybridity to refer to an equal mixing 

of parts. But as the final sentence in the quote above 

indicates, there are power relations in hybrid positions. The 

white and Indigenous aspects of Moniquefs identity are not 

equivalent or parallel: not equally negotiable or equally in 

opposition. Monique clearly refuses whiteness; she names 

herself as a Native woman. She is narrating a different story 

from my emphasis on hybridity and an underlining of a mix which 

positions whiteness in balance with Indigeneity. My theoretical 

lens can be read as underlining the authority of a discursive 

frame of whiteness and its influence in shaping my interpretive 

practices. White, Western frames of knowledge production are 



constructed in racialized discourses, 

Another concern that arises is in the ways that difference 

becomes attached to individual bodies. Some of my 

interpretations of Manique's interview narratives foreground 

practices, such as the issue of characterization and the idea 

of the triangle as a descriptor of the working relations. While 

I wish to examine difference through discursive practices, 

individuals in the collaboration come to represent differing 

social locations, My stsuggle points to the potency of white, 

Western discourses of individualization: categories of 

difference beconie attached ta individuals such that the 

tensions of collaborative relations, as matters of practices, 

are obscured, 

A final problematization for working with the idea of 

hybridization follows from my meeting with Monique to discuss 

this chapter draft. Monique observed, "1 have a reaction to the 

word 'hybrid'" (personal conmunication, Febsuary 25, 2000). 

Monique indicated that "hybrid," as a botanical term, refers to 

the genetic alteration of plants. As a word to apply to mixed- 

race and half-breed, it reminded her of another non-human 

related t e m ,  "mulatto," which is derived from "mule" and which 

signifies an animal that cannot breed. Thus, the idea of hybrid 

could carry with it historical, racist connotations of mixed- 

race peoples as non-human and necessarily infertile, 

particularly with regard to mixed-race Africans and mixed-race 

Aboriginals. 

Monique and I began a discussion about the pawer of 

language, the historical roots of language, and how terms 



applied to Indigenous peoples have developed through racist and 

colonialist ideologies. Monique was interested in an 

examination of how her ref lections on her "political position" 

might challenge my suppositions: "Some of the places 1 talk 

from are opposite from academic assumptions about identity, 

nationhood, and citizenryw (personal communication, Pebruary 

25, 2000). 1 am thankful for Moniquers provocations and for the 

opportunity to engage in a critical seexamination of my work, 

to continue with a problematization of representational 

practices, to interrogate how academic theoretical 

constructions of difference may meet their limits, and to 

further consider the collaborative practices of this research. 

Monique brought a book about racial terminology to my 

attention, and toqether we looked up the word "hybrid" in this 

text entitled Africans and Native Americans: The Lanquaqe of 

Race and the Evolution of Red-Black Peoples (Forbes, 1993). The 

author examines the meanings of racial terms and concepts and 

their historical and contemporary application to African- 

Arnerican and Aboriginal mixed peoples. Both Monique and 1 were 

surprised to learn that Manique's sense of a possible 

connection between "hybridW and umulattow is supported by 

Forbes's research about the origins of "hybrid." In Roman 

t h e s ,  the term referred to animals born of a tame sow and a 

wild boar (Forbes, 1993, p. 100). The link between notions of 

wild, animal, and mixed in relation to hybridity has existed 

for a long the .  The intelrpretation of terminology, such as 

"hybridity," through modern concepts of race, is more complex 

than my usage of hybridity and hybsidization would suggest. The 



use of terms such as umulatto" and "hybridU were @designed to 

identify and to limit, to control, and, by and large, to 

excludew (Forbes, 1993, p. 130). Through colonial and imperial 

force, terms were used to categorize racial difference. 

Manique's concem with my use of hybridity and hybridization 

underlines the replacement of, or the erasure of, her tenn 

"half-breedw which she politically recuperates "in defiance of 

the historically derogatory implications of the t e m m  (personal 

communication, February 25, 2000). 

The following playlet, which 1 entitle "In search/In 

surge," is another take in another form about the complications 

of uncertainty in research and the cmplexity of 

representational practices in research relations. 

THE CflST 

Theorkt 1: Beth Cuthand, a Cree pet and teacher 

Theorist 2: Marijo Moore, a Cherokee writer 

Theorist 3: Beth Brant, a Bay of Quinte Mohawk essayist, editor, 

and poet 

Janice: Janice Hladki 

Monique: Monique Mojica 

thJâiitati~e research: TBA: a very curious actor trained in 

improvisation techniques, preferably female 

B0b: Robert Prichard, president of the University of Toronto 

(or the next president, if Bob has moved on) 

Methodology: TBA: an alternating part for a female and male 



Method actor 

Popular Culture: A TV star 

Mother: JO Watson, J a n i c e  s mother 

Fellow ükiters: Linda Cullum and Marnina Gonick 

Collaboration 1: t h r e e  wcxnen 

Collaboration 2: three wmen 

Directors: Djanet S e a r s  and K a t e  Lushington, writers , 

directors, and performers. 

THE SCRIPT 

O ~ a l Ï t a t i ~ e  research: T h i s  performance s c r i p t  uaccommodates, 

app rop r i a t e s ,  negotiates, and intemenes  i n  performance and 

academic presen ta t i on  forms."" O r  so 1 hear, 

(Methodology enters. S / h e 8 s  been sleeping and looks tired. ) 

( To Methodology) Quotes from t h e  t r a n s c r i p t ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  

citations, and dramat iza t ions  i n t e r p l a y .  Cha rac t e r s  are written 

as people and concepts  and are performed by real perfonners .  

... Very r e a l .  What you g e t  here  are t h e  facts. This  w i l l  be 

it. An a u t h e n t i c  tale. A dramat iza t ion  of a c t u a l  people and 

t h e i r  actual . . . t a l k .  

Methodology: R e e e e a l l y ~ y ?  

Fellow writers: (nudging J a n i c e )  "Try some o t h e r  vo ices .  How 

can you elbow [ t h e  a n a l y s i s ]  open?"12 

Directors: ( To the other perfonners as they enter. ) P e r f  omers 

' Hladki, 1995, p. 108 
T 2  Persona1 conversa t ion  wi th  Linda Cullum. 1998 



should be aware that the scene will require a lot of rehearsal 

time. A lot of tries, A lot of takes. Performers are encouraged 

to improvise: to change and dit t h e i r  lines, to try out 

different performance modes, to reorder the lines, to work with 

various props, 

Qualitatiue research: Well then, can I change my opening lines? 

Directors: Let s keep going . 
Janice: Get samething established. 

Qualitatiue research: Authorized? 

Janice: Weil no . . . but- 
Collaboration 1: How are we working together here? 1 'm not 

sure- 

Collaboration 2: oh, donf t start that again. 

Collaboration 1: Weil, I 'd like a "more diffuse and more 

disputatious"" script. 

Collaboration 2: ~ n d  I 'd like less improvisation. You never 

listen. 

Collaboration 1: YOU never hear- 

Directors: Monique, can you repeat your part where you are 

talking about "the limits and the partiality involved in al1 

forms of communication and affiliation across lines of cultural 

division"?" 

Monique: "In the dream, 1 am always met at the river."" 

l3 Radway, 1992, p. 7 
l' Ang, 1997, p. 58 

Moraga, 1983c, p. xix 



Theorist 1: "We do what must be done: .- a  

Theorist 2: 

celebrate beyond ~urvival"'~ 

" S t o r y  is a 

woman. Not 

long, not short, A 

woman with body of 

carved petroglyph 

tongue of red memories 

eyes of dark insight 

ears of drunmied legends 

hair of ageless ceremony falling 

ont0 her ski* of history woven, tradition colored, many 

gathered., .. on 1 7 

Monique: 1s this excerpt a documentary, a fiction, a friction, 

body-talk, another transcript? 

D î r ê ~ t ~ r s :  ~anice and Monique, if you could just move slowïy 

downstage here .. and with a . . well, sense of collision .. 
Janice, maybe you could quote from someone about the 

confusions, the difficulties of the knotting in collaboration 

across difference? Your struggles, Janice, in this, shall we 

Say, "collaborative" process with your research participants? 

Me thodology: You know, the researcher under duress , pulling 

out her hair, reading over and over again. That sort of thing? 

Mother: Something about resisting and Bmbracing the 

author(ities). That sort of thing? 

- 

l 6  Cuthand, 1996, p* 12 
" Moore, 1996, p. 33 



B0b: Something clear and conclusive. T h a t  sost of thing. 

Fellow Thesis W r i t e r ~ :  Re: thing; try any-thing. 

Pllalitati~e research: Let's stay on topic herel . . What is the 
topic ? 

Janice: Dear D janet, Dear Kate, Dear Monique: tell me, tell me, 

tell me- 

Directors: Janice, say that as an aside to the audience. 

P0plJhr Culture: You do know your audience, don't you? 

Directors: Take it f rom " 1 'm wondering about. a Pace ~onique and 

w a l k  slowly in a circle. 

Janice: Okay. . . 18m wondering about what operates in these 
exchanges - the tensions? cross-currents. How we understand and 
miss each other, nudge and prickle one another. .. 1s that the 
kind of thing you were looking for? 

Collaboration 1 : Where8s the tension? 

80b: Yes, shape up or ship out! Your number is almost up! Much 

ado about- 

Directors: The clichés corne later in the excerpt, Bob. 

Monique / Janice: IS this where we t a l k  about competing 

discourses, about a will to a particular discourse - for each 

of us? Or something about h m  our positionings are effects of 

operations of discourse? Positionings slip sliding away? 

Intersubjectivities in a blend/in a curdle? .. Would that work? 
Qualitative Research: 1s this "a particular moment when 



feminist intentions fail"?" Your intentions, Janice? 

Janice: But how might failure be read? 

Methodology: You talk about epistemological impossibility and 

possibility in Chapter T h r e e .  And you quote along these  lines. 

"Failuses are as much a part of the process of knowledge 

constitution as are our oft-heralded 'successes,' Failure is 

not just a sign of epistemological crisis (for it is indeed 

also that), but also, I would argue, an epistemological 

construct. Failure signals a project that may no longer be 

attempted, or at least not on the same terms."19 

Manique: Think of this as a sounding out . . ? 

Theorist 3: "Most of us are bloods of many mixes and Nations. 

Linda Hogan, Chickasaw Nation calls us 'New People.' New People 

are the survivors of five hundred years of colonial rule. Our 

grandmathers' bodies were appropriated by the conquerors, but 

the New People have not forgotten that grandmother, nos the 

legacy she carried in her ~omb."'~ 

Monique: 1s this a story you cannot hear? Or you trip up on 

your hearing? Or an opportunity to recognize the limits of your 

hearing along with the potential for new hearings ..? 

Collaboration 1 / Collaboration 2: We want to interrupt this 

excerpt to- 

Pualitatiue research / Methodology: Interrupt! ïnterrupt! 

'" Visweswaran, 1994, p. 97 
'' Visweswaran, 1994, pp, 99-100 

B r a n t ,  1996, p. 89 



A "TakeW for an Endinq 

There are many more "takes" that might be written about 

difference and about ruptures in collaboration in response to 

the particulat transcript segments 1 have selected and to the 

interview narratives that 1 produced with Monique, Kate, and 

Djanet. 1 have attempted to work with some of the complications 

that, at this point in the, 1 am able to apprehend and 

represent. Again, in this project, 1 am struck by how much is 

left out in the production of my narrative. These "missing8' 

pieces that 1 have been unable to access from my position as 

were never nowhere. They were always 'somewhere'. 
That is, their repsesentations, their discourses, 
their stories, myths and metaphors always circulated 
alongside, simultaneously with and in opposition to, 
imbricated in, and in subversion and maintenance of, 
the stories told from the proper place of pawer. 
(Threadgold, 1997, p. 72) 

1 am struck by haw easy it is not to question embedded 

assumptions. In the final section of this chapter, 1 begin to 

consider how my own conceptual categories define and constrain 

interpretation. My theoretical applications meet their limit in 

how 1 take up Manique's positionings in a discourse of 

Indigeneity. 

In this chapter, 1 reflect on discursive practices that 

shape the collaboration of Djanet Sears, Monique Mojica, and 

Kate Lushington. These include discourses of labour and theatre 

production, friendship, and Lndigeneity. 1 seek to demonstrate 

that these discourses provoke simultaneous conditions of 

possibility and impossibility and simultaneous arrangements of 



hindrance and facility. The boundary as a site of both/and. 

1 read Monique as constituting the working relations of 

the collaboration through narratives of association and 

disassociation and of shared and conflicting histories and 

experiences: "Respective experiential worlds are not easily 

reconcilable and mutually translatable into one another's 

discursive registersw (Ang, 1997, p. 61) Manique's idea of the 

"different points of the triangle" as a descriptor of the 

working relations signals a geometric or territorial figure of 

boundaries suggesting the simultaneous vibrations of disparate 

points and co~ected lines. Monique indicates that the women 

are invested in being allies in cultural production and that 

she connects and disconnects with each woman differently. 

However, the discourse of Sndigeneity in which Monique 

positions herself is constructed as an oppositional space in 

which she stands alone. 

When Djanet, Kate, and Monique discuss their practices for 

producing the introduction to the play, they emphasize the 

desire to address difference and to explore the significance of 

racial differences for their working relations and for the 

development of their script. However, they also struggle with 

racially organized constructs of t h e  and pressures to 

complete. These reinforce power relations such that whiteness 

becornes reinscribed, and marginalized voices are constrained. 

The practices of friendship are also about limitations. 

They forge boundaries for the social relations of the 

collaboration and for what is sayable/unsayable in light of 

relational investments, particularly when these attachments are 
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identified as k i n g  definitive for the collaboration. Yet 

friendship also offers Monique, Djanet, and Kate openings for 

communicating across difference and for addressing tensions and 

conflicts. 



Chapter ? ive  

"Upride Doua" and 'Inside Outw: 
The Collabo+ation of Anna Gsonau and Shelley Sire 

'The Thinq," Di8cussive Devices, and Social/Smatial 

Practices 

When 1 want to  sound a h e a r t  pound, encourage t h e  s w e a t  of 

a n x i e t y ,  and focus a keen a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  unexpected, 1 grasp  

a pillow to my face and watch a f a v o u r i t e  hor ror / suspense  f i lm ,  

The  Thinq (1982) .  T h e  p i l l o w  works as a buf fe r :  1 can cover  my 

eyes at the very s c a r y  moments if 1 need to,  or 1 can  keep t h e  

pillow c lu t ched  to my c h e s t  as 1 cont inue  t o  watch t h e  f i l m  and 

let my body f lood wi th  u n c e r t a i n t y  and a n t i c i p a t i o n .  The 

suspense f i lm ,  The Thinq, takes m e  t o  an  edge where d e s i r e  and 

fear clash in d i sconce r t ing  u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y .  

I n  t h i s  f i lm,  human and animal bodies  are metamorphosed 

i n t o  s t r a n g e  and t e r r i f y i n g  beings  whi le  r e t a i n i n g  t h e  outward 

appearance of "normalcy ." An e a r t h  life form is ucontaminated" 

by an alien presence,  t h e  "thing" of t h e  t i t le ,  which e n t e r s  

the h o s t ' s  body and t ransforms it i n t o  a c r e a t u r e  driven to 

hunt  the as-yet-uninhabited beings.  Hollywood actor, Kurt 

Russell, plays  the s c i e n t i s t  who surv ives  t h e  t e r r i f y i n g  ordeal 

as his "familyw of CO-workers are gradua l ly  des t royed  a t  a 

science s t a t i o n  i n  An ta rc t i ca .  

The  i d e a  of  bodies  h o s t i n g  a n  a l i e n  presence has  brought 

i n  rnany a Hollywood d o l l a r .  For a r ecen t  example, w e  might 

t h i n k  of the Alien series. Alien,  Aliens,  Alien 3, and Alien 

Resur rec t ion  hold many similarities t o  The Thinq. All t h e s e  



f i lms  work w i t h  t h e  no t ion  t h a t  a s o c i a l  network, community, or  

family can  be p u t  a t  r i s k  by an "outside" force:  " t h e  ' f o r e ign  

bodies' i n  t h e  m i d s t  o f  a na t ionw (Bhabha, 1998, p. 33).  Y e t  

what is  i n s i d e  or o u t s i d e  t h e  body and i n s i d e  or o u t s i d e  

*' f amily" s h i f  t s  and confuses .  Danger and contaminat ion a l s o  

corne from wi th in ,  as "a new a l i e n ,  l i b id inous ,  and 

uncon t ro l l ab l e  self l i t e r a l l y  b u r s t s  through t h e  seanis of t h e  

victim's old f l e s h w  ( B o r d o ,  1998, p. 2 1 7 ) .  ~ n s i d e / o u t s i d e  is 

both  mainta ined and challenged:  i n  t h e  t r o p e  of  " t h e  enemy 

wi th in , "  t h e  i n s i d e  is out and t h e  o u t s i d e  is i n .  

Another f e a t u r e  o f  t h e s e  films is t h e  emphasis on 

l o c a l i t y ,  o f t e n  inc lud ing  c o n t r a s t s  between t h e  c r a n n i e s  and 

conf ines  of spaceships  and space  s t a t i o n s ,  which b ind  t h e  

c h a r a c t e r s  t o g e t h e r ,  and t h e  h e n s i t y  and i n f i n i t y  o f  

i n d e f i n i t e  space  i n  which t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r s  are o f t e n  "10st.~' 

T h e  borders  and boundaries o f  t h e s e  l o c a l i t i e s  are dangerous 

and unhazardous, s ecu re  and vulnesable,  impregnable and 

suscep t ib l e .  The localit ies in f luence  t h e  p r a c t i c e s  of t h e  

p ro t agon i s t s .  A p a r t i c u l a r  place and i ts  geographic surround,  

such as t h e  research s t a t i o n  i n  Anta rc t ica  (The Thinq)  or t h e  

penal  colony on a bar ren  p l a n e t  (A l i ens ) ,  can be a s i te  of both 

safety and danger. The l o c a l i t y  can suppor t  or  i n h i b i t  

endeavours t o  battle t h e  a l i e n  presence. Never theless ,  l o c a t i o n  

becomes d i s l o c a t i o n  as people  s t r u g g l e  and e v e n t u a l l y  lose to 

t h e  a l i e n  takeover .  The a c t i v i t i e s  of determining how t o  

survive, of l e a r n i n g  about  and ou twi t t i ng  the a l i e n ,  and of 

c o n t i n u a l l y  a d j u s t i n g  t o  unexpected terrors are t h e  "educatiorV8 

and "labour" o f  t h e  workers i n  the f i l m ,  and 1 would suggest  



that labour is a third discursive frame that the films deploy. 

Until the "thingW becomes the focus, education/work such as 

scientif ic experiments , an exploration of a planet, or running 
a penal colony, are the contexts of human labour. Labour 

becomes infused with confusion and upheaval and is associated 

with tension and struggle. Labour is a site of contestation and 

interruption and must be reconfigured in order for the workers 

to survive. The discursive repertoires in these films erect 

powerful oppositional markers: inside/outside, 

family/unrelatedness, community/singularity, 

belonginq/estrangement, connection/dislocation, humadnon- 

human, aliednon-alien, self/other, minority/majority, 

normal/abnormal, known/unknowri, toil/ease. 

While noting my fascination with horror and suspense, 1 

have also tried to suggest that "the pawer of horror . . . is not 
simply situated within the filmic scene, for . . . it always 
threatens to - and indeed often does - break out into the 
scene of the social" (Moore & Miles, 1992). 1 have pointed to 

some discursive devices - family, locality, and labour - in 
these films. My intent, in this chapter, is to consider how 

these  discourses are appropriated and negotiated (Prankenberg, 

1993) as sites of difference in the collaboration of Shelley 

N i r o  and Anna Gronau. 

Working with Anna and Shelley's joint and individual 

interview narratives about the collaboration on their film a 
Starts With a Whisper (1993), 1 explore the discourses of 

locality, family, and labour as sites where tension, 

disjunction, and incomensurability are produced. Anna and 



Shelley are positionee differently and discordantly in and 

through the discursive sites. While they may attempt to engage 

"overlapping vocabularies and repertoises of meaningw (Ang, 

1997, p. 5 9 ) ,  1 read Anna and Shelley as stmggling with the 

limits of what can be shared, commonly understood, and 

reconciled through the discursive regimes. According to Ang 

the common discursive worlds we construct through 
our dialogues will always be necessarily partial. 
Incomensurability then pertains to the residue of 
the irreducibly particular that cannot, ultimately, 
be shared. It does not imply an absolute impossibility 
of communication, but relates to the occasional and 
interspersed moments of miscammunication (or breakdown 
of communication) that always accompany communicative 
interchanges between differently positioned subjects. 
(pp. 58-59) 

Through my readings of the interviews with Shelley and Anna, 1 

constitute their collaboration as practices of fragility, 

uncertainty, collision, and dissension, 

You might be wondering why 1 have taken up a film such as 

The Thinq to introduce the directions of this chapter. Shelley 

Niro provokes the link through a reference to this Hollywood 

horror text in her joint interview with Anna Gronau. In profile 

materials that 1 requested from Anna and Shelley, Shelley 

identifies as Bay of Quinte Mohawk, Six Nations, while Anna 

names herself as a white, English-speaking Canadian of English, 

Scottish, Irish, and German descent, In order to convey the 

upheaval of difference as she and Anna collaborated on the 

making of their film, It Starts With a Whiswr, Shelley 

describes how beings are metamorphosed in The Thinq. The 

description of this change is described on the jacket of the 



video for this film: "It is unfrozen and unleashed, creating 

havoc and terror as it changes forms and becomes one of them." 

Using the metaphor of a being "turned inside outa to describe a 

sense of upheaval in the context of the collaboration, Shelley 

parallels the ways in which she understands people and dogs to 

have been transformed in The Thinq, When "the thing," like the 

creature of the Alien series, enters the bodies of people and 

animals, there is a literal exposure of innards: an 

evisceration or a disembowelment. What is usually hidden is now 

visible. As Shelley says, however, the hosts for the 

transfiguration may be in upheaval, but they are "still 

barking" : protesting, resisting , accommodating , accepting - 
possibly al1 at the same t h e ,  as MacLeod (1992) suggests in 

her complication of women s power relations. ' Being turned 

inside out also suggests an inversion: "normalw practices and 

processes are transfotmed, 

This transformation from the "normal" with its physical 

wounds, social upheaval, and psychic damage, also suggests a 

discourse of the body that produces able-bodiedness as the 

nom. It is the able-bodied charactexs in the film who are 

changed by the "the thingfW and this process replicates a 

discourse which centres the "afflictions of the hitherto 

'normalmf (Meekosha, 1998, p. 169)- Erased here are the 

' MacLeod ( 1992 ) , Abu-Lughod (cited in MacLeod, 1992 ) , and 
Farnsworth-Alvear (1997) al1 point to womenfs contradictory and 
simultaneous responses to power relations. MacLeod suggests 
uaccommodating protest," while Farnsworth-Alvear emphasizes 
"ambiguities , "permeability, " and "ambivalence- Abu-Lughod 
notes that women "both resist and support powerNf (quoted in 
Farnsworth-Alvear, p. 73). Anna and Shelley's responses to the 
regulating power of discursive formations of locality, family, 
and labour demonstrate these complications, tensions, and 
contradictions, 



complications and pains of bodies turned inside out - or 
umonstrous,w as disabled bodies have often been represented - 
by disease, age, impairment, injury, and accident (Burns et 

al., 1999; Meekosha, 1998). This discourse of the body also 

couples race and gender with disability. In reference to her 

body as taken over by "the thing," Shelley could be understood 

as positioned in a discourse which is also about histories of 

colonial and imperial technologies of violence perpetrated 

against the bodies of Aboriginal women. 

Shelley: So for me it was like everything was new and 
different, and turned upside d m ,  and flip-flopped 
around, and uhm .. 1 just felt like uh .. uh you the thing 
on The Thinq? it gets turned inside out? (laughs) 

Janice: Whatfs?- 

Shelley: You knuw the movie The Thinq? 

Janice: Oh, The Thinq! (S: Yeah) Scasy movie. 

Shelley: Right. And somehow the dogs get al1 turned inside 
out. (J: Yeah) (A: (laughs)) theyfre still barking and 
stuff. (A: (laughs)) That8s me! (laughs) that8s how 1 was. 

( S  & A )  

H o w  "fitting" it seems that Shelley mentions this 

particular film. The discursive repertoires of family, 

locality, and labour, which 1 earlier identified as operating 

in The Thinq, are echoed in Shelley and Anna's discussions with 

me. They operate separately and in imbrication as the 

differences across which Anna and Shelley produce their 

collaborative cultural work. 

Normalized discourses of the family are constituted through 

registers of gender, race, class, sexuality, disability, and 

age. They also regulate assunptions about family formations in 



terms of heterosexuality, marriage, safety and security, 

childbearing, childrearing, parenting, extended family, 

economic relations, and community connectionsœ Bourdieu (1998) 

points out: 

Families are corporate bodies animated by a 
tendency to pespetuate their social being, with al1 
its powers and privileges, which is at the basis 
of reproduction strategies: fertility strategies, 
matrimonial strategies, successional strategies, 
economic strategies, and last but not least, 
educational strategies. (p. 19) 

Feminist challenges to nonnalizations and assuxnptions about the 

family have been particularly significant- There has been a 

rewriting of family scripts to include emphases on, analyses 

of, and activisms about, for example, family violences, 

particularly in terms of women and children; different forms of 

households such as single-parent families and lesbian and gay 

families; motherkhild relations; women's labour in family 

arrangements; the effects of poverty, unemployment, and 

underemployment; and formations of family amang communities of 

colour, immigrant populations, and Indigenous peoples (See for 

example, Das Gupta, 1995; Eichler, 1988; Kadi, 1996; Lorde, 

1984; Mackie, 1995; Ris tock ,  1991)- 

Discourses of labour generate conceptions of work and work 

practices, including the idea that workers must continually 

adapt, retrain, upgrade, increase their output, and suppress 

bodily functions and needs. Gender and work are addressed in a 

wide range of literatures and disciplines and have been 

significant areas of investigation and debate in feminist 

scholarship (See for example, Armstrong, 1984; Beechey, 1987 ; 

Feminist R e v i e w ,  1986; Glucksmann, 1990; Luxton, 1980)- 



Feminist issues regarding gendered divisions of labour, waged 

and unwaged distinctions, part-the work, self-employment, 

casualization, sexuality, class, pawer, violences, and work 

inside and outside the home are significant for thinking about 

intersections of family and labour discourses. 

Discourses of locality constitute rural/urban and 

local/global dichotomies and stereotypes, as well as 

configurations of home and conununity- They also connote travel 

and movement; migration and immigration; geographic terrains; 

national, diasporic, and hybrid identities; borders and 

boundaries; and histories of individuals and populations that 

have suffered though migration, exile, selocation and 

dislocation, resettlement, transportation, and deportation. 

Social and spatial boundaries, organized by relations of power, 

determine who is included and excluded in a space- As de 

Certeau (1984) remarks, "spatial practices ..- structure the 
determining conditions of social life" (p. 96). 

Discursive elements of family, labour, and locality that I 

have briefly introduced here are reproduced and contested in 

Anna's and Shelley's understandings of difference and/in 

c~llaboration.~ The boundaries and incommensurability of 

This brief statement about discourses of family, locality, 
and labour provokes some questions about the individualization 
of discourses (Foucault, 1978). Foucault (1978) suggests that 
every discursive formation has sets of "deviations," 
"mutations," and "transformations." Characterizing himself as a 
pluralist and stressing the activations of discourses, Foucault 
argues for an examination of discursive formations that gives 
weight to conditions rather than content, expressibilities 
rather than meanings, and sites of use rather than origins. 
With these concerns in mind, 1 attempt to show the 
"interdiscursive dependencies" (Foucault, 1978, p. 13) between 
locality, f amily, and labour- 1 also seek to explore what is 
possible to speak about, to validate, and to question in this 
particular domain of cultural production. 



collaboration are constituted as social and spatial practices 

with locality, family and labour figuring as the overlapping 

and intersecting discursive repertoires that constitute those 

practices. 

Janice: It's interesting though that uhm, that other kinds 
of, other kinds of differences in, in your lives or your 
situation that .. affected in some way h m  you thought 
about working together. Like when you were just bringing up 
family or you were bringing up 1 guess, geography, and 
distance, and location. And 80, maybe, 1 could just ask if 
it, if it would be possible to think through, whether you 
could think through, whether other things cane to mind that 
seem signif icant in that way. Uhm . . 1 mean partly you've 
also talked about, 1 guess, kind of education and ex-, 
expertise in a particular discipline. You talked about the 
difference of kind of film kncmledge as being something 
that would be another 1 mess samething that's come up. 
Uhm, but there may be some, you know, 1 mean there may be 
other ones that come to mind. 

Anna: You knaw, related to that is the difference between the 
way you work when yougre a painter or a photographer and 
the way you work when you're a f iimmaker. Cause 1, 1 felt 
sometimes like, like 1 was (laughing) jus+ bombarding 
Shelley with more new information about like millions of 
dollars we need. No, hundreds of thousands of dollars we 
needed. (S: Hm, hmm) And things we had to rent and people 
we had to- and 1 mean, 1 KNûW that that was a big 
difference. ft's just sort of, you know, their approach to 
working, 1 was used to it and Shelley wasn't, you know. 1 
mean 1 wasn't used to it on quite that scale, but 1 
certainly knew what to expect. And 1 think that was- 

Shelley: -that was a HUGE difference. (A: Yeah) Because uhm, 
for myself to make same, you know, a piece of work costs 
like maybe, you know, at the most, a couple of hundred 
dollars or thinking in those terms. And then when you have 
to corne up with $10,000 a day for filming, it's like 
WHOûOAAA1' (laughs) (A: ((laughs)). And that's doing it 
really cheap! You know, like we were really scrimping on a 
lot of things. (A: Hm, hnun) Uhm . , 

Janice: Yeah, that's a big leap. 

Shelley: That was a huge leap. And then working with 25 people 



a t  once compared t o  one pers- l i k e  compared to being by 
yourse l f  and you know, (J: Oh, r i g h t .  R igh t )  having nobody 
t h e r e  t o  compromise with.  ( J I  Hin, hm) So that  w a s  another  
b i g  one. And 1 t h i n k  the family  t h i n g  too. 1 f o r g o t  al1 
about  t h e  iamily  th ing .  Uhm, 1 could  only  g i v e  o u t ,  you 
know- 1 could,  1 can work s e l f i s h l y  f o r ,  f o r  a couple  of 
days,  and then 1 have t o  sort o f  g e t  myself i n t o  t h e  
u n s e l f i s h  and be a mother, you know. Pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
k ids .  But the  swi tch back and f o s t h ,  t h a t  was another  t h i n g  
to  g e t  used t o  because w e ' d  have t o  go t o  Toronto f o r ,  you 
know, a couple  of days a t  a the. Even f i lming  h e r e  we'd 
have to t a k e  off b i g  blocks  of  time, ( J: Right ) Yeah. So. 

Janice: So it wouldn't be l i k e  doing a p a i n t i n g  for- where you 
could  m o r e  e a s i l y  l e a v e  it (S: Yeah) and be- you could more 
e a s i l y  be i n  both worlds? But sometimes t h i s  r equ i r ed  
r e a l l y  b i g  chunks of  time. 

Shelley:  Yeah. And i t 's  l i k e  i f  P m  doing p a i n t i n g ,  1 can do 
it h e r e  at t h e  house, too. And  i f  you ' re  doing t h a t  sort of  
work, t hen  you have to  r e a l l y  remove yourse l f  t o t a l l y  . (J: 
Hm, hnun) Yeah, And n o t  k i n g  i n  t h e  best mood al1  t h e  t h e  
when you do come home. 

Jan ice :  So do you- did it effect uh your iaxnily s i t u a t i o n ,  do 
you t h ink?  

Shelley: U h  .. yeah. I t  would g e t  to a p o i n t  where they 'd  
start, you know, grumbling a l i t t l e  b i t .  Not, not a lo t ,  
b u t  enough so t h a t  1 knew. 

Anna: They d i d n ' t  recognize  h e r  any more! ( l aughs )  

Shelley:  Yeah! ( l aughs)  Just about.  Yeah. And it did pu t  a 
l i t t l e  b i t  of stress, that whole f amily s i t u a t i o n .  Because, 
you know, t h e  k ids  were around and s t u f f ,  and Che1 would 
have t o  be he re  t o  .. j u s t  be h e r e  wi th  them. And then  I'm 
off. ( l aughs)  

Janice:  Tha t ' s  your husband? 

Shelley:  Yeah. 

J a n i c e  : Yeah . 
Shelley: Off doing t h o s e  glamourous th ings .  ( l aughs )  

Anna : Yeah, r i g h t  . (S : ( laughs ) ) 
( pause ) 

Shelley:  So for m e  it vas l i k e  everything w a s  new and 
d i f f e r e n t ,  and turned ups ide  d m ,  and f l ip - f lopped  around, 
and uhm .. 1 jus+ f e l t  l i k e  uh .. uh you know t h i n g  on The 



Thinq? It gets turned inside out? (laughs) 

Janice : What ' s? 

Shelley: You knaw the movie The Thinq? 

Janice: Oh, The Thinql (Sr Yeah) Scary movie. 

Shelley: Right. And somehow the dogs get al1 tumed inside 
out. (J: Yeah) (A: (laughs)) They're still barking and 
stuff. (A: (laughs)) That's mel (laughs) That's h w  1 was. 

Janice: That's a REALLY scéuy moviel 
(al1 laugh) 

Shelley: And Anna had to move here which was a BIG (laughing) 
difference. (A: (laughs)) Strange but true. 

Anna: 1 think it's true like what (to Shelley) you Say 1 
really agree. 1 mean you knaw, you said a difference 
between us was sort of the Toronto/Brant f ord thing . 
Something 1 felt was like 1% single and you have like a 
kind of an extended family that, you knaw, 1 mean 1 felt 
vesy fortunate to get involved with ( laughs) in a big way. 
Uhm so that was like a big difference for me. And in some 
ways maybe, you know, on a kind of day-to-day basis, more 
of a difference really that 1, 1 had to deal with was the 
fact that you had kids and a husband and stuff and they 
were sort of around a lot. And 1 sort of didn't, you k n w -  
my t h e  was completely available to the project. Like 24 
hours a day ! You knaw. And then I had to think well, you 
know, not everybody8s got that situation. 

Anna: Oh, well. 1 mean in a lot of ways it was pretty neat. 
But 1, you know, 1 actually liked being in Brantford, but 1 
also had commitments in Toronto (J: Hm, hnm) cause 1 was 
teaching still. So 1 was always zipping back and forth. And 
I would do this thing where 1 would work until midnight and 
then like drive home to Toronto? And (laughs) 1 was 
subletting my place in Toronto, so 1 had like a closet-like 
space in my apartnient where 1 could stay. So 1 mean 
actually, you k n w -  and 1 was living in a, basically in a 
corner of an office here in Brantford. So (laughs) it was 
j u s t  the most out-of-the-suitcase existence I've ever had. 
But it was also like- there was a lot of adrenaline going 
on through that whole project. So 1 was really living on 
that, pretty much. But you know, 1 felt uhm- 1 missed my 
Toronto friends. You know. Cause I was just- even though 1 



could get back and forth, 1 just didn't have any t h e  to 
see anybody except the people that were working on the 
film. You know. So thatwas kinà of a real dislocation in a 
lot of ways. Kind of strange. 

Janice: Did you feel like a sense of- I'm thinking about what 
you said earlier about Shelley's family and extended 
family, a sense that there was a community and she was a 
part of a cormnunity, and you came in and you were separate 
in some way? (A: Yeah) Or do you feel like you became part 
of that community or? 

Anna: Uhrn, well 1 don't feel like 1 was part of the comunity. 
1 felt uhm- 1 was always treated very well by it. You know. 
But a lot- 1 mean- and again in this kind of gets into 
personality too? Cause 1 mean 1 do tend to be bit of a 
loner, and a lot of times 1 would feel sort of uhm, self- 
conscious, and lonely, and an outsider. You know. And uhm, 
you know, uh the people that we were working with, we had 
sort of a group uhm at our office. They al1 had previous 
connections with people on the reserve and so on. So 1 mean 
I was REALLY uhm less connected to this community than the 
other people there. So it made me uhm feel a little bit, 1 
don't know, just a little bit self-conscious al1 the the. 
You know. Like, like 1 was a guest here, a bit. A well- 
treated guest, but still a guest. And it wasn't quite my 
home, or something like that. So. 

(S & A )  

B o t h  Anna and Shelley refer to the "back and forth" travel 

of their collaboration. For Shelley, the points of origin and 

sites from which she moves outside are the localities of 

Brantford, home, and f d l y  . For Anna, "dislocation" is in her 
"out-of-suitcaseu existence between Toronto and Brantford. A 

lack of place, what de Certeau (1984) describes as "the 

indefinite process of being absentu (p. 103), is expressed by 

both women. They are positioned as outsiders in different ways 

in discourses of locality, yet each woman constitutes herself 

and is constituted differently through estrangement and its 

implications of foreignness and isolation (Tsing, 1993). 

Anna's "dislocationw references not only the 



particularities of living space, a ucloset-like space" in 

Toronto and a "corner of an off icem in Brantford, but the 

separation from coaamunity. She speaks about k i n g  distanced 

from her Toronto friends and feeling Uself-conscious and lonely 

and an outsideru within the cammunity of people working on the 

film. ~ccording to Anna, the film workers %ad connections with 

people on the resetveff while she "was REALLY less connected to 

this community." As a 'guestW in Brantford and in the First 

Nations community working on the film, Anna would seem to 

perceive power as residing in a locality that can be described 

as home, as co~ection. The boundaries of belonging are thus 

arranged by her CO-workers based in Brantford. 

The community with which Anna suggests Shelley is 

associated refers to the group of people working on the film, 

including some of Shelley's iamily members who have connections 

to the Mohawk reserve in Brantford. Anna personalizes her 

difference from Shelley in terms of location when she indicates 

that her "outsiderN position may be due to her tendency to be a 

"loner." In addition, she discusses the Toronto/Brantford 

difference through discourses of family, home, and locale. 

However, the Brantford/Toronto difference is also a racialized 

difference. Uthough Shelley herself does not live on the Six 

Nations reserve near Brantford, as a Mohawk woman she is 

closely associated with Pirst ~ations people at that site. The 

disattachment from community which Anna describes underlines 

the Indigenoushon-Indigenous difference between the two women 

which is produced through the Toronto/Brantford disjuncture. 

While Shelley may have had a base in Brantford, the 



demands of film labour created conditions of disconnection and 

dislocation for her. Shelley describes the new knowledges of 

film production that were thrust upon her as a first-the 

filmmaker. These include, for example, working solo as a 

painter versus working with a crew of 25 people and working 

with small sums of money versus thousands of dollars in a film 

budget. The film practices are viewed as a 'HUGE differencew 

between herself and Anna. Thereby, Anna is constituted as 

insider,  as belonging, through her previous experience as a 

filmmaker. In addition, for Shelley, painting is associated 

with the home while filmmaking removes Shelley fram family 

life. Shelley remarks, "If I f m  doing painting, 1 can do it here 

at the house," but with filmmaking, "you have to really remove 

yourself totally." Working on the film required trips to 

Toronto and entailed "stressw on family relations. The 

activities of filmmaking also required a great amount of t h e  

and coumitment. The discourse of labour in Shelley's account 

produces the film work as individualized and self-serving 

conduct such that the interests of family are sacrificed: "1 

can work selfishly for, for a couple of days, and then 1 have 

t o  sort of get myself into the unselfish and be a mother, you 

Shelley says more in this regard in her individual 

interview. Here, her emphasis on giving in the labour of 

filmmaking would seem to suggest a contradiction to the 

"selfishness" she previously assigned to that labour versus the 

"unselfishnessw of mothering and domestic labour. 

Shelley: (with a big breath) Taking that deep breath (J: Yeah, 
yeah). Youpre just giving, you're just giving, giving, 
giving, giving, giving, giving, you knaw. And really not- 



well, you do get, you do get from being on the crew and 
being with the actors and, you k n w ,  k i n g  a part of the 
whole filmmaking process. But it felt like you were giving 
more than what you were getting. 

Janice: Hm, hmm. .. Would that be in say giving- yeah, 1 
guess- and that would be throughout? Or did it intensify a t  
certain periods where you felt that? 

Shelley: More at the end. Yeah, more towards like after wef d 
moved into the editing and doing that stuf f . 

Janice: When your deadline was getting closer? 

Shelley: Yeah, very close. 

Janice: And you had to have a finished product? 

Shelley: (laughs) Right. 

Janice: And it sounded like, toa, like that had its 
consequences in terms of your family as well. It sounded 
like. They got tired and- (Sr The inmediate-) your 
immediate family, your husband and children. 

Shelley: Well, they got tired of me not being there and uh, 
you know, being tired and, and .. just not being really 
part of the family life. Like when 1 think back to that 
period of time, even though 1 w a s  home at night most of the 
t h e ,  1 felt that 1 really donft have memories of doing 
family things, you know. (J: Uh, huh) And like .. those 
memories arenft as strong as working on the damn film. 
( laughs ) 

Janice: Yeah. ftfs interesting, because that, that uhm comes 
out too about- and you just mentioned easlier, you said 
about, uh, Anna being samebody who lived alone. And that 
certainly comes out in the way you talk again- I had a 
strong sense that you were- you know, there was a family 
context for you and hers w a s  not a family context. And do 
you have a sense that .. that, you know, you were 
understanding each otherts different cont- 1 mean, was it a 
factor, was it a felt factor at the time of Anna k i n g  
different sornehow because she wasnft in a family, an 
immediate family context and so you had different- whereas 
you were? So thesefore you had different thoughts or 
concerns ? 

Shelley: Uhm . . 
Janice: Did you feel that as something operating? 



Shelley: Yeah, I think it was pretty obvious. 1 wanted to work 
on the film and 1 wanted to give everything 1 had to give, 
but then 1 also had this guy waiting for me to corne home, 
you know. .. He vas really- like he's really sensitive and 
he's understanding and al1 those things, but that sti l l  
doesn't take away that feeling that you should be home. You 
know . 

Janice: So you feel responsibility and you were aware of it a 
lot of the t h e ?  

Shelley: Yeah, yeah. 1% really aware of it. 1 can s o r t  of 
live with it, but then after a certain point you start 
thinking, well, 1 really should be oves there, you know. 

Janice: Would you say that to Anna? Like if you guys were 
working on something and Say it went longer than you 
expected and you started to feel a bit anxious about the 
family, about your husband and getting home to the kids. 
Would you Say samething to her? 

Shelley: 1 think so, yeah. 

Janice: Do you have a sense that she could hear that or did 
s he- 

Shelley: 1 don't knav. 1 think maybe she did hear it but it 
was still, you know, not important to her (J: Right) and 
why should it be? 

Janice: Right. Yeah, because she does Say something about, you 
know, she had al1 her time to kind of give to the project. 
Did you feel an expectation from her that .. that she 
wanted or needed more t h e  f rom you? 

Shelley: Well . . sometimes yeah - 
( S )  

Differences are not easily exptessed, either in terns of 

talking to me or in tenns of what it might have been possible 

to communicate to Anna. Here incommensurability figures as 

"moments when no common terms are available over which we can 

agree or disagree; these are moments that go beyond rational 

argument, and ... that are, in some fundamental way, 
unspeakable, expressable only circuitously" ( M g ,  1997, p. 60). 

For Shelley, the pressures of filmmaking practices 



increase over time during the project, and they take on 

increased weight when the demands of a f inished cultural 

product are imperative. The tensions entailed in filmmaking 

position Shelley as outsider in relation to her husband and 

children, and to Anna. In relation to Anna, the 

incommensurabilities are surfaced through differences in faxnily 

contexts, The conditions of filnunaking also reinforce 

difference through discourses of labour- As 1 noted earlier, 

Shelley speaks of film knowledge as a site of "HUGE 

difference." Shelley mentions this tension a number of times. 

For example, at the beginning of the joint interview, Shelley 

notes: "The difference, basically, is uh, you knaw, Anna knew, 

she  has the experience. 1 didnft have the experience* (S & A). 

Knowledge about work also intersects with locality. 

Shelley: And I think Anna had that kind of experience, that 
kind of knwledge where you could go and, you know, you 
need a camera guy, she knew where to phone and this s o r t  
of thing. Whereas 1 didn't have anything like that. You 
know. 1 didn8t know anything about that sort of thing, Uhm, 
and maybe it's country mode, city made thing. But that's 
how it really felt to me, you knaw. It felt like uh, uhm, 1 
don't know if it's sophistication or what, but uhm it's, 1 
felt that it was cut off from me to a certain extent, And 
uhm, 1 just didn8t k n w  how to open that door. (3: Hm, hmm) 
So thatf s where that uhm thinking cornes in about Toronto 
and Brantford- (S 6 A) 

ln the discursive intersections of labour, locality, and 

f amily in these interview segments, insider/outsider or 

inclusion/exclusion dynamics are once again evident. Anna is 

positioned as insider in terms of access to knowledge and 

education around filnunaking. Anna's knowledge of filmmaking 

practices conjoins with her time availability as a single woman 

and her geographical identity with the city. These positionings 



are also tied to race and class in terms of how access, 

knowledge, time, and availability are constructed as operating 

through Anna's locations as a single, white woman with the 

particular entitlements and advantages that these locations 

confer. As Michelle Fine (1997) observes, whiteness is produced 

as advantage through practices and institutional arrangements- 

It confers benefits for white people and deficits for people of 

colour and Indigenous peoples. 

Like the Toronto/Brantford difference, or the "country 

mode, city modea difference which Shelley describes, a 

discourse of labour, and conditions of access, knowledge, and 

experience, are deeply racialized. Shelley indicates that she 

did not "knm hou to open that door" and that particular 

knowledges, contacts, and access to equipment were "cut off 

from [ber]." As an Indigenous w m a n  entering the white- 

dorninated and -defined world of film production in Toronto, 

Shelley is in a marginalized position and her "experience" does 

not match the practices and knowledges of film production to 

which Anna has access. And her "experience" as an Indigenous 

cultural producer is not the same as that of a white artist. 

Shelley underlines the racialization of labour and locale and 

the different affects and conditions for hetself as an 

Indigenous woman and for Anna as a white woman- Discourses of 

labour are underpinned by Western structures of organization 

and classification which shape ideas about time, knowledge, and 

work practices. These structures are "played out in systems of 

power and domination, with real material consequences for 

colonized peoples" (Smith, L. T., 1999, p. 4 4 ) .  



Labour, location, 

entirely different set 

Conditions of distance 

and family overlap to constitute an 

of positionings in Anna's narratives. 

and removal, from friends in Toronto and 

from the community working on the film, create a state of 

feeling "self-conscious, and lonely, and an outsider" (S & A) 

for her. This sense of awkwardness, nervousness, or 

embarrassrnent at being different from her colleagues suggests 

an imbrication of gendered, raced, classed, and sexualized 

constructs. Anna is positioned in the discourses as a white 

woman who is isolated from her Native colleagues; who, rather 

than living in a context of love and connection, is "singlew 

and without a husband and children; who lives in two very 

confined spaces rather than a home; and who must continue with 

her teaching engagements to support herself. 

Anna: 1 think it8s true like what (to Shelley) you Say 1 
really agree. 1 mean you said the difference between us 
was sort of the Toronto/Brantford thing. Something 1 felt 
like was I'm single and you have a kind of an extended 
family. 

1 actually liked k i n g  i n  Brantford, but I also had 
commitments in Toronto (JI Hm, hmm) cause 1 was teaching 
s t i l l ,  So 1 was always zipping back and forth, And 1 would 
do this thing where 1 would sort of work until midnight and 
then like drive home to Toronto? And (laughs) 1 was 
subletting my place i n  Toronto, so 1 had a closet-like 
space in my apartment where 1 could stay. So 1 mean 
actually, you know- and I was living in a, basically in a 
corner of an office here in Brantford. So (laughs) it was 
just the most out-of-the-suitcase existence Ifve ever had, 

But 1 felt uhm- 1 missed my Toronto friends, Cause 1 was 
just- even though 1 could get back and forth, 1 just didn't 
have any time to see anybody except the people that were 
working on the film. You know. So that was kind of a real 
dislocation in a lot of ways. (S & A) 

While Anna's account seems to suggest a position entailing w h a t  



is lacking or absent, Anna also situates herself as a woman for 

whom those differences from Shelley create conditions of 

overextension in terms of availability. 

Anna: More of a difference really that 1, 1 had to deal with 
was the fact that, you know, you had kids and a husband and 
stuf f and they were sort of around a lot. And 1 sort of 
didnft, you know- my t h e  was coanpletely available to the 
project. Like 24 hours a day! You knaw. And then 1 had to 
think well not everybodyfs got that situation. (S & A) 

Shelley's "situationw is the cluster of her family, her 

community, and Brantford, al1 of which make claims on her 

availability and frame the parameters of her participation in 

the work. Anna seems to be clahing an insider status for 

Shelley with locality and family working as discursive devices 

to explain the different availabilities and comitments of the 

women- She constitutes Brantford as a site which provides 

access and availability to the activities and demands of 

filmmaking processes, while a family structure of husband and 

children provides boundaries and parameters against "excessive" 

labour- This construction is in contradiction to that found in 

Shelley's narrative, which 1 discussed previously, in which 

Anna is positioned as the insider with access to film 

production knowledges and resources. In terms of Anna's 

position in discourses of labour and family, exertion and 

effort are ceaseless: no t h e  of the day, nor amount of time, 

is impossible. In Shelley's narrative an excess of "giving" is 

related to her roles as wife and mother and as a film worker 

constantly asking for the help of others, thus producing, once 

again, a contradictory construction i n  relation to Anna. Being 

at the disposal of others and the superfluity of giving are 



gendered and racialized constructs about what it means to be 

productive. Availability and giving, with their links to 

women's "unselfish" Mvolunteerw labours, are normalizing 

features of "women's work." They are also concepts about t h e  

and work under colonialism which justified views about 

Indigenous peoples as not understanding the organization of 

t h e  and as not valuing "realW work (Smith, L. T., 1999, p. 

When 1 question Anna further in her individual interview 

about faxnily and labour, difference is further constituted 

through contradictory labour practices and an assessrnent of 

those practices as operating in oppositions of uobsessionn and 

"balance" and *warw and "peacefuLW 

Anna: 1 tend to get obsessed about things, you know? And take 
on a project and thatts al1 1 do. And it doesntt matter 
whether like Itm getting paid for it properly or whatever, 
if 1 decide to do something then 1, like 1 dedicate as much 
energy as 1 have to it? And uhm .. you know, Shelley has a 
history of working in a dif ferent way. Like 1 'm actually 
very envious of people who can achieve that kind of balance 
in their lives. You know, she has a very happy family life 
from what I've observed, and an ability to kind of like go 
into work mode with her art in a kind of what seems to me a 
more peaceful way than 1 do. You knaw, I mean with me it's 
like going to war (laughs). (A) 

In Shelley's individual interview and in the joint 

interview with Anna, a discourse of family is formulated 

through the idea of marriage. Shelley compares the 

collaboration to a marriage and thereby points to normalizing 

locations of gender and sexuality. The discursive field 

connotes regulations about heterosexuality, domesticity, 

femininity, and masculinity. Shelley also suggests a sense of 

cornitment through adversity and struggle that she sees as 



inherent to marriage and collaboration. In my conversations 

with Anna about this chapter, she emphasizes a reading of 

Shelley's remarks through this element of obligation and 

determination: "Another take on the 'marriage metaphor' would 

be the idea of a vow or an unshakeable codtment. Youf ve said 

youfre going to do this, and you doR (personal communication, 

November 19 ,  1 9 9 9 ) .  Shelley says: 

But itfs like jumping out of an airplane and you don8t know 
what it's gonna be like until you actually jump. And 1 
really felt it was like a marriage. Because, you know, we 
w e r e  gonna stick it out no matter what. And at times it 
felt really- it was kind of hard. There was no, there was 
no picnic about it. Sometimes, yeah. Uhm .. and uh .. it 
was pretty tough. Uhm- (S) 

Shelley's anxiety about king removed from her f d l y  

during the filmmaking, as 1 discussed earlier, and her sense of 

a collaborative, marriage-like relationship in which she must 

" s t i c k  it outw despite difficulty, make visible a set of issues 

particular to Indigenous peoples and underline the racist and 

colonialist structures of normative discourses of family. The 

social space of family in Canada has been tegulated through 

state policy such that family forms of First Nations peoples 

have been denied and destroyed. For Indigenous peoples, 

"family" is constituted in relation to a set of historical and 

genocidal practices aimed at the destruction of entire 

cultures. The colonization of First Nations peoples includes 

interrelated strategies which attempt to devastate Indigenous 

family forms. These destructive strategies include removing 

Native children from their homes, sending them to residential 

schools, and placing them in adoptive families; enslaving 

Native women for labour in the fur trade; and, through the 



Indian Act, denying Indian status to Native woxnen who married 

nonoIndian men (Das Gupta, 1995)- Indigenous contexts and 

conditions of "family" challenge Anglo-European notions of 

family units by emphasizing extended family and overlapping 

meanings of community, tribe, band, resetve, and nation. 

Shelley's positioning of herself in a discourse of family may 

be read as foregrounding the importance of connmunity, alliance, 

and extended family. These emphases surface Indigenous 

counternarratives to the perpetration of Western racist and 

colonialist family structures on Indigenous communities. 

Reflecting back on Shelley's remarks about locality, I 

wonder if rural Brantford infers domestic space while urban 

Toronto correlates with public endeavour. Pamily and locality 

work as discourses to organize Shelley and Anna's reflections 

on private/public arenas and their inclusion/exclusion in those 

sites. The "country mode, city modew distinction which Shelley 

names and both Anna and Shelley construct interconnects with 

ideas about urban space as a site of "experience" and 

"knowledge* or public endeavour, and rural terrains as domestic 

space. Ruralhrban and home/work divisions also situate 

Shelley's sphere as the locus of connection and love through 

relationships with a husband and children. Anna's locality may 

be the harsh, competitive, and corposate site of the city* AS 

de Certeau (1984) notes, "in discourse the city serves as a 

totalizing and almost mythical landmark for socioeconomic and 

political strategiesn (p-  9 5 ) .  The city may also serve to 

represent classed and gendered associations of individualism 

and careerism and conducts of labour defined by haste, self- 



absorbtion, and acquisition- 

In her reading of this chapter, Anna suggested: "In the 

city, 1 don't represent 'the c i ty . '  I'm an artist - and not a 
mainstream, successful one - in a marginal medium. The whole 
category is incredibly provisional in how it might apply to mea 

(personal communication, November 19, 1999)- In the context of 

the collaboration, Anna may represent the city and be situated 

in connection with histories of colonization, including 

structures of reserve systems as found in Brantford. In 

refusing the association with "citya and in claiming a 

marginalized status, Anna may be underlining how she sees 

herself connected to Shelley: as another artist and as aligned 

with, rather in opposition ta, oppressed Indigenous peoples. 

In terms of how my own interpretative practices are 

constituting the significance of structures of space and 

locality for Shelley and Anna's collaboration, 1 find myself 

producing locality as a somewhat neutral discursive formation 

such that embedded power dynamics may be obscured and relations 

deracialized- Concepts of locality, including categories of 

space, land, urban, and rural, are encoded in racialized and 

colonialist constructs. Importantly, for example, the 

Brantford/Toronto distinction signals a history of colonization 

of reserve-based F i r s t  Nations people. White and Western ideas 

about space and locality have created conditions whereby 

Indigenous land can be colonized: arranged, defined, and 

controlled. In the previous chapter, I discussed how Monique 

Mojica produces land as an Indigenous spatial concept which 

shapes her subjectivity as an Indigenous woman, organizes the 



boundaries of her working relations with Djanet Sears and Kate 

Lushington, and shapes a political position of Indigeneity that 

separates her from her colleagues. Monique constitutes land as 

a racially organized feature of "differencew in the social 

relations of the collaboration. In the collaboration of Shelley 

and Anna, locality also underlines difference in terms of race. 

The Brantford/Toronto emphasis points to how land was 

rearranged and renamed under colonial rule with the creation of 

the reservation in Brantford: "Space was appropriated from 

indigenous cultures and then 'gifted back' as reservations, 

reserved pockets of land for indigenous people who once 

possessed al1 of itu (Smith, L m  Ta, 1999, p. 51)- When Shelley 

and Anna underline difference in t e m s  of locality, they are 

signalling this history and its possible ramifications for how 

an Indigenous woman and a white woman discuss the significance 

of difference for their collaborationm 

UH~me" and m C ~ n ~ n i t y m  

What says home is various as the shades 
of earth, red clay, white sand, 
mahogany loam, mica and granite* 
(Piercy, 1997, pa 115) 

Comunity, then, is the product of work, or struggle; it is 
inherently unstable, contextual; it has to be constantly 
reevaluated in relation to critical political priorities; and 
it is the pawer of interpretation, interpretation based on an 
attention to history, to the concrete, to what Foucault has 
called subjugated knowledges. 
(Martin & Mohanty, 1986, p. 210) 

Further entangled in these discursive repertoires are 

complications of how "home" and outside of home are produced. 



For Anna, the absence of home is experienced through the 

boundaries of the material properties of buildings: living in 

two places that are marked by their size and as parts of 

physical structures. The "closet-like spaceu in the sublet 

apartment in Toronto and 'the corner of an officeu in Brantford 

are temporéuy àwellings and partially inhabited places "to 

stay," as Anna says. These localities are not constituted as 

home sites. They are marked by dimension and are bounded, 

contained, and constrained. Her descriptions cal1 up 

insubstantiality, compression, temporariness, and invisibility. 

The in-betweenness and instability of home is mapped out 

beyond physical structure into relationships and identity. 

Thus, Anna refers to feelings of estrangement and alienation 

when she responds to my question about family and community and 

names herself "outsiderff and uguest.u Shelley does not 

reference physical properties to define home. Rather, she 

emphasizes the intricacies of relations to evoke home and not 

home, Locality and family are places for understanding who we 

are, for Anna and Shelley, they produce identities which are 

framed in geographical and kindred relations. For both women, 

the available discourses of locality and family embed 

negotiations of insider/outsider tensions. 

1 have mentioned the term "community" a number of times in 

relation to Anna's use of the word to highlight her sense of 

disconnection in tenns of family and locality. Community as 

locality is suggested in Bourdieu's idea of "space" : "The 

notion of space contains, in itself, the principle of a 

relational understanding of the social worldw (1998, p. 31). It 



seems to me that Anna and Shelley use the te= Mcommunityw in 

ways that intersect discourses of family and locality. As a 

"guestW in a community, Anna notes that 'it wasn8 t quite my 

home," and 1 understand her to be referencing both place and 

relationships. Comunity is Brantford, "the people that w e r e  

working on the film," and %he people on the reserve." Calling 

upon concepts of community can underline the boundaries between 

peoples. Specifically, Anna takes account of the differences 

between herself, as a white woman, and the First ~ations people 

living in Brantford and between herself and those individuals 

working on the film. Concepts of community can also serve as 

devices for constructing the limits of knowing and what can be 

said about the incommensurable differences between herself and 

Shelley in their collaboration (Threadgold, 1997). These 

differences are racially marked, but are also, as 1 have 

suggested, tied to discursive repertoires of locality and 

Linda McDowel18s thoughts (1999) on community have some 

resonance here. McDowell uses the term '8connnunityw 

like the terms place and locality, to refer to a fluid 
network of social relations that may be but are not 
necessarily tied to territory. Thus a community is a 
relational rather than a categorical concept, defined 
both by material social relations and by symbolic 
meanings. Cammunities are context dependent, 
contingent, and defined by puwer relations; their 
boundaries are created by mechanisms of inclusion 
and exclusion. Although these mechanisms may change 
and so boundaries alter over the, communities are 
necessarily bounded entities. Whatever the criteria 
or characteristics of exclusion, certain groups or 
individuals are inevitably left outside. (p. 100) 

In speaking of the community of First Nations peoples 



working on the film, Shelley also implies boundaries, 

inclusions, and exclusions. Discourses of locality and family 

are overlapped. Shelley is situated as both insider and 

outsider in ways that align and separate her from Anna. Shelley 

suggests that a shared racial location with her Native CO- 

workers , including f amily members, did not provide her with 
community connection, and she questions an emphasis on racial 

difference to understand how friendship and kinship relations 

are formed. For Shelley, racial difference is 'always there 

regardless of where you are, or who you're with, or anything 

like thatw (S & A). At another point in Our conversation, she 

puts it this way: 

Shelley: 1 guess 1 didn't put too much emphasis on the race 
part of it because my family is, as you know, involved in 
this project too quite  a bit. And they drove me nutsl 
(laughs) You know. And it was quite hateful at times. And 
uh- 

Janice: -are you thinking of your sisters or? 

Shelley: Yeah. Everybodyl (laughs) Everybody! The whole- 

Janice: -yeah, there were a lot o f  people involved in- 

Shelley: -also, 1 think if you Say it's t h i s  race thing, then 
1- for me, personally, it's, it's not true. Because, you 
know, you can g r w  up with people and still not get along 
with them when you're working together. 

( S  A) 

The ambivalences and antagonisms that Shelley underlines 

suggest how "commonality is often negotiated through the 

'contingency' of social interests and political claimsw 

(Bhabha, 1998, p. 35). In her individual interview, an 

intersecting, or possibly contradictory, discourse of community 

import and intimacy is produced. The "space" of conmiunity is 

both validated and interrogated: a source of possible enmity 



and resentment as well as connection and rootedness. 

Shelley: If you8re doing something based in the community, for 
the community, you have to ground youtself into the 
cornmunity and you have to be grounded. 

m-• 

1 think it's about connection, about community, about 
sharing each other's space for a little while. (S) 

Linda Tuhiwai Smith (1999) notes that defining community is 

difficult, and she also argues that there are particular 

complications for Indigenous communities and for Indigenous 

women that produce "multiple layers of belonqing as 'nested 

identities'" (p. 126). She refers to the local, national, and 

global f rames of community that constitute Native identities. 

Smith writes: 

The idea of community is defined or imagined in multiple 
ways, as physical, political, social, psychological, 
historical, linguistic, economic, cultural, and 
spiritual spaces . For colonized peoples many local 
communities have been made through deliberate policies 
aimed at putting people on reserves which are often 
out of sight, on the margins. Legislation and other 
coercive state practices have ensured that people stay 
within their own comunity boundaries. Communities 
have also made themselves, hawever, despite policies 
aimed at fragmenting family bonds and separating 
people fran their traditional territories. Indigenous 
communities have made even their most isolated and 
marginal spaces a home place imbued with spiritual 
significance and indigenous territory. In North 
America, the term 'Indian Country8 defines one sense 
of comunity, a named nation such as the Navaho Nation 
defines another sense of community, a named reserve 
defines yet another sense- (pp. 125-126) 

In Shelley and Anna's interview narratives, the idea of a home 

in community is both reproduced and contested. In analyzing her 

transcripts of conversations with young children about gender, 

Bronwyn Davies (1993) suggests h m  girls working with 

categories of sexuality engage "a constant tension between 

agentic positionings outside traditional storylines followed by 



a rapid pulling back into old patternsu (p. 132). It might be 

argued that Shelley and Anna's deployment of discursive 

repertoires of community, f wily , and belonging replicates this 
structure: a contestation followed by an accommodation to the 

traditional storylines of home and community. However, I wonder 

if a structure whereby one positioning in discourse precedes or 

follows another helps me to engage Shelley and Anna's 

negotiations. Perhaps simultaneous and conflicting operations 

of discourses, "'interstitial' agency" (Bhabha, 1998, p. 3 4 ) ,  

and temporary and indeterminate constructions of community and 

home are how I understand Shelley and Anna's positionings. 

"Affiliation may be antagonistic and ambivalent; solidarity may 

be only situational and strategic: commonality is often 

negotiation through the 'contingency' of social interests and 

political claims" (Bhabha, 1998, p. 35). In Anna and Shelley's 

interview narratives the social space of home is a discursive 

device which suggests the "intransitory, unpredictable, 

slippery nature of home," (Zandy, 1998, p. 240) of community, 

and of home (s ) in communities. 

Can We Talk? Collaborative Labour and Tertrs  of the 

Undertaking: Authormhip, Ownershin, and Recoqnition 

In the previous chapter, I address how the women 

constitute their undertaking through a discourse of friendship, 

and how, as a discursive practice, friendship is differently 

racialized such that different impossibilities/possibilities 

are generated. I also consider how Djanet, Kate, and Monique 



discuss the development of the introduction to their play in 

light of issues about "whose story is it?" In what follows, 1 

turn to how Shelley and Anna discuss their understandings of 

what is at stake in collaborating to make the film and in the 

public acknowledgement of who owns the story, particularly when 

the film is completed and is publicly circulated. 1 work with 

transcript excerpts which surface same of the complications of 

collaborative authorship across difference and the ways 

ownership, "public" recognitions, and "psivaten 

accountabilities are configured. I understand Shelley and Anna 

as engaging in a struggle with ideas about the practices and 

politics of authorship, the ownership of a text, and the 

affective consequences. Discourses of ownership and authorship 

and converging repertoires of the public and the private shape 

what it means to work collaboratively. Racialized differences 

are central to how Shelley and Anna take up their contractual 

understandings of authorship, ownership, and public 

recognition. 

Anna: It's been kind of hard for me to deal with the fact that 
when people show the film they want Shelley to go and they 
don' t want me. You knaw, And it8 s sort of like 1 ' ve had to 
really WORK through that, you know, and try to understand 
why that is and undetstand that it's not personal, it's not 
cause 18m bad or anything. You know. But 1 mean it8s l i k e  
my ego was involved in a big way in this project, and so, 
you know, it's kind of like, (laughing) "Huh? You don8t 
want me? What8s wrong?" That was sort of a hard thing to 
deal with. And 1 knew once 1 ' d gone through that , that 1 ' d 
kind of been able to deal with it. Now here8 s one of those 
things that's kind of hard to put into words, uhm, but I'd 
found a stronger place to stand than just ego rivalry or 
whatever. You know, that, that- itwas sort of past that. 

Janice: Yeah, that8s a tough- 

Anna: -hmm. 

Janice: Yeah. In terms of u h ,  like your presence at a 



screening uh is that something that you negotiated 
together? Like you were saying that therefd be a situation 
where there'd be a screening and that you wouldnft be 
invited, Would you guys- haw did you guys talk about that 
or uhm- 

Anna: -most of the t h e  it just happens, You h a w .  (phone 
rings) And in a lot of ways itfs not really a big deal, 

(Shelley goes to answer the phone. Recorder turned off then 
again ) 

Janice: So 1 had just said if there was a way that you guys 
talked about that and negotiated that in some ways, and (to 
Anna) you just said that it just kind of happened? 

Anna: Yeah. 1 mean wefve, we have been invited to screenings 
together, on occasion. But uhm, you knaw, sometimes 
somebody will just phone up and Say, "Oh, 1 want to do an 
interview with Shelley." Theyfll phone me and Say they want 
to do an interview with Shelley. So, that s , you knaw, 
thatfs fine if thatfs what they want! You knaw. 1 mean I'm 
not going to Say, ( laughing) "No, you can t talk to her. 
You have to talk to me," Or anything like that. (J: Hm, 
hmm) So 1 mean itfs not, itfs not because of our decision, 
itfs like curators and, and journalists. That's, that's how 
theyfve identified it. 

Janice: And h m ,  h w  does that get set up do you think? H o w  is 
it that they are- 

Shelley: -well, that's where the race- 

Janice: -making that approach? 

Shelley: -thatfs where the race thing cornes into it. Because 
itfs uh the content of the film is dealing with the 
Iroquois girl with her three Iroquois aunts and uhm, a lot 
of people are more or less interested in that. You knaw, 
the whole storytelling aspect 1 think. Because right now 
there's a big surge on to get your stories out there rather 
than k i n g  uh an object in a film. To be the subject of the 
film- You know, and that's one of the uhm objectives of a 
lot of video and filmmakers and storytellers and 
playwrights. That sort of thing. 

Janice: Youfre thinking particularly in Native communities? 

Shelley: Yeah. Hm, hmm. Yeah. Therefs been a few Indian film 
festivals in the States, 1 think it was in "Dreamspeakers 
II", eh? (A: Hm, hmm) And they were really interested in 
how, how to get the stories out there. You know. Cause a 
lot of them are, a lot of them are in the position 1 was 



in 3 years ago where you want to get a story out there but, 
you know, how do you do it? 

Janice: (to Anna) Did you want to say- 

In the above segment, Anna expresses the pain she has felt 

when not invited to a screening or an interview. She talks 

about the effort she has had to extend in struggling with her 

sense of exclusion or displacement. There may be unresolved and 

contradictory tensions in how Anna describes this aspect of the 

collaborative labour. Anna seys that it was "net really a big 

deal" to be uninvited to screenings, but skie also notes, Y've 

really had to WORK through that." Anna points to the tensions 

and complications of struggling to reconcile her disappointment 

about what she feels is an exclusion from recognition and its 

affect on self worth with her will to transform that 

disappointment into a "strongeru position. 

Shelley names a dif ferent set of concerns in the 

interview. She refers to the self-determination and 

representation of Native peoples, the invisibility of 

Indigenous cultural work and cultural workers, and a Native 

speaking "sub ject" as key issues. She references "the fact that 

minority or marginalised subjects have to construct their 

histories from disjunct and fragmented archives, and to 

constitute their subjectivities and collectivities through 

attenuated and exclusionary practicesw (Bennett & Bhabha, 1998, 

p. 37). Shelley raises the issue of lack of access to resources 



for filmmaking as a particular feature of the pawer relations 

that restrict opportunities for Indigenous artists. What is at 

stake here is not just about Anna and Shelley's differences as 

white and Indigenous, but about the differences of practice 

with regard to cultural production, of divergent understandings 

of what it means to make something together, and of the 

material means to turn a story about an Indigenous woman into a 

film. 

Anna emphasizes the importance of individual public 

recognition and haw this operates differently for her and for 

Shelley. Shelley, hawever, addresses the issue from another 

perspective when she attests to the significance of race in 

terms of the practices of turning a story into a film. She 

underlines the importance of developing contexts and conditions 

for Indigenous cultural producers to bring their projects to 

fruition. She points to the historical and contemporary 

urgencies, struggles, restrictions, and boundaries for First 

Nations artists as they attempt to find ways to "get the 

stories out there." Racist and colonialist ideologies and 

practices continue to restrict opportunities for Indigenous 

artists. The issue for Shelley, as she describes it, is not one 

of public recognition of individuals, but a political 

consciousness and position that takes account of histories of 

cultural marginalization and oppression. Consequently, 

acknowledgment of Shelley's Indigenous voice as a filmmaker 

further underlines the importance of the Indigenous voice in 

the film narrative. Shelley's invitation to a film screening 

could be read as providing an opportunity for an Indigenous 



woman rather than as erasing or diminishing any other 

contribution to the project. Rights and justices for Indigenous 

cultural producers may be constituted as a priority oves 

individual ownership and recognition. The emphasis is on 

cultural actions by, and consequences for, communities. Value 

i s  assigned difierently through whiteness, such that ownership 

and recognition may be constmcted in conceptual frames of self 

and of personal approbation. This facet of tension in Anna and 

Shelley's collaboration around questions of authorship and 

ownership ties in with the challenges about Indigeneity which 

Monique Mojica presents and which 1 discuss in the previous 

chapter. Monigue's highlighting of Indigenous sumival and of 

community rather than individual selfhood echoes Shelley's 

position . 
Anna and Shelley's positionings are incommensurable here 

in that racialized difierences shape divergent discursive 

universes and value systems. Their conceptual frames do not 

overlap. I find myself struggling to work with the different 

understandings which Shelley and Anna narrate. My own locations 

and investments are forged in white, Western values aboutwhat 

counts as labour and contribution on a collaborative project, 

what counts as authorship, and how these should be recognized. 

These investments, along with my relational attachments to both 

Shelley and Anna, produce an entanglement for my work as a 

researcher who is attempting to hear and represent the 

different repertoires of meaning. The conceptual frames with 

which Anna works to understand her worth as a contributor to 

the film are ones which shape my vocabularies when 1 assess my 



work with others. These frameworks need to be understood 

through a recognition of privileged access to resources, 

credentials, and acclamations for white cultural workers - an 
access which Shelley does not have. 1 find it significant that 

at the end of the transcript excerpt 1 not only have nothing to 

Say but that 1 turn to Anna to see if she has a response ta 

Shelley. My long pause and then the desire to hear Anna 

interject suggest a retreat from Shelley's political 

interpretation. Anna, too, backs away. Perhaps, at that moment, 

Anna and 1 are unable to hear Shelley's positioning and to 

understand it as a counternarrative to dominant histories of 

cultural production and to ideas about authorship, ownership, 

and recognition, as these are lodged in racist and colonialist 

perspectives and Western discourses of individualism. Anna's 

"no," in answer to my question at the end of the transcript 

excerpt, may be read as marking incommensurability where 

differently positioned subjects are operating within 

incompatible conceptual frameworks and discursive regirnes. 

Janice to Shel ley  and Anna 

One evening, while sitting on a restaurant patio and eating a 

salad, 1 made some notes about this research project. 

Gradually, 1 lost focus on my work and the food, and 1 began to 

hear very clearly the snippets of conversation coming from the 

people sitting at the tables around me. My ears had become the 

centre of my awareness. I took notes. The not-for-my-ears 



phrases were particularly intriguing that evening. 1 recorded 

them in the order 1 heard them: 

Person A: ... appropriation, tribal drunrming, and the hips. 
And then she takes off her skirt . . . 

Person B: Have you any indication of h m  painful this is going 
to be? 

Person A: ... and the whole 40 minutes was Godot. 
Person B: 1 was flushing the imaginary toilet. 

Person A: A bit of clowning but nothing substantial. 

Person C: Those are really good indicators. 

1 took a great deal of pleasure in these fragments of language 

that have both no meaning and too much meaning. 

The odd mix of restaurant auditory "evidence" has some 

resonance for me in terms of reading your interview narratives: 

confusions, pleasures, discomforts, frustrations. The sense- 

making feels illusive and fragmentary like my understanding of 

the eavesdropped conversations. At the same time, the meanings 

seem overloaded and weighty. 1 struggle to be mindful of how my 

social locations shape my interpretive frames and to take 

account of the limits of my understanding. In addition, 1 

struggle with what 1 take up and what tensions, concerns, and 

complications might arise for each of you in the public 

tellings of my interpretations. In the restaurant and at 

various times in our interviews, 1 felt as if 1 was 

trespassing: wading into private waters and recording the 

material for my own use as a researcher. Making private 

disclosure public. 

When 1 read the interview narratives, L am struck by the 

presence of RESEARCHER. The phrases that 1 cal1 upon to try and 



open up the interviewee: 

Ttr s interesting because" 

"you just mentioned earlier" 

"1 have a strong sense that youw 

"do you have a sensew 

"would you saya 

"1 mean, was it a factorw 

T a n  you talkw 

"what  you might have- what kind of- again, what kind of thing" 

"Okay. Should we rephrase it?" 

"1s there- can you think of a.." 

1 read the interview passage and these phrases, and 1 feel the 

research tension as an arcing for answers. 1 push; 1 pull. You 

pull; you push. You answer, hesitate, stop, begin, resist. 

accommodate, protest. We find multiple ways to continue the 

questions, to make meaning , and to retreat f rom engagement . 

Perhaps Shelley, Anna. and 1 can use the transcript to 

provoke considerations of how knowledge is produced, by whom, 

and for whom - in terms of the development of film stories, 
conceptions of ownership, and public recognition in cultural 

production. We might, for example, consider how our interview 

discussion begins to trouble and entangle the following 

concerns : the signif icance of First Nations cultural workers 

telling their stories, historical affects of imperialism and 

colonialism on (im)possibilities for cultural production, and 



the relation of oppression and privilege in the economies of 

cultural production. 

Spatial Dilerias: " i n t o  cach other'm territorva: 

Breath. Bcllv, & D o n t  

In the preceding section, 1 raise some questions about 

relations of power with respect to authorship and ownership in 

collaborative production. 1 cons ider some of the implications 

of Anna and Shelley's differing frameworks for understanding 

"whose story is it" in terms of the completed and publicly 

circulated film. 1 continue now with what is at stake in the 

practices of the collaboration by focussing on the terms of the 

undertaking as Shelley constructs them through her descriptions 

of how the film ideas and story were developed. 1 also consider 

the ways in which the women name the affective consequences of 

their positions. 

Shelley: Um, we usually start it with an idea, and because 1 
was so new to it but I'd, um, 1 had no confidence in my own 
ideas, so, you know. And then Anna on the other hand would 
wait for my ideas because she didn't want to intrude on the 
cultural aspect of it. So 1 think eventually like I'd come 
with the idea and then we'd sit d o m  and think about it and 
then we'd go, you know, back and forth between us. It had 
to be sort of done in a .. kind, almost polite way, you 
know, because there's two of you, two different 
perspectives on it. Mine was the cultural and hers was the 
aesthetic, because she's been on an aesthetic to it [ ] (J: 
Hm, hmm) And w e  had to sort of come into each other ' s 
territory but it had to be .. you know, kind of in a 
(laughing) waltzy kind of a way, it felt like we were 
waltzing a lot. 

Janice: That's what you mean by polite. 

Shelley: 1 guess so, yeah. 
m . .  



~ a n i c e  : ... You used t h e  w o r d  polite and kind o f  wal tz ing  
around each o the r .  1 'm j u s t  t h i n k i n g  l i k e  1 can remember 
once when, you know, running something by a f r i e n d  and a l s o  
w i t h  Johanna and Louise, And 1 had w r i t t e n  something 
s e p a r a t e l y  and then brought  it, and ( l aughing)  was al1 
t h r i l l e d  and e x c i t e d  about  it and t h e n  they,  l i k e  t hey  
d i d n ' t  t h i n k  it was s o  h o t  a t  a l l .  That  was-  j u s t  t h e  
k inds  of t h i n g s  t h a t  t h a t  b r i n g s  up f o r  you and how then  do 
you work to ag ree  on something (S: Hm, hmm) t h a t  you a l l ,  
are al1 f e e l i n g  cornfortable wi th?  

She l ley :  Y e a h .  W e l l -  

J an i ce :  - O r  did t h e  p o l i t e  f e e l i n g  j u s t  s t a y ?  How did t h a t -  

Shel ley:  Ah, some th ings  1 had d e f i n i t e  ideas about.  Like 1 
had d e f i n i t e  ideas what 1 would l i k e  t o  have seen  and t h e n  
1 more or less w a i t e d  f o r  Anna t o  Say, " Y e s ,  t h a t ' s  
f e a s i b l e r W  or "That ' s  realistic," or "Tha t ' s  s t u p i d , "  you 
know, t h a t  sort of t h i n g -  And uh- 

J an i ce :  I f  she did, i f  she  might  Say t h a t  it- Say she said, 
you know, "1 d o n ' t  t h i n k  t h i s  is going t o  work so w e l l , "  
b u t  it was a n  idea  t h a t  you w e r e  r e a l l y  committed to? (S :  
Yeah . ) What might happen? 

She l ley :  1 probably threw it o u t  b u t  1 w a s n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  uh, 
backing o f f ,  you know. You knowwhat 1 mean? 1 w a s  sort 
of- 

Jan i ce :  -can you- yeah, Say m o r e ,  T h a t ' s  i n t e r e s t i n g  cause  
you- 

Shel ley :  1 t h i n k  1 vas  a l lawing-  I gave Anna a c e r t a i n  amount 
of c o n t r o l  over  my ideas because 1 f i g u r e d  s h e  was t h e  
e x p e r t  or, you know, t h e  exper ienced filmmaker, So 1 p u t  
myself i n  t h e  p o s i t i o n  where 1 uhm, 1 let  t h e  i deas  pass  
through her?  (J: Hm, hrrim) 

Shel ley:  ... I t  was,  you know, it j u s t  f e l t  r e a l l y  k ind of 
l i k e  an  open wound sometimes. 

~ a n i c e :  What, what f e l t  l i k e  a n  open wound? 

She l ley :  J u s t ,  j u s t  t h a t  k ind  of -  t h e  atmosphere and working 
under such i n t e n s e  dead l ines ,  you know, t h e  dead l ine  t h a t  
was coming up and w e  had t o  work and get a l 1  o u r  ideas 
t o g e t h e r  and g e t  t h e  actors toge the r ,  you know. 

Jan ice :  When you- 1 mean, open wound, it sounds sort  of  



p a i n f u l ,  so 1 wondered i f  t h a t  s e n s e  of l e t t i n g  t h e  ideas 
pass through Anna or g iv ing  up  some c o n t r o l  as you were 
t a l k i n g  abou t  i n  te- of t h e  a u t h o r s h i p  ideas, l i k e  did 
t h a t  f e e l  p a i n f u l  a t  any the?  

She l ley :  Uhm .. yeah, it d id ,  it f e l t  l i k e ,  uh .. well, 
because you ' re  taking so much con t ro l -  or you ' r e  a l lowing 
c o n t r o l ,  b u t  t h e  process i n  i t s e l f  is p a i n f u l ,  you know. 
(J: Okay) You're a l lowing t h e  control to  be g iven  t o  
somebody else. 1 mean, just l e t t i n g  go, i t r s  l i k e  aaahhhh! 
( l a u g h s )  So i n  one way you ' re  sort of g iv ing ,  but on t h e  
o t h e r  hand of  it, you ' re  also, you ' re  becaning more 
p r o t e c t i v e .  So i t ' s  almost l i k e  you ' re  s t i l l  g i v i n g  bu t  
then you also have to b u i l d  something else around you to, 
you know- so that not- more i s n ' t  g iven  t h a n  you want to 
g ive  . 

Jan ice :  You have t o  take cate o f  you r se l f  (S: Yeah) i n  t h e  
process  . 

Shelley: So i t ' s  r e a l l y ,  i t O s  a w e i r d  p l a c e  to be because 1 
j u s t  found l i k e  y o u r r e  t o t a l l y  open, you ' re  g i v i n g  your 
ideas, you 're g i v i n g  a l1  t h i s  thne and you ' r e  g iv ing  al1 
your energy,  b u t  then  you're  also developing something else 
ove r  top .  And, 1 don't knaw. 

Janice: When you did t h a t  motion of k ind  of moving your hand 
up from your stomach over  your head almost l i k e  a kind o f  a 
p r o t e c t i v e  l a y e r  or sosnething- 

Shelley: Yeah, r i g h t .  

Janice: S o r t  o f  w a s  t h e  image 1 got when you did t h a t .  

Shel ley:  Yeah, i t ' s  sort  of l i k e  being a t u r t l e ,  you know. 
Parts of you j u s t  s t i c k  o u t  and t h e y ' r e  (J: ( l a u g h s ) )  
s o f t e r  t h a n  t h e  rest bu t  you s t i l l  have t h i s -  you s t i l l  
have t o  develop t h i s  something. 

(SI 

I n  She l l ey ' s  t a k e  on the working relations, Anna is 

p o s i t i o n e d  i n  t h e  r o l e  of  respondent  t o  S h e l l e y ' s  role as 

producer  of the ideas and c o n t e x t  f o r  t h e  story. I n  an  

i n t e rv i ew  wi th  filmmaker Midi Onondera (1993) ,  She l l ey  and Anna 

echo some of  t h i s  pe r spec t i ve  on t h e  fona  of t h e  f i l m ' s  

development. They indicate t h a t  She l l ey  provided i n i t i a l  story 



and scene ideas, and then together they developed the scenes 

and dialogue within Shelley's thematic frame. As indicated in 

the previous transcript excerpts, Shelley also perceives Anna 

as having accumulated film expertise which she brings to the 

project. This view is reiterated in the transcript above with 

the addition of Shelley's emphasis on how Anna brings that 

experience to Shelley's initiation of the project. Shelley 

indicates that her perspective is "the culturalw while Anna's 

is "the aesthetic, thereby suggesting that Shelley produces the 

cultural framework, in terms of the film's focus on how an 

Iroquois woman develops her cultural strength, while Anna 

o f f e r s  artistic responsiveness. Following from this 

construction, Shelley's sense of ownership is constituted 

through her investment in the Indigenous storyline and the 

politics of producinq a First Nations artwork. Since the film 

was developed as a response to the quincentenary, the 500th 

anniversary of Columbus 's arriva1 in America, her attachment is 

also, it seems to me, a p o l i t i c a l  response to a colonialist and 

racist discourse of originary habitation. What is important for 

Shel ley  is the ways in which Anna's knowledges and expertise 

can complement Shelley's ideas regarding the Indigenous 

storyline. 

As 1 have argued, Anna's sense of ownership is fonnulated 

more through desires for public recognition of each 

individual's contribution under shared terms of authorship. 

These tems are likely designated for Anna by the "Written, 

Produced, and Directed by Shelley ~ i r o  and Anna Gronau" credit 

a t  the  end of the film. ~ecognition is not always forthcoming 



in the ways Anna would like in that the film is publicly taken 

up and identified through Shelley only in some contexts. 

Discursive formations of ownership and recognition appear to 

constitute Anna as forgotten in the practice of labour. Shelley 

may be accorded recognitions, but she suggests that 

poweddifference in the collaboration also situate her as 

having to relinquish "controlN to Anna in terms of "giving 

[her) ideas," and, consequently, she has to become "protective" 

of herself . The tensions between Anna and Shelley in terms of 
these different perspectives about what counts as contribution 

and how ideas are developed and for what purposes are framed in 

a language of power, or "controln as Shelley names it. The 

sense of a "waltzy" process of dealing with "two different 

perspectivesw points to an ongoing circlinq which cannot be 

fixed or resolved. Yet Shelley moves from this more "polite" 

view of the undertaking to a recognition of more painful a£ fect 

which takes account of how power relations construct dif f erent 

possibilities and impossibilities for differently positioned 

sub jects. 

Differing forms of contribution produce a range of affects 

and, at times, incommensurable tensions lived in corporeal 

complications. Shelley. for example, speaks about the 'kind, 

almost polite" practices that she and Anna engaged as they 

attempted to work through ideas for their film. Reading these 

descriptors in conjunction with Shelley's remarks about the 

painful difficulty of the collaboration. such as "pretty 

tough,"  "no picnic," and "an open wound," suggest to me the 

careful, cornplex, difficult, and possibly dangerous 



negotiations of their conflicted, racially organized practices. 

Some issues attached to these stresses include: how ideas in 

CO-authorship are viewed as in the control of individuals, a 

prescription organized according to white normativity; h m  

contributions are designated through cultural and aesthetic 

distinctions materialized by Indigeneity and whiteness; and how 

pressures of deadlines and what it means to be productive, 

defined according to dominant conceptions of the organization 

of labour, generate corporeal affects. 

The exposed underbelly of the turtle and the protective 

shell are pawerful metaphors for the "fragile dynamics" 

(Threadgold, 1997, p. 7) of cultural production across 

difference. They underline the visceral difficulty of 

dissension around authorship and ownership, particularly in 

terms of the affects on Shelley as an Indigenous woman who sees 

herself as having to rely on someone who is in a position of 

power with regard to film and aesthetic access and knowledge. 

Shelley's gestures over and across her body also signal a 

strong corporeal affect. At the beginning of this chapter, 1 

explored Shelley's remarks about The Thinq and about being 

"turned inside out ." Both the creature in the film and the 
turtle suggest a discourse of the body constituted in a painful 

exposure of interiority, a possession and dispossession, and a 

vulnerability. The body also signifies "other," dislocation, 

and alienation - a construct which holds particulas resonance 
for Indigenous women whose bodies have been, and continue to 

be, colonized. Shelley again deploys a discourse of a body in 

trouble when she remarks: 

It just felt like I was holding my breath the whole 



year .  Like, (gasps )  "Aaaahhh!" You know. And t h e n  uh it 
just f e l t  like you plunge o f f ,  o f f  a d i v i n g  board and jump 
i n t o  t h i s  pool. And you wonder i f  you took enough b r e a t h  
be fo re  you jumped i n .  You knov. And as you s tar t  r i s i n g  t o  
t h e  t op ,  you realize ( l augh ing )  you didn't .  And g e t  a gulp 
of w a t e r .  ( S  6 A )  

Anna s i g n a l s  t h e  c o r p o r e a l  consequences o f  t h e  

c o l l a b o r a t i o n  when s h e  s a y s  t h a t  it w a s  "one o f  t h e  most t e n s e  

pe r iods  of my whole l i f e "  ( A ) .  1 r e a d  "tense" h e r e  as hardness :  

the r i g i d i t y  o f  muscles and f r a g i l i t y  of  bone: " ( o f  n e m e ,  

mind, m o t i o n )  s t r e t c h e d  t i g h t ,  s t r a i n e d  t o  s t i f f n e s s a  (Sykes, 

1976, p. 1193).  Anna also n o t e s ,  "but  i n  t h e  end 1 mean it was 

good t o  know t h a t  1 g o t  th rough  it, you knaw, because at t h e  

beginning ( l aughing)  1 w a s n f t  s u r e  1 would" ( A ) .  Both women use 

many non-verbal express ions  t h a t  emerge from b r e a t h  and t h r o a t ,  

such as laughing and gasp ing ,  and I have tried t o  keep t h e  

presence of t h e s e  language forms appa ren t  i n  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t s .  

They, too, s u r f a c e  "what is i n  t h e  body, i n s c r i b e d  on t h e  body, 

lived through t h e  bodym (Threadgold,  1997, p. 101) .  

She l l ey  and Anna's n a r r a t i v e s  about  t h e i r  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  

sugges t  "the shaping and marking of t h e  body and consciousness  

by t h e  m a t e r i a l i t y  of the social" (Threadgold, 1997, p. 100) .  

Bourdieu's not ion  (1998) of t h e  h a b i t u s  as the d a i l y  p r a c t i c e s  

of bodies  and as t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  p r i n c i p l e s  that determine 

how those p r a c t i c e s  are assessed as a p p r o p r i a t e  or no t  (p. 8 )  

have some resonance here .  Bourdieu sugges t s  t h a t  bodies  s h i f t  

and change their social p r a c t i c e s  depending on p a r t i c u l a r  

cond i t i ons .  She l ley  and Anna undergo p a i n f u l  c o n s t r a i n t  and 

metamorphosis i n  t h e i r  process. They may n o t  be immobilized i n  

that S h e l l e y ' s  " thingw i s  "still barking,"  her t u r t l e  develops  

"something else oves t h e  top," and Anna is able t o  " [ g e t ]  



through it." Nevertheless, these practices of survival operate 

within uncertain, contradictory, and troubled social relations. 

Re/Opeaiaq with a Film 

The struggles, conflicts, and tensions of this 

collaboration, as Shelley and Anna narrate them in the 

interviews, are embedded in practices of lacality, family, and 

labour which are permeated by race. 1 have discussed h m  

understandings of Brantford and Toronto, the rua1 and the 

urban, the home and the fiimmaking set, are sites where Shelley 

and Anna struggle across difference. A social field that 

articulates gender, race, marriage, home, and community, and 

the contradictions and incownensurabilities of these 

representations, is produced with the discourse of family. 

Ruptures in h m  the women construct their collaboration are 

also evident through a discourse of labour and racialized 

repertoires of tixne, commitment, and public and private 

dilemmas. 

1 read Shelley and Anna's film, It S t a r t s  with a Whisper 

(1992), about a Young, Native woman's struggles with living a 

history of Indigenous oppression in relation to her present and 

future survival, as a text that works with discourses of 

labour, family, and locality. 1 conclude with it here in order 

to make another link with the film opening of this chapter and 

with my interpretations throughout. 



A l 1  r i v e r s  are mysterious 
Like  t r a i n  t r a c k s  t hey  connote 

passage and abandonment. 
I t  depends on whether  you s t a n d  

on t h e  bank or push off . 
(P i e r cy ,  1997, p. 109) 

Shanna, t h e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r  i n  t h e  f i l m ,  is a young 

I roquo i s  woman w i t h  a h e r i t a g e  of the Tutelo.  Before  she 

t r a v e l s  wi th  h e r  t h r e e  a u n t s  t o  Niagara F a l l s ,  Shanna walks t h e  

banks of t h e  Grand River  where w a t e r ,  sky, cliffs, and trees 

provide  s anc tua ry  and sus tenance .  The s p i r i t s ,  the voices  of 

he r  aun t s ,  cal1 to h e r  from t h e  c l i f f s  as she watches l i g h t  

f r a c t u r e  across the s tone:  "The vo i ce s  of t h e  past are c a l l i n g  

you; the voices  of the p r e s e n t  u rge  you on," Y e t  t h i s  l o c a t i o n  

is also f r augh t  w i t h  d e s p a i r :  it is t h e  site where h e r  

ances to r s ,  her fami ly ,  once l i v e d  and where t h e y  died. 

It S t a r t s  With a Whisper w a s  made i n  response  t o  500 years  

of co lon i a l i sm  and w i t h  t h e  intent of sc reen ing  it for t h e  

f i n a l  hour of t h e  quincentenary:  w i th  New Year 's  Eve, 1993, 

r ep re sen t ing  an end and a beginning.'  The f i l m  s u r f a c e s  t h e  

d i s c o n t i n u i t i e s  of p a s t  and p r e s e n t  and the d i s r u p t i o n s  between 

the s t o r y  t h a t  "enables  t h e  n a t i o n  t o  be th inkab le "  

(Threadgold, p. 151) and l i v a b l e  i n  Shanna's head and h e a r t  and 

the s t o r y  of t h e  f o r g o t t e n  and t h e  unknowable n a t i o n ,  only 

available outside of h e r s e l f ,  as Shanna says, i n  "books and 

history  classe^,^ 

V i k e  t h e  performance piece of Coco Fusco and Guillermo 
Gbmez-Pefia, T W ~  ~ n d i s c o v e r e d  Amerindians V i s i t  ..., which 
explores  i s s u e s  of c u l t u r a l  i d e n t i t y  a g a i n s t  t h e  normative 
h i s t o r i c a l  i n s i s t e n c e  on impe r i a l  and c o l o n i a l  power and t h e  
c e l e b r a t i o n  of  Columbus, She l l ey  and Anna's f i l m  can  be 
descr ibed  as a "counter-quincentenary p ro j ec t "  (Fusco, 1998, p. 
3 6 4 ) .  



A written text which describes how the Tutelo were 

destroyed by an epidemic is superimposed over a close-up image 

of the rippling waters of the Grand River. The representation 

of locality and family through simultaneity, through both/and 

constructs - calm waters disturbed and painful histories 
endured - is a compelling framework for Shanna's conflicting 
and contradictory positions. Shanna is a First Nations woman 

who struggles to survive under contemporary conditions which 

continue "to deny the validity of indigenous peoples claim to 

existence" (Smith, L. T., 1999, p. 1) and which make her feel 

immobilized. However, she is also compelled to affim possible 

locations/spaces for survival and belonging idthrough her 

First Nations families/communities/homes: her aunts, an elder 

with whom she consults, her tribe, a Nation, and a river bank. 

As 1 have discussed, Shelley and Anna's interview narratives 

also construct subjects through locality, territory,' and 

geography in overlapping entanglement with a discourse of 

family. 

Shannafs labour is a struggle with the contradictions of 

her position as an Iroquois woman who works in the contemporary 

city, but who is deeply attached to her peoples' history/ies 

and to their land. Past/present and commitment/caution collide 

and fracture leaving her confused and despairing of her future 

as a First Nations woman: H m  can she hear the past, bear the 

sorrow, live in the present, and proceed into the future? She 

' The overlap of locality and family in the film might also 
be read as provoking a significant challenge to colonizers' 
narratives of progress, domination, and righteousness. The 
notion of Mterritory,n as Bhabha (1994) explores it, provokes 
an interrogation of the colonizersf existence as an underlying 
counterpoint to colonialist despotism which would emphasize the 
unnecessary existence of the colonized. 



says, "1 feel that my heart and head could blow up," Throughout 

the film, she exclaims, "1 donft know what to do," thus 

pointing to the conflict of longinq to labour and longing to 

act, while the substance of what that labour could entai1 might 

be unobtainable and incommunicable for a colonized subject- 

Family reinforces the conflicts and dilemmas, Although Shanna 

listens to the spirit voices of her aunts when they offer 

guidance that might point the way to her actions and 

activities, Shanna angers when they are playf ul and teasing. 

Questions persist about how Shanna will live with commitments 

to her job and her traditions and how she will proceed in 

relation to her ancestors and her aunts. The locale also 

represents colnplex positionings: along with the celebration 

there at the end of the film, the Falls siqnify a site which 

calls up the impossible-to-be-resolved pain of the past as we 

see Shanna cringing from the bombardment of the voices which 

detail obliterated tribes, 

Shanna faces complex possibilities and impossibilities in 

her life. The practices of Shelley and Anna's cultural work 

produce possibilities and impossibilities for the social 

relations of their collaboration. 



Chaptcs Sir 

There's so much to understand. So many details to f ind the 
colours for, the exact texture - the dust on a strand of 
hair...the tears that have not even begun to fall...the 
secrets hiding in the eyes. (Montero, 1993, p. 30) 

The Trachea of Research 

like the rapture of species discovery 
in National Geographic hues 
will 1 

[CAPS/her] 
the surprising f orms , conditions, practices? 

like the the Insecta segments in amber 
will 1 

Hpre)semel 
the 40 million year old shapes? 

W i l l  the science encrust the mysteries? 

or 
can the hand that strokes the gem 
graze 
the edges of translucency? 
giddy-dizzying the sedimentation? 
tilt-tugging the shell of preservation? 

1 invertebrate my way: 

incornplete and tentative metamorphosis 
of forms 6 fermentations: 
fragile antennae 
for representations, epistemologies, relations. 

the trachea of research. 

One of Barry Nealrs wonderful expressions as he announces 
for "Hockey Night in Canada," 
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" L e t  pour indulgence met me freea 

This  i s  Prospero ' s  i nvoca t i on  i n  The Tempest .  And mine? 

T h e  dream 1 had: 

Linda McCartney is t r y i n g  t o  f i n i s h  h e r  embroidery. She is 

s i t t i n g  i n  f r o n t  of a bank of windows, and, i n  s o m e  a lann,  s h e  

r ecogn ize s  t h a t  it is  t h e  to " b a t t e n  dom t h e  hatches." 

T h i s  c u r i o u s  f i c t i o n  s u g g e s t s  to m e  t h a t  "conclusionsf* are 

tempestuous a t t empts  - such  as t h o s e  of  t h e  sailors t r y i n g  t o  

reach Prospero ' s  isle or t h o s e  o f  dream-Linda t r y i n g  t o  close 

t h e  s h u t t e r s  - to reach  s o m e  solid ground or t o  f i n d  r e s p i t e  

£ r o m  the b u f f e t i n g  of s tormy weather .  How might  "conclusions" 

also be tempestuous atternpts t o  f l i n g  t h e  ha t ches  wide? How 

might  r e s e a r c h  let  t h e  storm i n ?  

Linda McCartney is n o t  a woman who occupies  my thoughts ,  

b u t  1 do remember t e a d i n g  around t h e  t h e  of t h i s  dreaming that 

she had r e c e n t l y  d i e d  o f  breast cancer .  My dream n a r r a t e s  t h e  

body i n  danger  a t t empt ing  to p r o t e c t  i t s e l f  and t r y i n g  t o  

complete an i n t r i c a t e  p r a c t i c e ,  a c r e a t i v e  s t i t c h i n g .  I t  

references t h e  compl ica t ions  and d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f  b r ing ing  my 

research to a c l o s e .  I n  t h e  f i n a l  3 years  of t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  1 

have struggled wi th  a d i s a b i l i t y  t h a t  makes s i t t i n g  and 

writing, p a r t i c u l a r l y  cornputer w r i t i n g ,  p a i n f u l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Body pain and w r i t i n g  t u m o i l  i n t e r t w i n e  i n  d i s t r e s s i n g  ways. 

t o  b a t t e n  d m  t h e  ha tches  

t o  p u t  up the s h u t t e r s  

t o  d r a w  t h e  c u r t a i n s  

to s h u t  o u t  inclement  a f f e c t s  

t o  close up the house 



to seal the doors 

Yes, in the past of this project, I have desired to batten dom 

the hatches, 

And to keep them open. To keep them flapping. 

Yes, in the present and future of this project 1 desire to 

batten down the hatches. 

And to keep them unbounded and buffeted in a questioning text. 

As 1 now try to suggest to you what trachea may have been 

opened and constrained in this research. To offer claims and 

have openings remain. 

My conclusion might be: 

a postscript: an addition, an afterthought after signing off: 

wait a minute, there8s more to come; 

an epilogue: an address to the spectators: 

readers, now is the time to let your indulgence set me free; 

an afterword: remarks by someone else: 

let's t r y  another voice here; 

a coda: a separate mvement from the main action: 

watch this new move. 

L o c a l  Knowledqes 

To contemplate the complications of cultural production 

across difference and what is at stake for cultural workers, 1 

have developed an analysis of particular moments of felt and 

remembered struggle and negotiation as narrated by the 

participants of this study: Monique Mojica, Kate Lushington, 

Djanet Sears, Shelley Niro, and Anna Gronau. This project 



illuminates distinctive details of local situations and of fers 

insights into the dynamics of specific social relations and 

practices. 1 do not seek to produce or "proveW general "truthsN 

about collaboration or the social relations of cultural 

production. Nevertheless, the particularities are useful in a 

broader sense. In order to t h i n k  about and create conditions 

for the ways in which people can work Utogether" when conflict 

and tension are present, we need accounts of how particular 

instances of working together, such as in collaborative 

cultural productions, are "knotted," or both sustained and 

constrained, and how people name and materialize the 

differences that complicate working together. 

Practices 

In the early stages of this project, 1 engaged with 

theories of difference which tend to be developed away from 

contexts of concrete practices. In initial drafts, 1 focussed 

more on difference as attached to individual bodies, and 

various readers helpfully challenged this approach and the ways 

in which I positionad individuals as representing the 

difference that appears most socially consequential. Working in 

a grounded way with the particular instances of collaborative 

cultural production and with particular practices as 1 

interpret them in the interview narratives han challenged my 

conceptual frames. Consequently, 1 have attempted to focus more 

closely on an examination of how difference is accomplished in 

the social practices of evesyday life, practices which are 



shaped by "historical, spatial, temporal discursive formationsff 

(Rockhill, 1999). 1 have worked more with ideas about how race 

is named, materialized, and negotiated through discourses of 

labour, family, friendship, Indigeneity, and locality. 

Categories of labour, such as space, t h e ,  commitment, and 

conduct, are organized by particular social, cultural, and 

historical beliefs and values. The participants represent these 

categories in their interview narratives in ways which point to 

forms of regulation and to relations of subordination and 

domination. 

In the case of Djanet, Kate, and Manique's collaboration, 

categories of labour become hiesarchical with the priorities of 

production inhering in a valuing of deadlines over and above 

representational practices. Needs and desires to address 

inequalities in the representation of the women in the 

introduction to the play, named by al1 three women, become 

secondary to the organizing material framework produced by the 

normativity of whiteness. Constructions of labour are 

racialized, with whiteness shaping the values of the practices 

and relations and figuring as the dominant frame for the 

organization of the theatre text and for what counts as 

productiveness. Power/difference also shapes the economies of 

the production of the play in conjunction with the written 

text, such that whiteness determines entitlements and 

disentitlements of resources, access, space, time, liaison and 

recognition, fundraising, and the organization of the 

production schedule. 1 have argued that the women struggle 

within a particular tension and conflict: an investment in 



prioritizing issues of race and representation in their theatre 

work along with racially organized regulations of theatre 

production which produce whiteness as advantage (Fine, 1997). 

The practice of labour is also racialized in Shelley's and 

Anna's collaboration. Whiteness affords benefits of access to 

film knowledges and production resources - a recognition which 
Shelley notes but which Anna does not emphasize. Shelley 

produces this "insider" aceount about Anna's advantages in the 

practices of labour, while Anna produces an "insider" account 

about Shelley's connection to family and community. Both women 

point to how the demands of the film work constitute labour as 

a matter of excess. Anna underlines her constant availability 

and Shelley remarks on her continuous "giving" to the project. 

For Shelley, the white, normative organization of time in 

filmmaking produces tensions in her family relations, and her 

comitments to the film and to her family are experienced as 

difficult and contradictory. This understanding about the 

practice of labour is incommensurable with Anna's conceptual 

frame which is constituted within a sense of her ceaseless 

availability for work as a result of being alone and without 

family comitments. This may point to ways in which Anna's 

sense of self is defined through work, or demonstration of its 

effort, such that it becomes difficult for her to draw 

boundaries around t h e  and commitment. Anna and Shelley 

struggle over the meanings of categories of labour, such as 

productivity, time, and commitment. Shelley's recognition of 

the importance of family and comunity in deterxnining what 

counts as labour, makes visible an understanding that is 



socially rather than individually constituted. Tensions over 

conceptions of categories of labour also signal a colonialist 

history whereby Indigenous constructs of t h e  and work werelare 

erased through white, normative meanings imposed on Indigenous 

cultures. 

Shelley Niro and Monique Mojica constitute Indigeneity and 

~ativehon-Native political perspectives in ways which 

challenge my interpretive frames and the repertoires of meaning 

1 apply to understandings of the social relations and practices 

of cultural production. 1 have attended to these challenges as 

an attempt to make visible my positioning in whiteness and the 

consequence for my representational practices, to map out my 

learning in the process of this project, and to examine 

particular aspects of the collaborative relations between 

myself and the participants. 

Indigenous conceptions of land, locality, and 

territorialization organize relations of difference and hold 

significance for the shaping of the collaborative relations in 

ways 1 did not anticipate, As Monique underlines when she names 

land as the key elementwhich separates her from non-Natives, 

colonial conceptions of land and property are fundamentally 

different from Indigenous ones, They are also, possibly, the 

most significant markers of imperial conquest (Harvey, 1996; 

Smith, 1999). The social production of locality and land is 

constituted in white and Eurocentric understandings which are 

incompatible conceptual frameworks to those of Moniquefs and 

Shelley's non-Indigenous colleagues. 

In addition to addressing how difference is materialized 



and negotiated through activities of labour and geographical 

divisions, 1 have argued that discourses of f amily mark 

racialized boundaries in the social relations of Shelley and 

Annaf s collaboration. The discursive space of f amily which the 

women negotiate is constituted through kinship, comunity, 

nation, and home. 

M o r e  About: F r i e n d o h i ~  

Kate Lushington, Djanet Sears, and Monique Mojica 

emphasize the practice of friendship in their reflections. As 1 

noted in Chapters One and Three, 1 did not anticipate the 

strong emphasis on friendship as a practice which organizes the 

possibilities and impossibilities of this collaboration, and 1 

was compelled to discuss f riendship follawing f rom Kate, 

Monique, and Djanetfs observation that its significance was a 

missing piece in their chapter as 1 had first drafted it. Since 

a consideration of the practice of friendship is an 

interpretive direction 1 began to pursue near the end of this 

study, 1 want to take the opportunity here to engage with it a 

little further. 

Returning to the interview narratives and working with 

conversations about the readings of the chapter, 1 began to 

examine how friendship is produced as a discursive field that 

shapes the "contract" of working together in the collaboration. 

It is the bond that binds; the bargain that assures. However, 

it also embeds dispute, conflict, the potential for irreparable 

rupture, and the possibility of irreconcilable relations. The 



practices of friendship produce both a harmonizing agenda and 

conditions of contestation in the social relations of the 

collaboration. These practices produce simultaneous 

possibilities and Mipossibilities for collaborative cultural 

work . 
Practices of friendship are constitutive of effects of 

differing social locations. Whiteness may shape a 

deracialization of friendship. As 1 have argued, cooperation, 

an erasure of conflict, and a repression of contractual 

understandings may be produced by white women, including Kate 

and rnyself, when the t e m s  of a collaborative undertaking 

across difference are under consideration. Practices of theatre 

production, constituted through discourses of whiteness which 

underline practical considerations such as t h e  and deadlines, 

further  emphasize the erasure of addressing political 

challenges and urgencies about issues of marginalization and 

representation. These erasures are not possible for Indigenous 

women and women of colour. As Monique observes, "1 can bring 

al1 of who 1 am, but I'm also REQUIRED to bring al1 of who 1 

am8' (personal communication, February 25, 2000). Race is 

materialized through friendship in ways that underline the 

particular difficulties and risks for an Indigenous woman- What 

it means to be friends is a fraught complexity and involves 

contradictory investments. As 1 have suggested, Monique is 

invested in addressing racialized differences in her work with 

Djanet and Kate, but doing so may provoke rupture from other 

Indigenous peoples who may not understand Manique's attachment 

to her political and cultural commitments. In addition, 



Monique's positioning may provoke rupture from her friends and 

theatre colleagues, Kate and Djanet, Monique's narrative 

surfaces the incommensurability of the social relations in that 

Manique's conceptual frameworks cannot be reconciled with those 

of her  friends. Monique's emphasis on producinq artwork which 

is shaped by a codtment to Indigenous issues works in tension 

with contexts in which Djanet and Kate may not foreground those 

issues. The impossibility of friendship along with the 

attachent to friendship produce complex and contradictory 

affects, including fears of loss of connection with the women 

Monique loves, A great deal is at stake when a collaborative 

undertaking is constituted in friendship and love, particularly 

if one understands that friends can seproduce what Monique 

calls "familiar racism," if speaking the instances of rupture 

has the potential to jeopardize invested relations, and if the 

friendship is understood as embedding incommensurable positions 

(what Monique calls the "three points of the trianglew). 

Priendship is an "evesydayw practice which entails 

emotional relations. Djanet, Kate, and Monique name a range of 

c o l l i d i n g  motions that inhere in their friendship practices, 

including fear and love, comfort and discomfort, pleasure and 

pain. Friendship codes anxieties about maintaining connection 

in day-to-day interpersonal associations and in the processes 

of the cultural work. As such, it is a site of social controi 

with rules of conduct (Boler, 1999) emphasizing connection and 



harmony. The rules of conduct, in that they are organized as 

affects of differing racial locations, have very different 

consequences for differently positioned subjects. As I 

discussed in Chapter Pour, Monique faces vulnerabilities and 

painful affects that are particular to her location as an 

Indigenous woman, 

The terrain of feeling and incommensurability is 

underexplored and could be a fruitful area for future 

investigation of tensions and conf lict in the social relations 

of cultural production and of the motions that arise under 

these conditions. As Megan Boler (1999) points out in her book, 

Feelinq P a w e r ,  addressing emotions is a "riskyn business for 

scholarly exploration and a neglected aspect of educational and 

critical theory. An attention to h m  emotional conduct is 

organized and regulated by poweddifference could be useful for 

thinking about the practices of collaboration: how they are 

shaped by discourses of emotion and how these discourses shape 

what is sayable and unsayable and possible and impossible in 

contested relations in cultural production, Boler's notion of a 

"pedagogy of discornfort," to address rather than dismiss the 

significance of emotions for educational relations, to 

problematize the coxnplications of these relations, and to 

understand how these are shaped by arrangements of domination 

and subordination, has some resonance with my agenda in this 

project. 1 have tried to show that a focus on the complications 

of tensions and conflicts in collaborative relations offers 

different possibilities for understanding interconnections with 

"othersw than what an emphasis on goals of harmony and unity 



produce. This may be hazardous, threatening, painful, sometimes 

unspeakable, and, possibly, unbearable work. And 1 thank, once 

again, the participants of this study for entering these 

uncharted waters, 

Friendship helps illuminate the authority of dominant 

discursive fields of unity and hannony in practices of 

collaboration while underlining the limits of those discursive 

repertoires for understanding the contestations and 

unassimilabilities of collaboration. Nevertheless, constructing 

and sustaining commonalities and mutualities is a pawerful goal 

in dominant constructions of social relations. An emphasis on 

the discursive terrain of friendship - in the interview 
narratives and in my attachments to the participants - may be 
read as pointing to how relational investments may reproduce 

goals of harmony, connection, and unity. Yet, as 1 have argued 

with regard to Djanet, Kate, and Manique's cultural work, 

friendship also underlines the fractual and fragile boundaries 

and the complex knottings of collaboration across difference. 

Practices of friendship point to the frontiers and boundaries 

of the sayable and unsayable in social relations. 

Addressing dif f erence is an organizing f eature of a 

discourse of friendship in the collaboration of Monique, 

Djanet, and Kate. Thus, friendship makes the collaboration more 

dangerous in terms of what is at stake and what might be lost, 

but it also provides a context for tension and conflict to 

emerge and be negotiated. Collaboration across difference is 

constituted as practices of rupture and dissension as weli as 

connection and pleasure. Friendship is not a discursive frame 



which Shelley or Anna emphasize as an organizing feature of 

their collaboration. Consequently, what is at stake is 

differently arranged in the social relations such that loss of 

intimacy is not a risk. In addition, since Anna and Shelley 

came together for one project, while Djanet, Kate, and Monique 

speak about ongoing possibilities for working together, an 

investment in personal connection is not as significant. The 

women in each collaboration struggle with incommensurable 

tensions, but in different ways. For Djanet, Kate, and Monique, 

incommensurability and associated discomforts and complications 

are features of social relations that are recognized and 

addressed. The struggle for Shelley and Anna, it seems to me, 

is slightly different, in that irreconcilable perspectives do 

not provoke opportunities for taking up boundaries based on 

difference. As evidenced in moments of the interview narratives 

when Shelley and Anna cut off their conversation or when 

racialized frameworks are concealed, they struggle with 

speaking to each other, and to me, about conflict and 

contestation. 

Whose Stories? 

There are some similarities and differences between the 

collaborations with regard to tensions about the ownership of 

stories. In the collaboration of Shelley and Anna, the artwork 

is a film which tells a story, inspired by Shelley's history, 

of an Indigenous woman. There are tensions around what the 

story produces in terms of understanding concepts of authorship 



and ownership and in t e m s  of public acknawledgment and access 

to resources. While whiteness privileges Anna in terms of 

having access to film production knwledges and resources, it 

does not shape the storyline of the film, and Anna struggles 

with how she perceives herself as unrecognized by Shelley and 

by Indigenous communities when she is not invited to 

screenings. Anna positions herself in terms of individual 

affect and investment. Shelley's take on the issue of the 

ownership and production of stories underlines her relation to 

the struggles of other Indigenous artists. She points to the 

social, cultural, and historical importances for fndigenous 

cultural workers in their struggles to gain opportunities for 

developing and producing stories. 

In Kate, Honique, and Djanetfs collaboration, whiteness is 

a consequential frame for both the organization of production 

and for the developxnent of the cultural product. Whiteness does 

organize the storyline at the beginning of the play, and 

Djanet, in particular, has strong critiques about the 

introductory representation of racialized identities to the 

audience. The question "Whose story is it?" impacts on bath 

collaborations. 

The practices of the collaborations produce whiteness as 

an advantage: in te- of the means to turn stories into film 

or theatre and with regard to access to material resources. 

Kate and Anna manage whiteness in their respective 

collaborations in different and similar ways. Anna does not 

view the social practices of the collaboration as necessarily 

affording particular advantages constituted in whiteness - such 



as accessibility to film production knowledges or resources or 

the public distribution and recognition of the film. Kate, 

however, notes haw the normativity of whiteness can afford 

particular privileges for white subjects in the processes and 

practices of theatre production. Like Anna, she is also 

invested in explaining the complications of her position and 

the disadvantages she experiences. Both Kate and Anna position 

themselves as marginalized subjects in relation to subjects of 

systemic racialized oppression, and they are invested in 

representational practices which resist stories focusing only 

on dominant subjects. 

Writinq Researcb 

In writing this text, 1 have been interested in working 

with the complications of the practice of doing research. 1 

have drawn from feminist and educational methodological 

theorizations to examine and embed ethical issues of 

researcher/participant relations. The production of this text 

has been developed as an engagement with the dilenunas of 

representational and analytical practices. My relational 

investments with the participants of this study have underlined 

the struggle and un-ease of this engagement. In conjunction 

with the focus on relations in research and ethical 

responsibilities, 1 have attempted to make visible the textual 

complications of representation by practising forms of writing 

as an invested, interested, and situated writer/researcher and 

producing a textwhich re-presents in f o m s  that reveal power 

dynamics and that knot arts and academic boundaries. What my 



representational and textual struggles attempt to put into 

place, 1 suggest, are practices of research that take account 

of my varying and contradictory investments, question 

reasodfeeling and imaginative/formulaic boundaries, demand 

self-reflexive r i s k s ,  and reconfigure possibilities for 

research relations. 

My attempts may be linked to Linda Brodkey's argument 

(1996) for a narrative dimension in research writing and to 

Gayatri Spivak' s notion ( 1999) of a "robust use of the 

imaginationw in critical work. Although both a "robustW and 

"imaginativew research practice have often felt completely 

beyond me - and 1 want to be careful about how these 
descriptors might be defined, regulated, and normalized - 1 
hope that this project will have engaged and, possibly, 

surprised you at thes.  As it has often surprised me. 

Spivak (1999) describes her latest book as one that 

"continually wanted to get away from [her]." Consequently, she 

suggests that she uses long footnotes as "narratives to catch 

at the book [she] could not write." This troubling of the 

position of narrator has been an ongoing struggle in my 

project. 1 have attempted "to point out that al1 stories ... 
are told from a vantage point, and to cal1 attention to the 

voice in which the story is told" (Brodkey, 1996, p. 110). 

Brodkey suggests that this practice entails "intermpting the 

flow of the story and calling attention to the fact of 

narration" (p. 112). Encouraging readers to join writers in 

this endeavour may also requise "new ways of reading" (Brodkey, 

1996, p. 113) such that "writing," "reading," and ureseaxch,w 



and their interconnections, can be interrogated practices. 

Spivak's concern (1999) with the book that cannot be 

written evokes those ideas and musings which are uncertain and 

messy: a flocculent relationship to one's work. Following from 

Spivak, 1 have aspireci, too, to bring into focus what it seems 

1 cannot write: to acknawledge the messy tensions of writing 

the research and the ways in which 1 grapple with what is 

"getting away from meru as Spivak says. Research as a process 

of doubt (Lather, 1997; Britzman, 1995). 

This project may also be described as an intention to 

evoke a f eminist writing of "sounding wavering laquage, " "a 

turn toward the oral, " and the necessary fusion of sound and 

knowledge, the aura1 and critical, ear and epistemologyw 

(Salvaggio, 1999, p. 2). In my position as readedwriter, 1 am 

drawn to this "affective writing," as Bhabha describes it 

(1992, p. 56). Many feminist critical writers produce affective 

texts which move/sound/propose/passion: "intense engagements 

with sound and rhythm, with dialogue, with the unfolding 

narrative of thoughtw (Salvaggio, 1999, p. 2 5 ) . 2  1 read this 

work as struggling to make evident the practices, power, and 

politics of languaging; the effort to make marks on pages; and 

the labour to produce critical thought and questions. Unfolding 

criticalkreative, theory/fiction dichotomies, Erotic tasting 

and tonguing of reading/writing collaborations, And so 1 have 

made some attempts to bring the writing into "the bodily basis 

of being, to libidinal forces and corporeal energies, 

See for example, Anzaldua, 1987, 1988; Bannerji, Carty, 
Dehli, Heald, McKenna, 1991; Brant, 1993; Lather, 1997; Lorde, 
1984; McWilliam, 1997; Phelan, 1993b; Rockhill, 1996; Ternar, 
1994; Trinh, 1989, 1991; Visweswaran, 1994; Walkerdine, 1990; 
P. J. Williams, 1991. 



incorporating these as integral ta social and cultural life" 

(Baert, 1999, p. 60). Perhaps this is also about attaching the 

"intimate" to the "academicW and vice versa (Lewis, 1993, 

p. 2) : "an emotional foregrounding of the s e l f  as a way of 

critically acknawledging the ontological and epistemological 

bases of knowledge formationu (Probyn, 1993, p. 83). 

Fit to bt T i e d  

writing cornes out of chaos as much as E r o s  was born 
out of Chaos. in trusting the relationship between 
eroticism / etymology and tissue /text, the language 
- m y  language - broke open. m y  tongue freed. to m a r k  
exceedingly. (Marlatt & Warland, 1994, p. 37) 

Rushinq 

The Western Grebe appears to water-ski on water. Before 

taking flight, it churns up the water on its webbed feet in a 

practice known as "rushing. " In describing his latest pro ject 

at his book launch, my friend N o m  Feltes, retired from 

university teaching, announced that he was like a loon: diving 

to the depths and coming up with small fish. 1 don't see N o m  

very often, and when 1 do, 1 see him hunching his more-than- 

six-foot frame into his writing at a small desk in the library. 

In my first year of university, N o m  taught Dickens and Marxism 

and how students might think of themselves as lead vocalists to 

his rhythmic back-up. 1 mode1 his use of a bird metaphor to 

suggest how I'd like to think of my project as churning up the 

waters while flight beckons. 

As 1 have discussed elsewhere, my relationship to writing 



is troubled (Hladki, l997/1998). It is complicated by my 

confusions and frustrations regarding artdacademic regulatory 

binaries and "false dichotomies between physical and 

intellectual labourw (Zandy, 1998, p. 237). These are splits 

which 1 both reproduce and challenge as 1 represent myself, in 

writing and teaching, as competent knwledge producer who 

appears to be immobile "mind" and as a "bodyw in motion who 

attempts to make apparent the corporeal and sensory labours of 

these activitiesm3 Challenging the strongly ingrained mind/body 

split may be àifficult for some, dangerous for others, and 

entai1 no choice for still others. bel1 hooks (1994) remarks, 

"The person who is most powetful has the privilege of denying 

their body" (p. 137). 1 attempt to recognize the entitlements 

that allow me, as a white, educated woman, to participate in 

"elitem knowledge production and to make forays inkhrough 

institutional requirements for writing and publishing. As 

Brodkey (1996) notes, "It is an extraordinary privilege to be 

someone whose life has more to do with altering discursive 

practices than finding food or shelter or maintaining constant 

vigilance against violencet* (p. 23). However, 1 also struggle 

' Zandy ( 1998 ) also points to the pedagogical complications 
of these  dichotomies: "How do we bring, for example, the 
physicality of the working body into the academic classroom? 1 
am arguing for a more complex intellectuality, always conscious 
of how knowledge is framed and how pervasive bourgeois 
sensibilities arew (p. 238). Zandy's query emerges from her 
concerns about the development of Mworking-class studies* in 
relation to the labour of working peoples and about "nontextual 
expressions of how the working body speaksN (p. 238). Race, 
sexuality, and disability in the academic classroom also 
provoke these kinds of interrogations (hooks, 1994, K. 
Rockhill, persona1 communication, 1998). 1 am very engaged by 
these considerations. At present, my "challenges" to 
intellectual and physical dichotomies in writing and in 
teaching are hesitant - but keenly felt. 



with a conjoined acknawledgenient that my gendered and working- 

classed identity is closely tied in w i t h  feelings of 

fraudulence and shame such that writing is always already 

constituted within "no right to write," and, consequently, 

involves stressful contradictions. Furthermore, while 1 have 

access to writing technologies, materials, and equipment that 

support my writing labours, my physical difficulties with 

writing make me deeply a w a r e  of the corporeality of writing and 

research, and they necessitate ongoing reworkings of my writing 

practices. 

1 long to write even as 1 rush away from its unsettling 

tensions. The practices of writing tempest me. As in my salsa 

class, 1 try for a swing and circle of hips and anticipated and 

unlikely turns. It is this sense of writing as a churning- 

turning-thrust-and-whirl that compels me to do it. I like to 

listen to Brazilian jazz when I write, and 1 find the drumming 

of Airto Moreira and Hermeto Pascal a particulas excitation to 

polyrhythmic possibilities . As the drumer practises the 
intertwining of four-limb independence, so 1 imagine and aim 

for a writing practice of drumming textures : 

"groove-based patternsw 

"odd metersw 

"nice arrangementsu 

"shifting things around" 

"dense dynamicsn 

"leaving airN 

"multiple textures" 

(Mattingly, 1998). 



At various times in this project, 1 attempt to embody the 

rushing of writing, the Western Grebefs churning up of the 

waters: marking and making explicit dilemmas and struggles of 

writing and research as epistemological moments. 1 read this 

practice as occurring in five particular foci- First, 1 point 

to my individual longings, hesitancies, and disturbances in 

terms of writing. Second, 1 attempt to practise multiple fonns 

and arrangements of writing: narratives, expositions, 

interpretations, poetry, letters, playwriting, and combinations 

of these writings. In doing so, my intention is to offer 

different readerly entries for different reaàers of the 

research, to touch different readerly investments and 

fluencies, to textualize different narrative voices, and to 

pleasure myself by making the political, intellectual, and 

sensory work of research visible. Third, as 1 discussed in 

Chapter One, 1 work with complications of representational 

practices - "the tensions between self-presentation and the re- 
presentation of others" (Kemp & Squires, 1997, p. 15) - and 
their textual implications. In a fourth engagement, 1 respond 

to the interviews as opportunities to practise theory and 

interpretation which engage kinetic shifts or movements between 

forms of writing. 1 h o p  this work with the interviews also 

reflects an untidy and unquiet analysis, as 1 seek to claim 

similar features for collaborative cultural production- 

Finally, 1 attempt to enact or perfom the pleasures and 

tensions of collaboration with an awareness of Phelan's idea 

that "constatives describe events; pesformatives enact themw 

(1993, p. 16). In the chapter about the collaboration of 



Monique Mojica, Djanet Sears, and Kate Lushington, for example, 

the playlet aims for a performance of restlessness , turbulence, 
and struggle. In Chapter Two, 1 engage with dilemmas about how 

to introduce research participants to readers, and pursue the 

complications of constituting, and not fixing, 

subjects/subjectivities in writing. 

This latter focus in particulas has provoked much anxiety 

throughout the project. It is embedded in my investments in 

positioning myself as responsive and responsible researcher, in 

working ethically in my relationship to the research 

participants, and in writing their presence. In addition, my 

layered relationship to these people is tangled: 1 am 

researcher, colleague, friend, comunity member. In writing the 

introductions to the participants, I have attempted to surface 

this entanglement, to problematize researcher/researched 

relations, to demonstrate intersubjective and collaborative 

arrangements, and to adàress the dilemas of representational 

practices. My struggles connect with those of feminist 

researchers such as Visweswaran (1994) who is intent to render 

subjectivity as complex positionings and to avoid generalized 

and universalized identification. 

In attempting to woxk with the complications of what 

"poststructural" "disruptionsw in a research project might look 

like in practice, many foms and arrangements are possible. 1 

am certainly interested in the multiple narrative strategies 

that writers/researchers engage and their relation to 

umethodological economies of responsibility and possibility" 

(Lather, 1991, p. 6 ) .  However, looking to directions for future 



inquiries, 1 am perhaps most drawn to questions about what 

normalizations might be produced in the drive towards 

disruptive texts and "alternativea practices. My interrogations 

about making claims for textual disruptions as undermining 

modernist mechanisms of pawer began in Chapter One, and they 

have developed more urgency throughout this project. 

Interruptions and disruptions in representational practices 

have their own discursive ftames and regulatory mechanisms. 

Research pro jects which seek experimental formats , 
interrogations of methods of reposting and representation, and 

modes of doubt (Lather, 1997; Tierney, 1997) nevertheless 

operate to produce rules of possibility, and the research is 

produced in relation to those rules. As McWilliam (1997) notes: 

These are the rules for transgressing modernist writing 
strategies and formats. These rules may (or rnay not) 
become available to researchers as they engage for 
extended periods in the careful and close reading of 
the theoretical texts which will inform their p s t -  
foundational work. (pp. 21-20) 

The shapes and parameters of disruptive texts are dependent 

upon the particular contexts in which they are produced. This 

writing is constructed at a particular moment in time, in a 

Western context, whedwhere questions of ethical inquiry, 

representational practices, and researcher authority hold some 

considerable sway for (some) qualitative researchers. A 

discourse of epistemological uncertainty is one which is 

available to me. 

Another element of hesitancy about this work arises in 

relation to the writing shapes: It is interesting that much of 

my writing about representation and writing is produced in 

standard, straightfoward, and conventional text. In addition, 



the organization of this text through the chapter structures 

suggests a conventional arrangement. When 1 thought about the 

organizational parts of the project or named them in 

discussion, 1 would use the te- that were hediately 

available and could be quickly understood: "introduction," 

"literature," umethods,n ~conclusion.w Both the arrangement of 

the project and my naming of its structural components are 

about what became possible in terms of managing the text. Only 

the chapter introducing the participants and the chapters 

focussing on the participants' narrations seemed to confound an 

easy tenninology. This element of structure or organization is 

further evidence of where the interplay of representation and 

textuality meet their limits in this project. 

Some of the insistent questions that emerge include: How 

do particular codes of research writing get defined, defended, 

and prescribed? Who is advantaged and disadvantaged by these 

codes? If (since) 1 am invested in what might be called 

"traditional" narrative formats as well as udisruptive" texts , 
what are the advantages, disadvantages, and complications of 

working with divergent, and possibly contradictory, approaches 

to reporting research? How might working with both 

"conventionalw and "experimentalw strategies and formats create 

dense rhythmic activities that can interrogate a 

conventional/experimental dichotomy? H w  might fluid approaches 

to research writing affect accessibility and readership? While 

1 begin to map out some concerns , 1 itch with the knowledge 
that there is more to consider - although 1 canft reach these 
disturbances at the moment. Thus, my direction is "an attempt 



to hold open and to perform a perspective that is not 

cornfortable, not fully accounted for, and not over-and-done- 

with by a long shotu (Yukman, 1 9 9 7 ) -  

Partial  Underatandinas 

Janice: Yeah, it8s how to- 1 mean, at sonie point how to make 
s e n s e  of al1 of this and what8s possible for al1 of us to, 
you know, to speak about and understand around these ways 
of working. 1 had a couple of people Say that, you know, 
they didn8t have a kind of a language to sort of articulate 
it, but that there8s something that they shared in their 
relationship. (S: Yeah) But they didn8t have a language to 
name it, 1 thought that was kind of interesting. It 
struck me that maybe that8s what I'm trying to find out 
from people is what kind of- h w ,  h w  they think about this 
and w h a t  is possible to speak about it. You know? 

(SI 

"Thank you for not finiahinq too a u i c k l ~ "  

So said wonderful, dear K a t e  in September, 1998, when I 

thought it would never be possible to answer "yes/noW to the 

many queries of "Are you aîmost done?" without feeling 

completely invested in reaching the "yesW only. NCYW it seems 

possible to Say, "1' 11 continue working in the 'almost' while 

aiming for the 'donea8" 

1 began this writing a number of chapters ago with a word 

unknown to me: "f locculent. As 1 d r a w  the writing to a close, 

1 introduce another luscious word with which 18m unfamiliar: 

"apocope . " 



My p a r t n e r ,  Wayne, is c a l l i n g  m e .  "Look at  t h i s  i A 

s p e l l i n g  bee on T S N w !  

1 t h i n k  h e r s  joking, and 1 d o n 8 t  hur ry  myself to the 

t e l e v i s i o n .  Yet t h e r e  it is. A s p e l l i n g  bee on t h e  sports 

charnel .  

A fourteen-yeas old g i r l  from Missour i  is at t h e  

microphone. Behind her, o t h e r  s t u d e n t s  are l i n e d  up wai t ing  

t h e i r  t u r n  t o  spell a dif f i c u l t ,  and for m o s t  people ,  an  

unf amiliar and unspoken word .  S t i l l  o t h e r  s t u d e n t s  are s i t t i n g  

i n  r o w s  of seats to e i t h e r  side. A l 1  the young women and men 

are wearing what must be a s p e l l i n g  bee uniform: dark pants  and 

white s h i r t s  wi th  b r i g h t  bee- l ike  yellow cards hanging from 

t h e i r  necks . These cards cover  t h e i r  c h e s t s  and have numbers 

p r i n t e d  on them. They are about  t h e  same s i z e  and i n  t h e  same 

p o s i t i o n  as t hose  worn by marathon runners  or t r i a t h a l e t e s .  T h e  

young woman is number 43,  and, according to t h e  TSN announcers, 

she  is a f a v o u r i t e  of both t h e  p r e s s  and t h e  c r o w d .  

She has  an a t t e n t i v e  look. H e r  h a i r  is pulled back i n t o  a 

p o n y t a i l ,  and she s t ands  puised t o  launch i n t o  language. She 

does no t  look i n t o  t h e  press cameras, b u t  stares ahead i n  

concen t r a t i on  and a d j u s t s  h e r  round, wire-rim glasses on her 

nose. 

Speaking of t h e  p r e s s ,  they are gathered i n  s u r p r i s i n g  

numbers for t h i s  "sport ."  The  cameras are wa i t i ng  to capture 

the s t u d e n t s r  ca re s s ings  and b i t i n g s  of letters, the s i g n s  of 

language, and t h e  performances of knowledge making. They 

literally press op a g a i n s t  t h e  s t a g e  w i t h  t h e i r  cameras 

obviously expec t ing  a f r e n z y  of spelling a c t i v i t y .  



The crawd is hushed, One o f  t h e  two announcers f o r  t h e  

word leans i n t o  his microphone. 

uUh-po-kuh-pee,a he pronounces i n  a sol- voice .  I'm 

fascinated by h i s  v o c a l i z a t i o n  which seems t o  l e a n  away from 

the w o r d  and erase i n t o n a t i o n  and emphasis. Swallowing the word 

whi le  enunc i a t i ng  it. A w o r d  den ied  p resence  y e t  g iven  p u b l i c  

weight  . 
The  young woman tilts h e r  head up, t h e n  dawn. This 

physical response  a f t e r  h e a r i n g  t h e  word seems to be shared by 

m o s t  of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  A spe l l i ng -bee  warm-up move. 

The s p e l l e r  looks to t h e  crowd, t h e n  looks t o  t h e  

announcer. She a sks ,  Tan you r e p e a t  that?" 

Leaning even f u r t h e r  i n t o  t h e  mike as i f  he  might tongue 

the word into t h e  microphone's sponge, h e  s a y s ,  w i th  no more 

intonation t h a n  he  o f f e r e d  be fo re ,  Wh-po-kuh-pee." 

Wh-po-kuh-petn s h e  r e p e a t s ,  languorously.  

A f t e r  a long i sh  pause i n  which she s i l e n t l y  works h e r  l i p s  

around t h e  letters, s h e  poses a n o t h e r  ques t ion .  

"What is t h e  mot of  the word?" 

"Greek, " he  in tones .  

Cen te r ing  h e r  body, t h e  woman s h i f t s  he r  weight  f r o m  one 

hip onto t w o  l e g s ,  Like a dancer ,  s h e  redirects h e r  energy from 

resting on t h e  floor t o  pushing i n t o  t h e  f l o o r ,  into the waaden 

resiliency of t h e  s tage .  A s u s t a i n e d  and f l e x i b l e  p r e s s u r e  and 

a readiness t o  leap .  

"How is it defined?" 

"The removal of p a r t  o f  a w o r d  at t h e  end of it? 

There is another l ong  pause,  and t h e  s p e l l e r  calmly looks 



up and down again .  Apar t  front t h e  mental gymnastics at p l a y ,  1 

begin t o  see evidence  of the s p o r t .  Sweat gathers on he r  upper 

l i p ;  facial muscles c o n t r a c t  and release. 1 love  t h e  ev idence  

of her s t m g g l e ,  c o n c e n t r a t i o n ,  commitment, and desire t o  

p e r f o r m  w e l l .  1 love ,  too, t h e  combination of  t e n s i o n  and 

aplomb. She asks h e r  q u e s t i o n s  w i th  s o m e  i n t e n t .  A f e r o c i t y  o f  

purpose,  a p l e a s u r e  i n  i n q u i r y .  

"How would it be used i n  a sentence?" 

"In t h e  t i t l e  of  t h e  f i l m ,  S inq in '  i n  t h e  Rain, apocope i s  

e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  s p e l l i n g  of t h e  first w o r d . "  

Another pause, and t h i s  t h e ,  t h e  woman leans  i n t o  her 

m i k e .  Audiences f o r  s p e l l i n g  bees g e t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a g i t a t e d :  

T h i s  crowd is restless and excited. 

The young woman s t r e t c h e s  and speaks. "Uh-po-kuh-pee. 

A.-.P.r.O--.Cœe-Oeœ~P-~eE-" 

T h e  crowd chee r s ,  and t h e n  one of t h e  TSN announcers 

claims, " Y e s ,  you cou ld  see s h e  had t h a t  one." 

Like s p e l l i n g  bees ,  t h i s  p r o j e c t  has been an unusual  

"sport" of l abour  and e f f o r t .  1 have s w e a t e d  over producing 

knowledge: t h e  pawer and p o l i t i c s ,  t h e  said and not-sa id .  

Like t h e  s t u d e n t  speller, 1 have been engaged i n  a 

performance of knowing, a p r a c t i c e  of knowing. 1 have asked 

questions and demonstrated h e s i t a t i o n .  H e r  f r ac tu red  s p e l l i n g  

of the word, marked o u t  with breath between letters, is 

r e p l i c a t e d  i n  my breaths between w r i t i n g  and t h e  fragments  of  

my knowledge product ion.  1 did n o t  read t h e  young woman's 

performance as one o f  " g e t t i n g  it r i g h t w  - al though t h e r e  was a 



"rightnessw she strained to achieve within her sets of 

conditions and regulations, as 1 have done within mine. I was 

caught up in her moments of stmggle to reach toward an 

utterance. 1 hope that 1 have made my reachings and struggles 

evident: the struggles of my position as researcher, the 

struggles to present and analyze. The reachin' for writinf 

research. Unfinished utterances. 

The word "apocopeu itself references the dropping off at 

the end of a w o r d  and signals the incamplete, the 

discontinuous, the partial, the provisional. This research 

project leaves you with unfinished narratives, knotted 

analyses, interrupted directions, and temporary reflections. 

From *4flocculentw beginnings and now to "apocope" closings. 

The example of apocope given by the spelling bee 

announcer, the title "Singin' in the Rain," might be applied to 

this project's title, as in "Knottin' it Together." 

as slippage. 

Unformed and unfastened knots to be further 

unravelled, reapplied, rewoven, and reintertwined. 

Apocope: such that the 

of my title might reference the complex social processes and 

relations of cultural production - following from the 
incompleteness of "knottinfw and as affected by this 

provisionality. 1 invoke "apocopew to suggest the contested 



boundaries of collaboration: the possibilities and 

impossibilities . The omitted letter ' s simultaneous absence and 
presence in examples of apocope evoke a boundary, but a 

boundary that is continuously disturbed and one to be 

negotiated - "at each intersection of practices, each site of 
difference, exists a boundasy to be negotiated" (Walkerdine, 

1985, p. 225). Thus, educators, artists, community activists, 

and researchers might explore ways to work with 

reconceptualizations of conflict and limits of communication 

with the recognition that building collaboration, building 

coalition, as Bhabha notes, happens "painfully and 

paradoxicallyw (Bennett 6 Bhabha, 1998, p. 41) - as a 
flocculent mess. 

Apocope: such that 

the very idea of 

'together" 

- a "hugely dauntingw enterprise at this moment in history 

(Ang, 1997, p. 57) - becomes an urgent and ongoing question and 
contestation embedded in temporality, uncertainty, flocculence, 

and f ragility . 
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this consent form does not override my right to withdraw 
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Appendix B: L i s t  of Intexvierrs 

Djanet Sears, Kate Lushington, ~onique Mojica - April 11, 1995 
(DKW 

Djanet Sears - November 17, 1995 (D) 

Kate Lushington - October 13, 1995 (K) 

Monique Mojica - September 15, 1995 (M) 

Shelley N i r o  and Anna Gronau - May 11, 1995 ( S  & A)  

Shelley ~ i r o  - October 18, 1995 (S) 
Anna Gronau - October 2 0 ,  1995 (A )  



Appcndix C :  Tranicript lotation 

( Group interview with Djanet Sears, Kate Lushington, 
and Monique Mojica 

(M) Individual interview with Monique Mojica 
(K) Individual interview with Kate Lushington 
(D) Individual interview with Djanet Sears 

(S & A )  Group interview with Shelley Niro and Anna Gronau 
(SI Individual interview with Shelley Niro 
( A )  Individual interview with Anna Gronau 

YES 

supposition as to what was said 

interruption, change in thought, break in flow 

a pause 

long pause 

ellipsis : material deleted 

capitals indicate a word or words spoken 
loudly, with force, with emphasis, and/or an 
inflection which 1 hear as the speaker's 
desire to "pump up" the importance of what is 
k i n g  said 

between two or more statements to indicate 1 
hear thexn as being spoken at the same t h e  

(J: Yes) background comment during a speaker' s remarks 

( laughs ) a speakerr s non-worà expression or a 
or (J: (laughs)) background expression during another speaker's 

remarks 




