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IntroductIon
Hopes and VIsIons: tHe possIbIlIty of decolonIal optIons

Romeo García
University of Utah

Damián Baca
University of Arizona

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, postcolonial studies emerged 
as a field of inquiry within writing and rhetorical studies (WRS). 
It offered for compositionists and rhetoricians a conceptual and 
theoretical vocabulary for identifying the effects of colonialism and 
imperialism in the university. These effects could be observed in 
the research taught, the theory and pedagogy developed, and the 
classrooms that educated minoritized as well as marginalized stu-
dents. Through terms and concepts such as contact zones (Pratt) 
and borderlands (Anzaldúa), scholars found a way to name how the 
colonial traffics in the normative and to develop a political model 
for intervening in dominant models of Western culture in WRS. 
As a result, scholars considered how to approach the classroom as 
a borderland (Lu) and how the field was failing to incorporate stu-
dents’ ethnic identities, cultures, and literacy skills into the cur-
riculum (Mejía, “Bridging”). They also brought attention to the 
fact that colonialism was still a reality for student populations near 
and distant from the United States (Villanueva; Mejía, “Tejano”) as 
well as the ways power manifested itself in discursive practices in 
and beyond classrooms (Olson). The collective hope was that such 
work would alter the classroom and open up spaces for students to 
gain greater cultural agency (Giroux, Border Crossings). Ultimately, 
postcolonial scholars called for disciplinary, administrative, and 

1
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2  /  Introduction

pedagogical reform to address the knowledges excluded by Western 
paradigms.

In recent years, the humanities have witnessed a decolonial turn. 
While acknowledging the contributions of postcolonial studies, de-
colonial scholars have argued for an expanded analysis of colonial-
ism and its production of the “other.” Through the work of the 
Modern/Colonial Group (i.e., the M/C Group),1 scholars such as 
Aníbal Quijano, Walter Mignolo, and María Lugones have high-
lighted how postcolonialism maintained Europe and European his-
tory as the point of reference for understanding the “globe.” These 
scholars argue that a focus on the fifteenth- and sixteenth-century 
Americas, rather than postcolonialism’s focus on later British and 
other European colonialisms, offers a way to understand that “co-
loniality” was a precursor to colonialism; the emergence of Western 
civilization in the Americas during this time laid out a colonial ma-
trix of power that would connect other forms of Western imperial 
and colonial expansion. Citing Quijano, these scholars question 
the “post” of postcolonial studies and claim that coloniality “is still 
the most general form of domination in the world today . . . [and] 
it hasn’t ceased to be, for 500 years” (“Coloniality and Modernity/
Rationality” 170).2  They emphasize that coloniality was formed in 
the Americas and then transformed by Western imperial countries 
who still control it to this day. As a result, the M/C Group claims, 
the modern/colonial world system that emerged from the Americas 
continues to implement global designs as well as hegemonic models 
of thinking; it did so in the name of salvation and continues to do 
so with a rhetoric of modernity, both of which cloak logics of domi-
nation.3 Decoloniality, to them, would be a political, epistemic, 
and ethical project that surfaces from local histories, elsewhere and 
otherwise, and speaks back to this world system that affects all as-
pects of society. It emerges from the hope and vision that it is pos-
sible to explore “border thinking” as the site of knowledges and 
epistemic alternatives that can move us beyond Western categories 
of epistemology, thought, and feeling. Decoloniality is a story told 
from a different vantage point: the possibility of decolonial options.
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With an emphasis on the return of the repressed on a public 
stage, decolonialism has already had an impact on composition and 
rhetoric scholars in WRS. Drawing from (and expanding upon) 
the conceptual and theoretical vocabulary of decolonial discourse, 
such as delinking, epistemic disobedience, and border epistemol-
ogy, this scholarship has led to a different set of emphases and proj-
ects. For instance, while postcolonial scholar Min-Zhan Lu would 
call for “alternative accounts” (909), decolonial scholars like Ellen 
Cushman would contend that such rhetoric does not do enough to 
change the terms (concepts) and contents (histories) of the colo-
nial foundations of knowledge and knowledge production. Indeed, 
decolonial scholars would work to delink WRS from the colonial 
legacies that authorize capital [R]hetoric and lowercase [r]hetorics. 
That is, there would be no “colonial center” from which to imag-
ine an “alternative account.” Decolonial scholars would work to 
highlight the colonialist legacies that inform the management and 
control of knowledges and subjectivities in literacy, composition, 
and rhetoric curricula. The analytic component is only one aspect 
of the project of decoloniality; there is also the prospective concept.

Indeed, the decolonial turn in WRS works to build a founda-
tion, a history, of local knowledges and meaning-making practices 
that breaks from such Western hegemonic models. When M/C 
Group member Mignolo speaks of pluriversality, then, he is en-
couraging us to see the conceptual and theoretical vocabulary pro-
vided by decolonialism as a medium that can connect stories of 
local histories of thought and feeling, elsewhere and otherwise. This 
connection would not be conceived in terms of what Quijano calls 
the “unequal nature of the ‘other’” (“Coloniality and Modernity/
Rationality” 177) nor in the terms of “values of plus and minus 
degree of humanity” (Mignolo, “Delinking” 499). Rather, Mignolo 
argues, such histories enable us to see ourselves as connected, to see 
and tell stories of humanity in-between cultures, times, and spaces. 
This is the hope and vision of decoloniality: where the possibility of 
new stories exists.

What makes the decolonial turn potentially dangerous and pos-
sibly radical, then, is that it has as its foundation the stories, epis-
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4  /  Introduction

temologies, thoughts, and feelings of the anthropoi.4 That is, deco-
loniality is marked by a shift and break from the storytellers of the 
past—think white Western male subjectivity—to the anthropoi, 
the “others” themselves. Here the anthropoi’s act of delinking from 
the “West” for an “otherwise” local epistemology works to rein-
scribe the geo- and body-politics of knowledge and understanding 
that has been repressed and oppressed or that is still colonized as 
a result of hegemonic models of thinking and epistemology. The 
anthropoi reinscribe their position as the “knowing subjects,” sub-
jects that emerge from a local history of language, memories, and 
political economy and not just from the colonial European center. 
(Delinking, then, implies epistemic disobedience.) Decoloniality is 
the anthropoi expressing and engaging in actions that reflect an un-
willingness to accept the domains of coloniality (power, knowledge, 
subjectivity, sexuality) that justify violence in the name of moder-
nity, a concept premised on the salvation of colonized populations. 
The overall notion is that without locating and situating structures 
of thought and feeling, elsewhere and otherwise, the hope of a 
world built on principles of pluriversality is difficult to imagine.

The anthropoi, as the voice of the decolonial turn, serve as a 
reminder that there has been (and continues to be) the produc-
tion of a constant interruption into the supposed “smooth” flow 
and circulation of Western hegemony. This interruption has the 
potential and possibility of decentering the “grapher of the polis” as 
well as disrupting the normalized historical discourse that has used 
a rhetoric of modernity. (Below we will detail how/why the M/C 
Group identify modernity and coloniality as an entanglement that 
has and continues to allow the “West” to assume a “managerial po-
sition” globally).5 Within these acts of disobedience are examples of 
the anthropoi accessing and putting to work a border epistemology, 
a space from which to think about, and work toward, differently, 
a space from which to cultivate an-other way of thinking, feeling, 
doing, and living. The sense of urgency for such decolonial work 
resides, then, both in a search for options other than Western he-
gemonic epistemologies and in the exigency to speak, research, and 
“haunt” such models back. For by haunting back, reappearing from 
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Introduction  /  5

the dead in structures of coloniality, within that which for so long 
has haunted them, the anthropoi interrupt colonial foundations 
of knowledge and knowledge production as well as the circulation 
and flow of hegemony. Here again are the hopes and vision of a 
decolonial option.

Today such hopes are particularly important. We live in a world 
where democracy and humanity are being redefined. And we teach 
and research in a discipline that stands at a crossroad in its peda-
gogical, research, and public commitments. It is important, then, 
to have a clear articulation of how the decolonial option can repre-
sent one strategic intervention to ensure democracy and humanity 
will have a positive impact upon the communities we are from, 
the students we serve, and the discipline in which we carry out our 
work. Moreover, we believe that to accomplish this goal, we must 
move to delink, to “contest,” what today is as normative or juridical 
as it has also always been prejudicial and oppressive. For example, 
WRS scholars continue to work within Eurocentric macronarra-
tives, continue to visit archives embedded in Western systems of 
thought, and continue to use terms that erase marginalized groups. 
We believe, however, that democracy and humanity must reside 
in the local histories of all people and not just some. WRS must 
represent not just one voice, but the voices of all people. We invoke 
“contested,” then, to name a struggle in pursuance of a pluriver-
sality of stories, thoughts, and feelings—a humanity “in-between” 
cultures, times, and spaces. We also recognize that the very project 
of decoloniality itself, no doubt, will come to be “contested” as 
well. As for us, though, we see this contestation not as an attempt to 
find the correct definition of decolonial work, but to keep the proj-
ect of decoloniality open to possibilities both within and outside 
the disciplines, possibilities that are anchored by hopes and visions, 
elsewhere and otherwise.

Our aim in what follows is to provide a framework for those 
researchers, educators, and students encountering the language and 
practice of decoloniality for the first time. We believe it is impor-
tant that as decoloniality and decolonial terminologies enter our 
field there is a clear account of its potential. Moreover, as decolo-
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6  /  Introduction

nial work emerges, we believe it is important to pause and reflect 
upon the different aims of postcolonial and decolonial efforts, both 
in how they imagine their theoretical/pragmatic work and in how 
they offer different (but important) strategies for a field attempting 
to maintain a commitment to the students in the classroom, but 
increasingly imagining itself in a global context. The point here is 
that we are not interested in presenting ideas of incommensurabil-
ity. We are not interested in creating a battle of “postcolonial” ver-
sus “decolonial” scholars. Instead, for us, what is at stake in deco-
loniality is cultivating work, cultivating stories, to effectively make 
visible a colonial imaginary that festers beneath a 2,500-year-old 
metanarrative, while also fostering an environment that envisions 
a humanity-in-difference (rather than a humanity-of-difference). 
For a “humanity-of-difference” is a metanarrative that ultimately 
oppresses our insights, our classrooms, and our students. In this 
search for a “humanity-in-difference,” it is conceivable to imagine 
postcolonial and decolonial studies, working together in the hopes 
of a radical and transformative disruption of Eurocentric knowl-
edge production, offering the prospective possibility of geo- and 
body-politics of knowledge and understanding, elsewhere and oth-
erwise.

Indeed, we understand our collection functioning as one access 
point within a constellation of such work, forming an ecology of 
decolonial breaks and shifts. We believe, that is to say, that we share 
in a language and practice that is informed by (and that informs) an 
agenda to potentially and possibly decolonize language and literacy 
practices, writing and rhetoric instruction, and research practices 
and methods. As noted above, we believe that WRS is at a critical 
juncture today. In this collection of essays, this introduction, we are 
asking, “How can decoloniality help us reinvigorate our field and 
our democracy while remaining potentially dangerous and radical?” 
In the following pages, then, we hope to situate the value of the de-
colonial option within WRS, to make clear the meaning and work 
of some of its key terms, and, ultimately, to create a space in which 
critical dialogue about decoloniality can take place in our field. To  
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Introduction  /  7

do so, however, requires a brief look at what postcolonial studies 
brought to the table.

S t o r I e S - S o - F a r :  P o S t c o l o n I a l I S m

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, postcolonial studies emerged as 
a field focused on the epistemic effects of British, French, and other 
colonialisms during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the 
emergence of a “subject” of all knowledge, and the creation of the 
“other.” As such, postcolonial studies investigated the consequences 
of a shift from God to man as the foundation of knowledge and 
reason.6 And here it might be helpful to invoke René Descartes 
(“I think therefore I am”) or Immanuel Kant (the “thing-in-itself ”) 
as representative of eighteenth-century philosophers who represent 
this shift. Such philosophers, for postcolonial scholars, enabled the 
“Western Empire” to define the European as the bearer of rational-
ity and the non-European as external to it.7 As a consequence, to 
echo Enrique Dussel, a macrohistorical white subject (male, man 
of letters, rational) emerged. This was a white subject who articu-
lated a “reflexive consciousness of world history” within the con-
texts of conquest and expansionism. It was also a white subject that 
imagined Western “values, intentions, discoveries, technology, and 
political institutions as its exclusive achievement” (The Invention of 
the Americas 11).

Postcolonial scholars placed the development of this subject as 
simultaneous with the emergence of natural history as a structure 
of knowledge. For instance, Mary Louise Pratt turned to Carl Lin-
naeus’s Systema Naturae as an example of Europe’s effort to manage 
and control the chaos of nature. Linnaeus’s classificatory system, 
she argued, essentially launched the idea that nature can be uni-
fied and ordered (30).8 Systema Naturae set in motion, for Pratt, 
the idea that Europe would be the center of “contact” and natural-
ize a “global presence and authority” (28). That is, the practice of 
systematizing nature would be consubstantial to how the European 
subject understood itself, first, in relation to nature, and second, 
in relation to others on the globe. The former took the stance that 
man was separate from nature, which “he” could name and control. 
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8  /  Introduction

The latter built on this stance and took shape in the exploration of 
continental interiors, in the interplay between ego cogito and ego 
conquiro, knowledge production and colonizing practices. That is, 
Pratt demonstrates how the manifestation of systematizing nature 
led to the systematizing of some people’s histories and cultures into 
“nature.”9 In the naming that “brings the reality of order into be-
ing” (33), Pratt observes, a discourse emerged of the anthropos and 
the humanitas.10 And in this discourse, “he who can name” does 
so in ways that invent the “other” by taking the “other” out of his-
tory into nature, objectifying the “other” as stuck in a “precivilized” 
space or time, and producing images of empty landscapes from 
which the inhabiting bodies of the “other” have vanished.

It is this “ethics” of “Western culture,” for Johannes Fabian, that 
creates inequality, a lack of coevalness, among individuals/popula-
tions. It is an ethics that simultaneously reduces the “other” to a 
singular-cyclical system (stuck in time) while defining the Western 
subject against its past (moving forward in time). Like Pratt, Fabian 
also points to Linnaeus, but he focuses on how Linnaeus inspired 
anthropologists, such as John Garson and Charles Read, with regard 
to “observation,” “collection and classification,” and “description” 
of the “other” in their Notes and Queries on Anthropology. He dem-
onstrates how these anthropologists articulated temporalization, a 
property of historical discourse, such that the others’ “time is not 
the time of civilized history” (Fabian xxiii).11 “Time,” then, became 
a way to build a universal history of progress, turning travel from 
the center to the periphery into a passage from the modern to the 
past. Thus, difference and distance, or allochronism, contributed to 
the justification of a colonial enterprise by promoting an evolution-
ary sequence and by constructing its object—the “other”—which 
needed to be “modernized.” (78). Anticipating Pratt’s commentary 
on the “West” as projecting itself as innocent and imperial, Fabian 
notes, “The anthropologist proclaims himself to be in the service 
of science, to be nothing but an executor of the laws of nature or 
reason” (104). Yet, as postcolonialists note, the interplay between 
Western epistemology and hegemonic models of thinking and feel-
ing play out in the production of global designs of unity and order 
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Introduction  /  9

through colonialism. To echo Dussel, that is, Europe assumed a 
“managerial position,” thinking of itself as bearer of rationality and 
the “other” as the “essential alterity of modernity” (“Eurocentrism” 
74–75), with European rationality enacting its managerial role 
through its simultaneous “explorations” and “colonizations.”

Postcolonial studies would emerge as an interruption to that 
spatial-temporal discourse on the “other.” Postcolonialist scholars 
such as Edward Said, Homi Bhabha, and Gayatri Spivak invoked 
a different geo- and body-politics of knowledge and understand-
ing than that constructed by Western Europe. They focused on the 
geo- and body-politics emerging from the colonized populations 
of India and/or the Middle East. They attempted to reframe the 
“other,” the “other’s knowledge,” and the “other’s voice” in relation-
ship to Western epistemologies/colonizations. In particular, Said’s 
Orientalism is understood as one of the founding “postcolonial” 
pieces of scholarship through its historicizing of the production of 
the “other.” One of the book’s primary contributions is its ques-
tion, “How did philology, lexicography, history, biology, political 
and economic theory, novel-writing, and lyric poetry come to the 
service of Orientalism’s broadly imperialist view of the world?” 
(15). To answer this question, he traces how narratives on and rep-
resentations of the Orient were consubstantial with colonial rule 
(39). He points to authors such as Silvestre de Sacy, Ernest Renan, 
and Edward William Lane, focusing on their public speeches, travel 
literature/writing, anthropology, and/or philology as examples of 
colonial discourse. These authors and their works, he showed, rep-
resented an effort to “read” the Orient in the service of creating an 
artificial division between the East and the West that could produce 
the “other.” Said shows how Orientalism is a type of science that 
generalized and asserted the qualities of “the East” as uncivilized 
and “the West” as civilized.

Orientalism, that is, reduced people to objects/races and then 
confined that knowledge to classifications, similar to Linnaeus’s 
classificatory system of organisms, which naturalized Western su-
periority. To solidify the West as the source of knowledge (i.e., the 
given), the Orient would be researched, taught, and “pronounced 

a-Intro-1-48-Garcia.indd   9 2/15/19   10:52 AM



10  /  Introduction

upon in certain discrete ways” (202). In Orientalist narratives, for 
instance, the image of Orient was “unchanging” and “absolutely 
different” (96). Such narratives, revealed in the relationship be-
tween literature, ideology, and hegemony, had great “density” and 
“referential power.” Each work, he writes, “on the Orient affiliates 
itself with other works, with audiences, with institutions, with the 
Orient itself ” (20). The network of texts on the Orient, Said ar-
gues, “helped to define Europe (or the West) as its contrasting im-
age, idea, personality, experience” (1–2). Moreover, this latent and 
manifest Orientalism, Said claims, would enable the West to make 
the transition from a passive-knowledge-of-the-Orient narrative to 
a more active-knowledge narrative that would focus on how the 
“Orientals’ bodies are lazy” and how the Orient had “no conception 
of history, of the nation” (253), authorizing colonialist attitudes/
actions. Said’s contribution to postcolonialism, then, is his asser-
tion that the “Orient is not the Orient as it is, but the Orient as it 
has been Orientalized” (104). This, he argues, continues to persist 
today in various forms and enunciations of Western thought.

In The Location of Culture, Homi Bhabha is interested in recov-
ering the “other” as “otherwise than modernity” (9).12 Central in 
the invention and translation of the “other,” for Bhabha, is a system 
of representation and a regime of truth premised on differentia-
tion and iteration (42). Differentiation, Bhabha shows, is a process 
by which a tradition or discourse marks out a “subject nation” by 
construing “the colonized as a population of degenerate types.” It-
eration is the “productivity and circulation of subjects and signs 
. . . bound in a reformed and recognizable totality” that reaffirm 
this differentiation (101). Thus, Bhabha writes, in the discourse 
between “civil address and its colonial signification,” a “strategy of 
surveillance, subjection, and inscription” (138) is undertaken. One 
of the book’s primary contributions is interrupting and interven-
ing in this subjection (differentiation and iteration) by historicizing 
that “colonized” space and attempting to theorize an alternative 
one. Bhabha does this by arguing that there is not a “given commu-
nity or body of the people whose inherent, radical historicity emits 
the right signs” (39). Indeed, the image of the West, he continues, 
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Introduction  /  11

“depends on the production of alternative or antagonistic images 
that are always produced side by side and in competition with each 
other” (42). That is, the West necessarily produces the non-West. It 
is the split between an appearance of originality and the imposition 
of authority, the constant cycle of “iteration and difference,” that 
reminds us that the West is a colonial fantasy. The ambivalence of 
colonial rule, its inability to fully realize its vision of totality in the 
real geography of the local, provides the opportunity, according to 
Bhabha, to imagine a Third Space and to carve out the concept of 
hybridity.

Bhabha deploys the Third Space, then, as a way to reveal the im-
possibility of “the West.” He sets out to locate culture as “living on 
the borderlines” of both the “realm of beyond” (prior to/adjacent to 
colonized space) and the “present” (colonized space) (1). “Beyond” 
and “present,” here, are reoriented to mean an “intervening space,” 
a space that negotiates differences (10). Working toward shifting 
from “narratives of originary and initial subjectivities,” such as pro-
claimed by the “West,” to a focus on “those moments or processes 
that are produced in the articulation of cultural differences” (2),13 
Bhabha describes the Third Space as a space of translation, a space 
where negotiation rather than negation takes place. The “Third 
Space of Enunciation,” he argues, is a site that destroys “those nega-
tive polarities between knowledge and its objects” (37–38), for in 
this space “meaning and symbols have no primordial unity or fix-
ity” (55). The Third Space, thus, encourages the renegotiation of 
the meaning of culture (37–38). This affords him the opportunity 
to introduce cultural hybridity, a concept expressed in the words 
neither the one nor the other. It is, as Bhabha notes, an “ambivalent 
‘turn’ of the discriminated subject into the terrifying, exorbitant 
object of paranoid classification—a disturbing questioning of the 
images and presences of authority” (162). Terrifying as colonial 
mimicry might be, the strategic space of enunciation produced in 
the words neither the one nor the other ensures that the given im-
age of the West cannot be realized in totality, that the “other” can-
not be fully constituted. In this space of negotiation, non-Western 
knowledges cannot be fully oppressed through a singular narrative 
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of time as progress and space as civilized/uncivilized. “Beyond” and 
“present,” Bhabha claims, allow us to “transform our sense of what 
it means to live, to be, in other times and different spaces, both hu-
man and historical” (367).

If the above work historicizes the “other” and creates a “Third 
Space” to (we hope) block the creation of the “West,” Gayatri Spi-
vak’s seminal text, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” takes up the issue 
of the ability of the “other” to speak, to be heard. Spivak begins by 
noting that there is a desire to disclose and know the “other”—to 
imagine an authentic speaking-subject. “Desire and its object,” Spi-
vak writes, “are a ‘unity’” (68). This unity unfolds in the relationship 
between the intellectual who “diagnoses the episteme” (69) and the 
anthropos who becomes the signifier of said representation. Spivak 
finds it problematic that the articulation between representation 
(i.e., speaking for) and re-presentation (philosophical theory) oc-
curs through an image of intellectuals who represent themselves “as 
transparent” (70). Spivak argues that the subaltern does indeed pro-
duce a “constant interruption for the full telos of Reason and capi-
talism” (“Responsibility” 55), but takes issue with the proposition 
that the “oppressed subjects speak, act, and know for themselves,” a 
stance she believes enacts as an “essentialist, utopian politics” (“Can 
the Subaltern Speak?” 71). She asserts that the idea of a transparent 
representation of the oppressed only reintroduces the “individual 
subject through totalizing concepts of power and desire” (74). That 
is, the subaltern cannot speak, for the subaltern remains a subject 
of “desire and power,” remaining re-presented as the “subject of the 
oppressed” (74). Spivak writes, then, that “the subaltern’s inability 
to speak is predicated upon an attempt to speak” in which “no ap-
propriate response” can be proffered (“Responsibility” 62). That 
is, the episteme that creates the “other” cannot be used to hear the 
“other” outside of that definition. The imagined transparency of 
the intellectual, then, is a dangerous belief for it denies the contin-
ued entanglement and complicity in the “persistent constitution of 
Other” (“Can the Subaltern Speak?” 74–75). What we too often 
observe, Spivak argues, are intellectuals masquerading as the “ab-
sent nonrepresenter who lets the oppressed speak for themselves” 
(87).
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In “Can the Subaltern Speak?” Spivak also contributes to post-
colonialism through interrupting and intervening in the relation-
ship between imperial history and imperial narrative, specifically 
the effect British colonialism has had on India through its codifying 
of Hindu Law as well as the British abolition of widow sacrifices.
Through reading the historical, legislative, and traditional prac-
tices surrounding widow sacrifices, Spivak historicizes the above 
theoretical argument about “speaking” to point out the evident 
role of an ideology around widow sacrifice that disseminates “two 
contending versions of freedom,” one where “crime” and “reward” 
are juxtaposed (97).14 Paradoxically, it is within this juxtaposition 
that Spivak is able to locate and situate the “displaced figuration 
of the third-world woman,” a woman “caught between tradition 
and modernization” (102). It is also here, however, where she again 
argues, now historically, “There is no space from which the sexed 
subaltern subject can speak” (103). The question, “Can the subal-
tern speak?” is not a literal question, then, according to Spivak, but 
one situated in the state of impossibility, based on the impossibility 
of concepts such as understanding, transparency, translation. With 
Spivak, we find the impossibility of “transparency” as a tool for let-
ting the “others” speak for themselves and, thus, an argument for a 
theory of ideology that would be more attentive to desire, interests, 
and power in narratives and representation.

As noted earlier, composition and rhetoric scholars have used 
postcolonialism to theorize and articulate counterstories to West-
ern epistemology’s subject/geographical categories within WRS. In 
such work, it is possible to hear echoes (and direct references) to his-
toricizing the “‘other,” discovering the possibility of border negotia-
tions, and theorizing about what it might mean for our students to 
“speak.” Min-Zhan Lu, for instance, applies a borderland perspec-
tive to her study on a “new generation of compositionists and ‘mi-
nority’ writers,” arguing that we need to critique portrayals of basic 
writers which imagine them as belonging “to an abnormal—trau-
matized or underdeveloped—mental state and which simultane-
ously provides accounts of . . . Basic Writers’ efforts to grapple with 
the conflict within and among diverse discourses” (910). And in 
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the edited collection by Andrea Lunsford and Lahoucine Ouzgane 
Crossing Borderlands: Composition and Postcolonial Studies, Gary 
Olson asserts, “The literature of postcolonial theory is especially 
relevant to our own scholarship” (89), arguing that “the trend in 
composition scholarship to interrogate how gender, race, ethnicity, 
and power relationships manifest themselves in discursive practices 
is in effect a move towards the ethical, toward understanding the 
encounter with the Other” (93). Yet Victor Villanueva reminds 
readers: “There is nothing post to America’s colonialism.” He wor-
ries that “if we hear the term without having read the substance . . .  
we’ll stop problematizing what we do in our assimilationist teach-
ing” (186). This stance is affirmed by Jaime Mejía, in the special 
issue of the Journal of Advanced Composition entitled “Exploring 
Borderlands: Postcolonial and Composition Studies,” where he il-
luminates how in the Southwest, “the colonizers have not left; they 
remain and, in many parts, continue their colonial domination” 
(123). Postcolonialism, then, represents a “story-so-far” in our at-
tempt to build a discipline “beyond and otherwise.”

By stories-so-far, we mean to say that postcolonial studies helped 
scholars, educators, and students identify and name what many mi-
noritized and racialized people have thought and felt: the colonial 
trafficking in the “normative,” a constant invocation of a Western 
epistemology centered within European contexts. But as will be 
discussed in the next section, there are other stories to tell, an-other 
set of stories that articulate an analysis of colonialism and colonial-
ity from a different period in time, stories that also represent the 
“anthropoi” speaking, researching, and “haunting,” stories that seek 
out the possibilities within a different model of theory, praxis, and 
methodology. Even then, however, all we have are stories-so-far.

t h e  P o S S I b I l I t y  o F  n e w  S t o r I e S :  D e c o l o n I a l I t y

The possibility of new stories in the project of decoloniality begins 
with that which has been excluded: stories elsewhere and otherwise. 
Decolonial scholars find it a primary responsibility to hear/record 
such stories without reducing their irreducible quality, the local 
histories and human experiences that exist outside “Western” epis-
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temologies. Indeed, the shift away from the storytellers of the past 
(e.g., the traveler, the colonialist, the academic) to the anthropoi 
themselves (local individuals within local epistemic frameworks) is 
a nod to the fact that all stories told have “structural underpin-
nings and material consequences” and that all stories are political 
(Rohrer 189). As a consequence, decolonial scholars work from the 
potential of such stories to change the terms as well as the contents 
of knowledge production, thus changing the epistemes in which 
politics occurs. Indeed, the dangerous and radical possibility of the 
decolonial turn is the fact of its foundation’s being based on the 
stories, epistemologies, thoughts, and feelings of the anthropoi. To 
keep the project of decoloniality potentially dangerous and possibly 
radical, then, decolonial scholars remain committed to the options 
articulated in these stories.15 The decolonial option, thus, is always 
in the intermediary state of a question: a decolonial option?

This decolonial framework, similar to that of the postcolo-
nialists, begins through tracing the shift from theology to secular 
humanist politics (e.g., theo- and ego-politics). The M/C Group 
contribution, however, situates its work in the fifteenth- and six-
teenth-century “discovery” and “colonization” of the Americas. 
This is the event,16 they collectively argue, that initiated the forma-
tion of a modern/colonial world system framed through concepts 
of the “West.” In “Americanity as a Concept,” Aníbal Quijano and 
Immanuel Wallerstein refer to the Americas, thus, as an “original 
creation” (556) with its “newness” at the forefront of a “series of 
institutions and worldviews” that would ultimately emerge into an 
“interstate system” of associations of social interests of which the 
West would come to be seen as the “leader.” There was, for in-
stance, in the Americas, the establishment of “new” social identities 
(Spanish, Indian, Negro, Mestizo) and “new” geocultural identi-
ties (European, American, Asiatic, African). These “were premised 
upon the ideas of race as ‘biologically structural and hierarchical’” 
(“Coloniality of Power and Eurocentrism,” 216) and connected to 
a “new” understanding of capital/capitalism. This establishment of 
race and ethnicities as a measurement of the “human being” pro-
vided the justification for colonization as well as for specific forms 
of controlling labor (“Coloniality of Power, Eurocentrism” 537).
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Within a historical context that is five hundred years long, co-
loniality would come to be defined as distinct from colonialism. 
Coloniality, the M/C Group encourages us to understand, is a 
global structure of management and control. Specifically, colonial-
ity would be defined as:

•	 “[t]hat	specific	basic	element	of	the	new	pattern	of	world	
power that was based on the idea of ‘race’ and in the ‘racial’ 
social classification of world population—expressed in the 
‘racial’ distribution of work, in the imposition of new ‘ra-
cial’ geocultural identities, in the concentration of the con-
trol of productive resources and capital, as social relations, 
including salary, as a privilege of ‘Whiteness’” (“Coloniality 
of Power and Eurocentrism” 218)

•	 “the	 appropriation	 of	 land	 and	 the	 exploitation	 of	 labor,	  
. . . the control of authority, . . . the control of gender and 
sexuality, . . . and the control of subjectivity” (“Delinking” 
478)

•	 “the	 creation	 of	 a	 set	 of	 states	 linked	 together	 within	 an	
interstate system in hierarchical layers . . . creating not only 
rank order but sets of rules for the interactions of states 
with each other” (Quijano and Wallerstein 550)

•	 the	ideas	of	Western	totality,	“an	image	of	society	as	a	closed	
structure articulated in a hierarchic order with functional 
relations between its parts,” which presupposes “a unique 
historical logic to the historical totality, and a rationality 
consisting in the subjection of every part to that unique to-
tal logic.” This would lead to conceiving “society as a mac-
ro-historical subject, endowed with a historical rationality, 
with a lawfulness that permits predictions of the behavior 
of the whole and of all its part[s], as well as the direction 
and the finality of its development in time” (“Coloniality 
and Modernity/Rationality” 176)

•	 “the	 most	 general	 form	 of	 domination	 in	 the	 world	 to-
day, once colonialism as an explicit political order was de-
stroyed” (“Coloniality and Modernity/Rationality” 170)
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Here the difference between coloniality and colonization is delin-
eated along the lines of a colonial matrix of power upon which 
Western civilization built itself. Colonialism is defined as the his-
torical period in which European powers held colonies. Coloniality 
is the establishment of world power and authority implicitly agreed 
upon by “core” countries about what would constitute “order,” an 
order premised on biological/hierarchical categories, regardless of 
whether a territory is/has been colonized. Its sophistication, as Qui-
jano would say, is that even if the “interstate system” of “hierarchi-
cal layers” could be dismantled, “all or some of [the states] can and 
will be rearticulated in some other structural pattern” (“Coloniality 
of Power and Eurocentrism,” 220). It has and continues to do so in 
the name of modernity.

It should be noted, however, that coloniality is more than the 
creation of racial or economic identities. As noted in the above 
list, gender is also an element of coloniality. In “The Coloniality of 
Gender,” María Lugones discusses how gender and sexuality were 
limited in possibility/potentiality during the construction of mo-
dernity/coloniality.17 Lugones writes, “The logic of structural axes 
shows gender as constituted by and constituting the coloniality of 
power” (4). Yet, departing from Quijano, she asserts, “Quijano’s 
framework restricts gender to the organization of sex, its resources 
and products and he seems to make a presupposition as to who 
controls access and who becomes constituted as ‘resources’” (6). 
In tracing the discourse of “sexual dimorphism” and “sexual differ-
ences,” discourses that are consubstantial in a colonial/modern gen-
der system, Lugones arrives at a crucial moment in which she can 
both think of what the colonial/modern gender system “hides, or 
disallows from consideration” (9) as well as reimaging a reexistence 
of gender in precolonial societies. Lugones brings the liberation and 
empowerment project of decoloniality to the forefront of gender 
and sexuality. In doing so, she complicates and expands the scope 
and breadth of coloniality.

Within this expanded framework, decolonial theory provides 
several key conceptual transitions to/frameworks for potential re-
search, which, while they were briefly discussed above, we now want 
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to discuss in more detail. These conceptual transitions include: 
from colonialism to coloniality; from decolonialism to decoloniality; 
and from Western epistemology to border epistemology. For example, 
in “The Prospect of Harmony,” Mignolo refers to colonization as a 
“specific historical moment” as opposed to coloniality, which refers 
to “the logic of domination behind the salvation rhetoric of moder-
nity” (par. 27). For Mignolo, the significance of coloniality is that 
it signals the capacity of hegemony to remain without colonies. For 
instance, one might turn to the Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV), 
a region at the frontera of the South Texas–Mexico geopolitical bor-
der. It is a region embedded with both historical violence (i.e., co-
lonialism) and contemporary violence (i.e., colonial management 
and control). The LRGV and its people are bordered to the south 
by the geopolitical border and to the north by internal checkpoints. 
We must consider what the bordering of the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley effectively does and how the borders and checkpoints con-
firm a relationship between the Lower Rio Grande Valley and the 
interior parts of Texas.

The condition of possibility that is a border culture in the Lower 
Rio Grande Valley exists because of what the border and internal 
checkpoints create: a geography of exclusion—a space discursively 
interpreted, monitored, and contained (Peters 666). It is no coinci-
dence that within this space reside people considered to be some of 
the most impoverished, “illiterate,” and undereducated in the Unit-
ed States. Nor is it a coincidence that this space is seen as “danger-
ous” and a “disruption” to national borders and identity. Thus, this 
space is not simply a borderland, but rather, a border(ed)land that 
exemplifies how the colonial traffics in the normative—US citizens 
as white European descendants being protected from the “other,” 
“the Mexican,” not through direct colonization but through colo-
niality. This border(ed)land demonstrates how a geography of ex-
clusion is a logic of domination cloaked by a rhetoric of progress 
and safety. That is, a geography of exclusion interprets, monitors, 
and excludes “the Mexican” in the name of the United States as a 
“modern” nation-state. The border and internal checkpoints mark 
the presencing of imperial designs, effectually ensuring that deni-
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zens of the Lower Rio Grande Valley know that the colonial will 
traffic in the normative.

To continue, this conceptual shift, then, enables the next stage of 
investigation/analysis, the shift from decolonial to decoloniality. In 
The Darker Side of Western Modernity, Mignolo refers to decoloniza-
tion as the nonaligned states’ struggle to “detach themselves from 
capitalism and communism,” in contrast to decoloniality, which 
refers to an epistemic, political, and ethical project of “unveiling the 
logic of coloniality and the prospective task of contributing to the 
effort to build a world in which many worlds coexist” (53–54). The 
effects of Linnaeus’s system of taxonomization and the discourse of 
anthropos and humanitas, of who did and did not possess the abil-
ity to produce “knowledge,” should come to mind here. Quijano 
provides some context to how European coloniality oppressed local 
knowledges:

The repression fell, above all, over the modes of knowing, of 
producing knowledge, of producing perspectives, images and 
systems of images, symbols, modes of signification, over the 
resources, patterns, and instruments of formalized and ob-
jectivised expression, intellectual or visual. (“Coloniality and 
Modernity/Rationality” 169)

This repression, Quijano notes, “was followed by the imposition 
of the use of the rulers’ own patterns of expression,” which served 
not only to “impede the cultural productions of the dominated” 
but also as a “very efficient means of social and cultural control.” 
This efficient means of management and control, that is, unfolds 
through the use of a paradigm of rational knowledge, i.e., the 
coopting of the dominated community into Western “power insti-
tutions,” propriety, and knowledge systems (“Coloniality and Mo-
dernity/Rationality” 169).

Thus, in the discourse of anthropoi and humanitates, humani-
tates are those who possess civilization, while the anthropoi “cannot 
escape the status of being the object of anthropological knowledge” 
(Osamu 260).18 In historical discourse, as noted above, the “other” 
is absolute and either absent or objectified. For the M/C Group 
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this is an example of how a rhetoric of modernity was used to cloak 
the logics of coloniality. That is, in the modernity/coloniality dy-
namic, there is an articulation of an evolutionary continuum: from 
barbaric to rational and from primitive to civilized. Acknowledging 
the relationship between modernity and coloniality, Mignolo uses 
the slash “/” to signal the division and entanglement of modern/
colonial and colonial/imperial. The “myth of modernity” (i.e., a 
crooked rhetoric of modernity), as the M/C Group refers to it, is 
the “most successful fiction of the European imaginary,” because it 
created the belief that “modernity is something you have to catch 
up with” (Mignolo, “The Prospect,” par. 38). In the process of ar-
ticulating that “something” needed to be caught up with, the idea 
was also articulated that the “other” was not only culpable for its 
own victimization, but that the victimizer was innocent, for the 
“West” simply sought to bring liberation, progress, and develop-
ment.19

Decoloniality represents an ongoing process of rejecting this epis-
temological framework that is constitutive of modernity. Therefore, 
in and across the United States and the globe, decolonial scholars 
research local efforts to encroach upon coloniality, reflecting epis-
temological, political, and ethical projects unwilling to concede to 
“domination” or a “crooked rhetoric” of modernity. These projects 
can range from decolonizing gender, such as the work of Lugones, 
to decolonizing knowledge, such as indigenous farming practices 
(e.g., the White Earth Land Recovery Project), to decolonizing 
dietary practices (Calvo and Esquibel), and decolonizing natural 
resources (e.g., the Standing Rock Water Protectors). These local 
efforts, the M/C Group would argue, are central to the creation of 
a pluriversality of knowledges/worlds. In naming “coloniality” and 
“decoloniality,” then, the M/C Group sets out to engage thereafter 
in a multilayered critique of Western epistemology and hegemonic 
models of thinking that further seeks to change the terms and con-
tent of conversations.

The final transition represents the culmination of the previous 
two: a move from Western epistemology to border epistemology. It is a 
transition to a decolonial option situated within an-other paradigm 
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premised on border epistemology, with an inventory of concepts 
such as delinking, epistemic disobedience, and border epistemol-
ogy (briefly discussed earlier) to enable this process. For instance, 
delinking is conceived as not being performed “within the frame 
of the theo and the ego-logical politics of knowledge and under-
standing” (“Delinking” 461) of the West. Instead, delinking is a 
decolonial shift which requires “analysis of the making and re-
making of the imperial and colonial differences” and “visions and 
strategies for the implementation of border thinking leading to de-
colonialization of knowledge and of being” (498). Mignolo refers 
to “an-other” paradigm as belonging to this “different space” and 
an-other “epistemic energy” (485). Herein lies the possibility of the 
decolonial option, which, according to the M/C Group, has been 
laid out by anthropoi of the past. The transition, this shift, then, 
plays out in an argument for an-other paradigm where one is either 
on the colonizer’s or the decolonizer’s side, i.e., among those who 
(a) “enact the ‘irrational myth that justifies genocidal violence’” or 
(b) those that “oppose and denounce it” (458).

The M/C Group often turn to Frantz Fanon and Gloria 
Anzaldúa to frame the possibilities of delinking and the pursuance 
of decolonial options. They are seen as examples of thinking out-
side the frames of theo- and ego-politics of “Western” knowledge. 
Their work is self-aware about a break from terms and contents that 
“totalize a reality” (“Delinking” 459) and shifts towards pluriversal-
ity and an-other way of thinking and feeling. For instance, in The 
Wretched of the Earth, Fanon wrote: “We must remember in any case 
that a colonized people is not just a dominated people” (182) and 
that “deep down the colonized subject acknowledges no authority” 
(16). Similarly, Anzaldúa referred to the US-Mexico border as “una 
herida abierta” and as a site where both “los atravesados” live and 
where a “border culture” is formed (25). At these moments, they 
were calling attention to local histories that emanate from imperial 
and/or colonial wounds, the experience of being on the receiving 
end of coloniality, but speak to a different epistemological space. 
Fanon and Anzaldúa, that is, were theorizing from an-other geo- 
and body-politics of knowledge and understanding premised on 
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local experiences (i.e., an-other episteme and ontology) that had 
been negated by the theo- and ego-politics of the West.

In recovering historical locations and loci of enunciations, Mi-
gnolo comes to define geo- and body-politics of knowledge and 
understanding as follows:

Epistemic geo-politics implies a de-colonial shift and acquires 
its meaning, here, not in relation to an object (the earth), but 
in the frame of epistemic embodiments (geo-historical and 
body-graphical) in the spatial organization of the modern/
colonial world: the geopolitics of knowledge names the his-
torical location (space and time, the historical marks and con-
figuration of a space and a place, etc.) and authority of loci 
of enunciation that had been negated by the dominance and 
hegemony of both the theo-logical and ego-logical politics of 
knowledge and understanding. (“Delinking” 460)

Mignolo argues, then, for geo- and body-politics of knowledge and 
understanding from an-other historical location that breaks up the 
illusion that “all knowledges are and have to originate in the impe-
rial form of consciousness” (462). This “restores” something taken 
away, managed, and controlled by the logics of coloniality—the 
knowing subject, local histories of languages, political economies, 
and political theories.20

In essence, scholars/writers such as Anzaldúa were using the re-
sistance of the colonized and the border as an epistemic metaphor 
for connecting decolonial narratives and instigating decolonial 
breaks and shifts from hegemonic Western abstract universals. For 
instance, Anzaldúa is using the border as an epistemic metaphor 
both to engage in epistemic disobedience—“The work of mestiza 
consciousness is to break down the subject-object duality” (102)—
and for delinking—“a new value system with images and symbols 
that connect us to each other and to the planet” (103). Anzaldúa’s 
advancement of a new mestiza consciousness, the foregrounding 
of an-other episteme and ontology, as well as the theorizing of the 
border as an epistemic metaphor, connects all those who experi-
ence the imperial and/or colonial wound. This marks the return 
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of the anthropoi and their sense of urgency to change the terms 
(concepts) and contents (histories) tied to modernity/coloniality.21

Border thinking is grounded, then, in “colonial wounds” and 
“imperial subordination” (Mignolo, “Geopolitics of Sensing and 
Knowing” 137). It is a conceptual space where “Western knowl-
edge and subjectivity, control of land and labor, of authority, and 
ways of living gender and sexuality are in contact with other lan-
guages, memories, principles of knowledge and beliefs” (Mignolo, 
“Delinking” 497). The border is the limit of Westernization, physi-
cally and philosophically. Thus, delinking denounces the “pretend-
ed universality of a particular ethnicity, located in a specific part of 
the planet” (453). And epistemic disobedience means shifting the 
“geography of reason [from the West] and enacting geo-politics of 
knowledge” based on local histories/knowledges (Mignolo, “Epis-
temic Disobedience” 173). Thus, decoloniality breaks from a total-
izing [a] reality and [a] linear history and shifts to an-other set of 
geo- and body-politics of knowledge and understanding that en-
courages the conception of non-Eurocentered paradigms (Migno-
lo, “The Geopolitics of Knowledge” 67). Herein lies the import of 
decolonial work and projects, the hope and vision for an-other way.

One final point: Importantly, the M/C Group would argue that 
analysis is not enough. Delinking, epistemic disobedience, and bor-
der epistemology would not make sense if it were not also ground-
ed in a prospective task of contributing to build a world in which 
many worlds could coexist. The prospective-programmatic vision 
and pursuance of a decolonial planetary critical consciousness is the 
spirit of pluriversality, which imagines humanity in difference, not 
in the sense of the “unequal nature of the ‘other’” (Quijano, “Colo-
niality and Modernity/Rationality” 177) nor in terms of “values of 
plus and minus degree of humanity” (Mignolo, “Delinking” 499). 
Rather, the vision means incorporating an-other tongue, thinking, 
and logic “superseding the longer history of the modern/colonial 
world, the coloniality of power, the subalternization of knowledge 
and the colonial difference” (Mignolo, Local Histories 338). It is a 
vision that seeks both the possibility of coexisting geo- and body-
politics of knowledge and understanding and the possibility of an 
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“alternative” to modernity. It reflects a “planetary critical conscious-
ness that emerged and unfolded, precisely out of the limits of ab-
stract universal of its current manifestations and out of the dangers 
that, in the future, a ‘new’ abstract universal will attempt to replace 
the existing ones; or that the existing ones will renew themselves as 
‘new’” (Mignolo, “Delinking” 500). In all, the prospective-program-
matic vision rejects the linear history “from Greek to contemporary 
North Atlantic knowledge production” (Mignolo, “The Geopoli-
tics of Knowledge” 67) and reflects a project of unlearning to re-
learn, to break and shift from a process that coalesces objectifica-
tion and ownership into a formula of management and control in 
the name of modernity.22

Thus a real concern expressed by decolonial scholars is how the 
embourgeoisement and market-economy models of academic the-
ory might effect decolonial practice. This is why it is important for 
the M/C Group that we, as scholars, educators, and students, rec-
ognize and acknowledge that border thinking is not about improv-
ing the disciplines. Delinking, epistemic disobedience, and border 
thinking in the humanities are the actions of the anthropoi push-
ing the “discipline” to move beyond itself. Decoloniality is an epis-
temic, political, and ethical project. It provides both the analytic for 
a position of critique and a vision of a world that does not deny the 
possibility for people, elsewhere and otherwise, to participate in the 
production, distribution, and/or organization of knowledge. It can 
and should be more than disciplinary reform.

D e c o l o n I a l  o P t I o n S :  l o c at I n g  b o D I e S  a n D  

P r a c t I c e S  I n  w r I t I n g  a n D  r h e t o r I c a l  S t u D I e S

The project of decoloniality, including its conceptual and theoreti-
cal vocabulary, is new to the humanities. However, the experience 
of the anthropoi is not. And within the project of decoloniality, it 
is important for one to speak from a specific historicized geo- and 
body-politics of knowledge and understanding. This is the initial 
move toward a decolonial practice—a stepping outside of uni-
fied space and time. For instance, one of the editors of Rhetorics 
Elsewhere and Otherwise (REO), Romeo García, is from the Lower 
Rio Grande Valley, a region which as discussed above is still situ-
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ated within local settler colonial narratives, cloaked by a rhetoric of 
modernity and narratives of salvation, progress, and development. 
In “Corrido-ing State Violence,” García reads the Texas Rangers 
in Action comic book, published between the 1950s and 1970s, 
and demonstrates an enactment of local settler colonial narratives 
through a corrido-ing approach. He writes that the comics’ purpose 
is “to induce effect and affect at the level of taste and morality by 
presenting history,” concluding, “We must then hold the comic 
book accountable or responsible for justifying state violence” (61) 
in the name of “protection” and “progress.”

He also explores how in this region of South Texas, there have 
been and continue to be local histories of Mexican and Mexican 
American communities speaking to and haunting the assumed 
“smooth” flow and circulation of such hegemonic concepts, such as 
the above comic books. These histories, including the conventions 
of El Primer Congreso Mexicanista and the Harlingen Convention, 
as well as the formation of LULAC, are what helped create the 
foundation for what we refer to today as the Chicano/a Movement. 
For García, recognizing and acknowledging these histories of bod-
ies and places, as well as experiencing how the colonial continues to 
traffic in the normative, has continued to provide the impetus for 
coming back to the Lower Rio Grande Valley as a site from which 
to articulate a “haunting” of Eurocentric practices, both as histori-
cal practices in the region and, from this embodied local position-
ality, a moving of WRS toward a future beyond its current “disci-
plinary” framework. Such a positionality for García remains open 
to historical geographies and enunciations elsewhere and otherwise 
and, as such, attempts to articulate decoloniality as an elsewhere 
and otherwise practice in WRS.

The coeditor of this collection, Damián Baca, has attempted to 
delink WRS from coloniality by researching the historical locations 
and loci of enunciations beyond Greek and Roman civilizations 
in WRS. Here the delinking is a project that reemerges/articulates 
border epistemologies into WRS. For instance, Mestiz@ Scripts, 
Digital Migrations, and the Territories of Writing is significant to our 
project in that it recovers an-other form of writing practices (pic-
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tures, symbols, and performances linked to the Valley of Mexico). 
Here Baca’s project centers on subversion and revision of hierarchi-
cal narratives of assimilation. There is evidence of a strategic decolo-
nial break when he writes, “The idea here is to decenter nationalist 
concepts of gender and race by placing them in dialogue with lo-
cal regional perspectives across the borderlands” (158). By looking 
at the interactions between Mesoamerican and Western cultures, 
as well as how those exchanges of cultural materials led to “Mes-
tiz@ inventions” of knowledge productions and meaning-making 
practices, Baca illuminates subversive acts of critique and transla-
tion of colonial structures of power. Mestiz@ inventions stem, Baca 
articulates, from the consequence of mestizaje, an expression, he 
states, that “consists of a dynamic spectrum of shifting and con-
tested subjectivity,” which alludes to a “larger milieu of Latinidad 
across the Americas and the Caribbean at large” (2). This allows 
a second strategic decolonial intervention, focused on pedagogical 
practices, later in the text: “Incorporating the perspectives of such 
lives into the curriculum would engage teachers and students in 
material history while raising their awareness of the many regions 
and experiences that have informed the practice of writing across 
North American territories” (160).

Decolonial breaks and shifts away from narratives of assimila-
tion and normative historical thinking continue in the collection 
Rhetorics of the Americas: 3114 BCE to 2012 CE, edited by Baca 
and Victor Villanueva. One chapter on Inca verbal and iconic tex-
tualizations strives to argue against the narrative that Andean com-
munication is an “alternative” communication (Quispe-Agnoli), 
while another chapter focuses on Hawaiian pidgin language as a 
rhetorical vehicle that reaffirms vernacular local identity and prac-
tices (Nordstrom). Here Baca’s chapter centers the multifaceted ele-
ments of the project of decoloniality. He argues that the rhetorical 
tradition reinforces myopic Eurocentric perspectives with ties both 
to a modernity that presumes “a universal hegemony over politi-
cal ideology, cultural meanings, and historical narrative” (2) and 
to neocolonialism. This myopic perspective–based modernity and 
coloniality, he argues, informs composition and rhetorical studies’ 
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own colonial imaginary.23 Herein emerges the impetus of the chap-
ter and edited collection, a proposition of an-other epistemology 
and ontology for the field and its classrooms. Such scholarship calls 
for WRS to accept, as necessary points of origin, the discursive tra-
ditions emerging from the survivors of conquest, occupation, and 
colonization.

These loci of enunciation for decolonial work interact within 
a network of options being explored in WRS. Ellen Cushman, in 
“Wampum, Sequoyan, and Story: Decolonizing the Digital Ar-
chive,” discusses decoloniality with regard to archival work. Her 
focus is on the “problems” and “promises” of digital archives in the 
context of indigenous communities. In particular, she focuses on 
the need to decolonize “imperial archives” and their methods of 
collecting, categorizing, and isolating knowledge, which are pre-
mised on colonial concepts of linear time. Invoking terms such as 
epistemic disobedience and delinking, she argues that traditional ar-
chives are premised on tenets of Western imperialist thought/cat-
egories: (1) tradition, (2) collection, (3) artifacts, and (4) preserva-
tion. These tenets ensure the distance or separation of the archive 
from the community of origin. Cushman writes:

Archives of indigenous artifacts came into existence in part 
to elevate the Western tradition through a process of other-
ing “‘primitive’” and Native traditions. Through institutions 
such as archives and museums, Western knowledge is enunci-
ated, that is, brought into being, codified, legitimized, and 
reproduced as knowledge. Imperialist archives function as 
institutions of Western thought through “‘training”‘ of new 
(epistemic obedient) members and control of who enters and 
what knowledge-making is allowed, disavowed, devalued, or 
celebrated. (119)

Such imperialist and colonialist structures, for Cushman, normal-
ize knowledge, circulate knowledge productions, and reinvent the 
“other” either as barbaric and/or as primitive. For Cushman, decolo-
nial means imagining an “alternative epistemological structure” on 
a “different understanding of progress” (119). In response, she pro-
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vides strategies for decolonizing the archive: (1) challenge Western 
understanding of time as a necessary underpinning for tradition, 
(2) challenge Western fetishization with collecting and displaying 
the past and/or artifacts, (3) challenge the situatedness and strate-
gic use of archives, and (4) resituate knowledge of the community. 
These moves simultaneously question imperialist and colonialist 
structures while also stressing the importance of epistemic enuncia-
tions and indigenous meaning-making practices. These four moves 
illustrate a decolonial option for decolonizing the archives.

Here Garcia’s work intersects with this decolonial option when 
in “Decolonizing the Archives” he insists that what is missing from 
archival research is learning how to create presence from absence, 
silence from sound. Following Cushman’s four strategies for de-
colonizing archives, he examines the rhetorics/narratives of a “lo-
cal” archival box on the history of Harlingen, Texas. García brings 
together notions of “community listening” and “re-searching” and 
accounts for the “presence” and “presencing” of the living and the 
nonliving while “re-searching” archival materials. He argues for a 
more nuanced sense of responsibility and justice through a lan-
guage and praxis of spectropolitical inquiry. This work continues 
his commitment to the Lower Rio Grande Valley, a region in which 
local settler colonial narratives, cloaked by rhetorics and narratives 
of modernity, persist. And they persist in ways that continue to tell 
stories of how Texas and the Lower Rio Grande Valley was either a 
site of wilderness/savagery or an empty landscape where the inhab-
iting bodies of the “other” vanish or “evaporate.” They also persist 
as global designs of management and control and hegemonic mod-
els of thinking, which produce a discourse that delineates space and 
time in ways that claim a “place” and a “people” as in place/out of 
place or in time/cyclical time.

All this work exists within decolonial strategies that have been 
invoked around issues of language use in WRS classrooms. In de-
bates over translingualism, for instance, scholars focus on the his-
torical expectation of monolinguistic homogeneity, which created 
a mainstream/nonmainstream binary. This binary is then used to 
make different language-use patterns by students into evidence of 
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their own deficiency and deviancy, justifying the need for assimi-
lation. Thus, translingualism invites explorations beyond mono-
linguistic homogeneity, which places students “in the unenviable 
position of seeming to have to choose between either submitting to 
demands for conformity . . . [or] . . . resisting such demands” (Lu 
and Horner 584). Translingual scholars focus on how language is 
an “emergent” and “in-process activity” of becoming, wherein dif-
ference is both the “locus” of meaning and the “norm of language 
in-practice” (Canagarajah; Horner et al.; Leonard and Nowacek; 
Lu and Horner). In this sense, some have argued, all students are 
translingual since they are always merging and emerging into living 
language patterns.

Yet the argument that “[w]e are always translingual” (Bawarshi), 
has been critiqued by scholars such as Keith Gilyard, who warns 
that this “linguistic everyperson” gives the impression of “sameness 
of difference.” By this term, Gilyard warns of the flattening of lan-
guage difference and the erasure of historical as well as unresolved 
struggles involved in meaning-making practices and knowledge 
production. Here is where decolonial strategies/options become an 
important intervention. In her “Translingual and Decolonial Ap-
proaches to Meaning Making,” Cushman problematizes the idea 
that English can be the only language of knowledge making and 
learning and continues by urging scholars and teachers to rethink 
their methodology and pedagogy. Cushman asks a central question:

[T]o what extent might translingual approaches to language 
teaching and learning allow for pluriversal splendors of hu-
man imagination and creativity to open up? This question 
stems from the problems of linguistic and social hierarchy 
that index imperialist legacies central to the history of the 
United States generally and manifested into composition and 
rhetoric specifically. (234)

Here Cushman echoes Mignolo’s argument for a pluriversality of 
geo- and body-politics of knowledge and understanding, for lo-
cal histories, and for coexistence “elsewhere and otherwise.” Cush-
man writes that while it is “not altogether clear the extent to which 
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translingualism is, thus far, in a de-colonial moment rather than 
a post-monolinguistic moment” (236), for decolonial approaches 
and options to be amicable with translingualism it must challenge 
imperialist legacies (e.g., hierarchies of knowledges and languages) 
in the broader and disciplinary sense, as well as be attentive to place 
and difference. She writes, “The translingual approach . . . still 
needs to envision difference as heterogeneous, as differences, better 
thought of in the plural. . . . Understanding the differences within 
difference as the norms of all utterances can help imagine one type 
of epistemic delinking that invites a pluriversality of knowledges 
and languages” (238).

The cumulative effect of the above work has led, in more re-
cent years, to efforts to denaturalize/decolonize terms (concepts) in 
writing and rhetorical studies more broadly. In Decolonizing Rheto-
ric and Composition Studies: New Latinx Keywords for Theory and 
Pedagogy, for instance, Latinx scholars Iris Ruiz and Raúl Sánchez  
take on the difficult task of denaturalizing terms in writing stud-
ies. Echoing Mignolo, they write, “Epistemic delinking helps es-
tablish a separate conceptual space for ‘thinking otherwise’; that 
is, for thinking of writing, literacy, and discourse apart from tra-
ditional (i.e., Greco-Roman) histories and theories of rhetoric and 
apart from traditional (i.e., classical, liberal) notions of race and 
ethnicity” (xiv). Ruiz and Sánchez thus propose delinking the field’s 
research and its pedagogy from “misused” and “appropriated” terms 
defined by “institutional hegemonic forces” that work against “mi-
nority students.” Latinx scholars’ reclaiming and reinscribing their 
own definitions of the terms, Ruiz and Sánchez argue, creates “a 
more inclusive ‘official’ vocabulary, to represent the perspectives of 
an ‘outsider’ group of Latinx scholars who are nonetheless famil-
iar with the ‘insider’ discourses of Composition and Rhetoric and 
with de-colonial theory” (xv). From the delinking of “race” from its 
colonial framework (Ruiz) to rethinking “literacy” as social justice 
(Alvarez) to the work of recovering “poch@” from its colonial ma-
trix of power (Medina) to supplanting “citizenship” from its power 
structure (Ribero), each author in this collection demonstrates epis-
temic disobedience, delinking, and decolonial aesthesis efforts.
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The epistemic and political project of decoloniality has also been 
situated within WRS as a field. Combining their scholarly projects, 
in “Decolonial Options and Writing Studies,” Ruiz and Baca make 
it clear that their “indigenous/decolonial border consciousness,” 
which “resemble a bordertown of subject positions,” informs their 
“decolonial imperative,” enabling them to reimagine and recreate 
“tools, perspectives, and practices most effective in helping to heal 
from the colonial wounds of Western history.” Moreover, they ar-
gue, “decolonial praxis” is not “new” for Latinxs. They point to 
Gloria Anzaldúa as part of their genealogical lineage of/for “resis-
tance” within the context of European colonialism. Ruiz and Baca 
claim that Anzaldúa both “critiqued” and “superseded” the field’s 
“hierarchy of knowledge adapted from colonial histories” (226). 
As Latinxs, thus, who are “always searching for decolonial options, 
decolonial possibilities” (228), against the backdrop of the field’s 
“colonial unconscious,” they propose the need for “reclaiming” 
erased histories, delinking from the canon of Western philosophy, 
and “dismantling” cultural hierarchies. In the process, they posit an 
“alternative” that “shifts” understanding and writing to align with 
“thinking” and “writing” otherwise, “writing no longer limited by 
Eurocentric foundations” (227) and a global reality “no longer de-
termined by imperial, Eurocentric horizons” (228).

Each of the above projects deploy a decolonial lens for investi-
gating hierarchies of knowledges, language, and rhetorical practic-
es. Each, furthermore, works toward changing the terms (concepts) 
and contents (histories) in WRS that have been tied to macronar-
ratives informed by modern/colonial world designs and pensée 
unique. Importantly, decoloniality, in this context, is not being 
used as a “metaphor,” a project where nothing substantial changes. 
Instead this work represents people of the border working toward 
improving humanity in our classrooms, our research, and beyond. 
In that regard each piece of WRS scholarship needs to be under-
stood within a constellation, an ecology, of decolonial breaks and 
shifts that are occurring within and beyond our field, within and 
beyond the United States. That is, this work demonstrates a shared 
language of decoloniality that attempts to radically transform co-
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loniality of power, knowledge, and being. Such works illuminate 
the sentiments of James Baldwin, who wrote, “I am what time, 
circumstance, history, have made of me, certainly, but I am, also, 
much more than that. So are we all” (xii). It enacts Stuart Hall’s 
argument that “we all speak from a particular place, out of a par-
ticular history, out of a particular experience, a particular culture, 
without being contained by that position” (169). What the project 
of decoloniality announces is that the “anthropoi” are not “stuck” 
there. It says that the anthropoi have histories, knowledges, and 
meaning-making practices that can contribute to the possibilities of 
new stories, to a new humanity, if only we can move beyond linear 
and/or normative historical thinking.

In this sense, each piece of scholarship also reflect decolonial 
hopes and visions for WRS. For the above scholarship asserts that 
the WRS narrative of “progress” cloaks the logics of coloniality. 
It reminds us that colonial imaginaries and practices are carried 
through “languages, [through] recording the past, and [through] 
charting territories” (Mignolo, Darker Side 5). What is “progress” 
when literacy and rhetorical pedagogies impose and force assimi-
lation? What is “disciplinary content” when research paradigms 
continue to suppress the knowledges of “elsewhere and otherwise”? 
For us, then, the phrase contested modernities stands for the struggle 
of delinking our field from coloniality in pursuance of a pluriver-
sality of thought, feeling, engagement, and humanity. For rhetori-
cians and compositionists elsewhere and otherwise, decoloniality is 
a project that emerges from the sensibilities of the racialized, mi-
noritized, and marginalized. It is in “the space between,” it is the 
crux between elsewhere and otherwise and the hegemonic right and 
the hegemonic left. It is where scholars of different skins, genealo-
gies, and experiences speak from and to the field. It is the space of 
possibilities and radical and dangerous thought and engagement, 
“beyond” and “present,” while at the same time elsewhere and other-
wise. What is at stake in engaging with the project of decoloniality 
for WRS is an invitation to learn from all forms of knowledge and 
reject a totalitarian approach to knowledge. Decoloniality teaches 
us that the future does not rest with the West as the center, but lies 
fundamentally anchored in the principles of humanity-for-all.
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D e c o l o n I a l  P o S S I b I l I t I e S :  o P e n I n g  ( n o t  c l o S I n g ) 

a  S Pa c e  F o r  c r I t I c a l  D I a l o g u e

Our goal is not to end debates over the meaning of decolonial 
work, but to support and extend such work into our field. Within 
such an effort, as noted briefly above, there will be concerns that 
decolonization is being used as a “metaphor,” thus undermining 
the project of decoloniality as a whole. Indeed, Eve Tuck and K. 
Wayne Yang, in “Decolonization Is Not a Metaphor,” warn the hu-
manities to stop invoking the term colonized without an account of 
specificities or particularities. Their three primary concerns are the 
appropriation of decolonization to supplant critical methodologies; 
the negation of indigenous peoples, their struggles and intellectual 
contributions; and, as in Gilyard’s concern about translingualism, 
the homogenizing of various experiences of oppression as coloniza-
tion. Within this context, Tuck and Yang refer to current uses of 
decolonization as a “trend,” a “metaphor” that kills “the very pos-
sibility of decolonization.” (3). What we hear in their warning is a 
concern that decolonization will become a “metaphor” for a “cor-
rect academic politics” that fights over the correct boundaries of 
“decolonial strategies” and “legitimate decolonial experiences/prac-
tices” more than intervening in how and from where knowledge is 
produced—disciplinary politics trumping decolonial options.

As editors, we worried that any one collection might be per-
ceived as territorialization, with an absence of some locations/
knowledges being perceived as creating “boundaries.” As editors, 
we must account for the specificities and particularities of the local 
moments that have, as discussed above, given us a certain position-
ality within decolonial research and the field, more broadly. And, as 
this collection is intended to further articulate that network across 
national and international locations and enunciations, we must be 
responsible for what is and is not included in this collection. We see 
this collection as one further (not final) articulation of decoloniality 
in WRS. We are not telling (and will not tell) people, then, who are 
(and continue to be) anthropoi or oppressed that part of their spe-
cific and particular history, memory, and experience is not a con-
sequence of coloniality, simply because it falls outside the contents 
of this collection. If “the pluriversality of each local history and its 
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narrative of decolonization can connect through that common ex-
perience of [coloniality/modernity],” then we hope our collection 
will be seen as an attempt to create new nodal points of connection. 
That is, we are not arguing that our instantiation of the term colo-
nization/decolonization is the “correct or “best” definition, but that 
it is part of a larger collective effort (Mignolo, “Delinking” 497). 
For if we define work in the humanities or WRS through a stance 
focused on a singular concept of “correctness,” the possibilities of 
decolonization are hindered. If we establish such a circle of schol-
ars who manage and control terms, we limit the ability of others 
to conceive of themselves, genealogically and theoretically, within 
the “decolonial” project. Such a stance would recreate a framework 
that would in every way remind individuals and communities that 
their ways of being, seeing, and doing exist within a structure that 
continuously attempts to render them inferior and irrational. It 
would be decoloniality as metaphor, as sport, not as prospective-
programmatic.

To this end, we repeat the call made in Baca and Villanueva’s 
Rhetorics of the Americas for more indigenous scholarship in WRS. 
We argue for sustained recognition of indigenous struggles and for 
inclusion of indigenous intellectual legacies into research, teaching, 
and institutional and community practices. Resa Crane Bizzaro, 
Ellen Cushman, and Scott Lyons have had a profound impact on 
the field’s understanding of these indigenous contributions, and 
we look forward to more scholars contributing to and working 
within these critically important conversations. We would point to 
Cherokee scholar Rachel Jackson’s “Resisting Relocation: Placing 
Leadership on Decolonized Indigenous Landscapes” as an impor-
tant example that assists practitioners in better understanding how 
decolonial theories help writing programs and departments “engage 
Indigenous knowledges in place and support Indigenous intellectu-
als to do this work in their own places” (505). And we would point 
to WRS scholars outside indigenous communities likewise working 
through decolonial lenses, including Courtney Rivard’s contribu-
tions to indigeneity and settler archives (Adams-Campbell, Falzetti, 
and Rivard) and M. Amanda Moulder’s historiographical work on 
Cherokee rhetorical traditions.
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And we are attentive to research that accounts for rhetorical 
practices beyond Western horizons such as that of Arabella Lyon 
and LuMing Mao (RSA 2017), as well as forthcoming scholarship 
from Hui Wu and Tarez Samra Graban. Beyond the humanities 
and WRS, we believe research informed by decolonial options, re-
search that focuses on the everyday, space, place, and people, has 
the potential to reconcile the local/global divide and disrupt the 
politics of duality in that (1) precommitments to resistance are 
“checked,” (2) the global is not the scale of observation, and (3) 
possibility, rather than certainty, remains the impetus for inquiry. 
While this has implications for research practices, methods, and 
teaching, such research also shifts and breaks from precommit-
ments to the “everyday” as observable and interpretable. Thus we 
would become attentive to what Anna Tsing refers to as ideologies 
of scales and scale-making projects. Ideology of scale is one analytical 
principle that is attentive to “cultural claims about locality, region-
ality, and globality,” while the concept of scale-making projects fo-
cuses on the units of culture and political economy “through which 
we make sense of events and social processes” in particular times 
and places (347). Through breaking down the “certainty” of the 
borders of our “locals,” by integrating epistemologies of elsewhere 
and otherwise, new collective formations, new economies, and new 
postdisciplinary formations, premised on expansive definitions of 
participation and rights, become possible.24

Finally, for some of us, colonization is not only within the pur-
view of our genealogy; for some of us, colonization still takes form 
in our everyday; and, for some of us, the rhetoric of colonization 
and imperialism is just a course, professor, or book away. Thus, 
we need to continue efforts to decolonize the writing classroom. 
This would allow us to break and shift from Gilyard’s concern over 
the reproduction of sameness-of-difference models into seeing into 
fruition Cushman’s vision of “differences within difference.” As we 
work toward changing the terms (concepts) and contents (histo-
ries), we do so through acts of epistemic disobedience and delinking. 
This occurs, concretely, when we are attentive to place, geo- and 
body-politics of knowledge and understanding, and local histories 
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that recognize and acknowledge coexistence and copresence, else-
where and otherwise. Of course, as we have pointed out elsewhere, 
there are limits to such work. The sphere of epistemology, thought, 
and feeling, regardless of where they are theorized, is fraught with 
the possibility of mutating too into forms of management and con-
trol. Still, we persist with hopes and visions, understanding one day 
we might need to decolonize those as well.

Ultimately, we speak from and invoke a decolonial perspective 
for investigating hierarchies of knowledges and language and rhe-
torical practices. The framework of decoloniality thus is not being 
used as a metaphor, but rather as our right to speak, research, and 
haunt from our own dispositions and positionalities back to hi-
erarchies of knowledge and language and rhetorical practices that 
attempt to silence or render invisible bodies, local histories, and/or 
meaning-making practices and knowledge productions. We keep 
decolonization “unsettling” and “dangerous” precisely by challeng-
ing how power is carried out in views of language, historiography, 
and mapping, while also recovering and recentering meaning-mak-
ing practices and rhetorical productions, elsewhere and otherwise. 
Thus, if a project of decoloniality can be described as a political and 
epistemological project that reveals the limits of fully colonizing a 
people’s bodies, memories, and languages, this is what the concept 
of rhetorics, elsewhere and otherwise, attempts to do.

t h e  c o l l e c t I o n :  r h e t o r I c S  

e l S e w h e r e  a n D  o t h e rw I S e

REO seeks to work across a spectrum, from geo- and body-politics 
of knowledge and understanding to local histories situated across 
the globe. It is an intervention within WRS that returns the knowl-
edges, understandings, and local histories negated by our field to 
“haunt” it.” Our goal is a new WRS situated within a pluriversality 
of knowledges, experiences, memories, languages, and political for-
mations. Hence, the emphasis on rhetorics elsewhere and otherwise.

In this spirit of pluriversality, REO is composed of chapters 
grounded in an epistemological, political, and ethical framework 
that personifies a claim of contested modernities and/or decolo-
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nial visions. Chapter 1: In “Writing about Others Writing,” Kate 
Vieira discusses how writing has participated in the subjugation 
of marginalized people as she works to nuance her ethnographic 
enterprise between herself and the communities she calls home.” 
She articulates the importance of embodiment in decolonial prac-
tice. Chapter 2: Haneen Ghabra and Bernadette Calafell locate and 
situate a geo- and body-politics of knowledge and understanding in 
“Intersectional Reflexivity and Decolonial Rhetorics,” carrying on 
a conversation from Palestine to Aztlán that covers topics such as 
theorizing from the diaspora, different ways of understanding oc-
cupation, and the possibilities of decoloniality. Chapter 3: Steven 
Alvarez invokes the methodological approach of “rhetorical autho-
ethnography” in his chapter, “Rhetorical Autoethnography,” argu-
ing the importance of a relational framework of ethics and politics 
of location as a researcher in the pursuit of making experiences and 
memories shift from the marginalized to the read. Each chapter 
enacts the work of scholars delinking from concepts of universal/
place and time, demonstrating the power of such delinking for pro-
ducing new knowledge.

REO continues with local histories, elsewhere and otherwise, in 
Chapters 4 to 7. Chapter 4: Fatima Alaoui, in “Arabizing Vernacu-
lar Discourse,” works from an Arab subjectivity, exploring the “Arab 
Spring” and Tunisian revolutionary graffiti, discussing a geo- and 
body-politics of knowledge and understanding that they manifest-
ed. Chapter 5: In “La Cultura Nos Cura,” Iris Ruiz and Sonia Arel-
lano undertake, on the one hand, a consideration of what is at stake 
in historical and material research methods that align with Western 
values by grounding their own geo- and body-politics of knowledge 
and understanding. On the other, they allude to how WRS class-
rooms can benefit from decolonial methods and methodologies 
that make visible silenced and/or objectified epistemologies and 
ontologies not for the sake of recentering, but for nuancing WRS 
writ large. Chapter 6: In “Beyond Colonial Hegemonies,” Shyam 
Sharma partly reconciles postcolonial and decolonial theories to 
both think about institutional and intellectual normalizations of 
thought and practice and to encourage disciplines to consider the 
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pedagogical possibilities in employing alternative rhetorical tradi-
tions such as Nya-ya rhetoric. Chapter 7: Kevin Browne undertakes 
studying Caribbean vernacular archives in “Moving the Body,” and 
considers what is at stake for researchers invested in the rhetorical 
exploration of archival contents. These essays, then, explore how a 
focus on local moments of enunciation can alter current disciplin-
ary research models and institutional practices.

All of this work, these interventions, within REO are produced in 
the spirit of others before us: individuals such as Alcoff, Anzaldúa, 
Bizzaro, Cushman, Dussel, Fanon, Gonzales, Grosfoguel, Harjo, 
Hernández-Avila, hooks, Lu, Lugones, Lyons, Maldonado-Torres, 
Mignolo, Mohanty, Motha, Pérez, Quijano, Rabasa, Sandoval, 
Tamez, Smith. Beyond individuals, focusing on institutions, we 
want to highlight how readers familiar with Mestiz@ Scripts will 
recognize “otherwise” in our title as a concept frequently evoked 
by the Latin America Otherwise book series at Duke University 
Press, by the Worlds and Knowledges Otherwise journal, and by 
scholars formerly associated with the Latin American Subaltern 
Studies Group. Mexican historian José Rabasa, also a significant 
scholar of influence in Mestiz@ Scripts, analyzes sixteenth-century 
Mexican pictorial inscription practices in Tell Me the Story of How 
I Conquered You: Elsewheres and Ethnosuicide in the Colonial Meso-
american World. Collectively, the voices here and above point not 
to linear solutions to colonial problems but toward a multitude of 
options and possibilities. The expressions elsewhere and otherwise, 
in this collection, are thus invitations to join existing networks and 
to envision pluriversal ways of thinking, writing, and teaching that 
depart from the field’s Eurocentric geographies, cartographies, and 
chronologies.

Finally, this work, like our own earlier work, was produced in 
the spirit of working toward decolonial futures that are no longer 
determined by imperial horizons that position white settler bod-
ies at the beginning, middle, and end of all available narratives. 
Though we supposedly no longer live in the colonial era, colonial 
relations of power continue to structure canonical understandings 
of Western rhetoric, its false universalism, and its imposition upon 
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the rest of the world. The unilinear logic of development imagines 
“rhetoric” beginning among the archons of Athens, becoming re-
fined with Roman empire-building, flourishing during European 
Enlightenment, and reaching the rest of the world thereafter. This 
Eurocentric understanding of rhetoric is part of a logic of imperial 
expansion that manages identification, knowledge making, sub-
jectivity, and deliberation. Furthermore, this dominant narrative 
ignores the material realities of the immense majority of cultures 
and historical systems across the planet. The relationship between 
epistemic management and control of knowledge, thought, and be-
ing and the field of rhetoric and composition cannot be ignored. 
Therefore, REO not only challenges this relationship, but moves 
forward by advancing scholarship elsewhere and otherwise.

We encourage the readers of this collection to take up our call 
for responsibility and justice within our field. While the words con-
tested, alternative, and visions invite readers to think about the pos-
sibilities and impossibilities of moving beyond normative historical 
thinking and into decolonial thinking and doing, we believe these 
same terms prompt us to consider how we will “build” a future 
marked by a “pluriversality of knowledges.” Toward such ends, 
Chicana feminist Emma Pérez, evoking Michel Foucault, offers an 
enduring exhortation:

How will we choose to describe our past, now, at this mo-
ment, as an enunciation in the present? If “history shows that 
everything that has been thought will be thought again by a 
thought that does not yet exist,” then what will we choose 
to think again as our history, the history that we want to 
survive as we decolonize a historical imaginary that veils our 
thoughts, our words, our languages? (27)

notes
1. The group traces its theoretical history to the Bandung Conference 

in 1955 as well, where a new genealogy of thought emerged, one neither 
capitalist nor communist.

2. The problem with the “post,” according to the M/C Group, is that 
it indicates origins of theory that begin with French poststructuralism. 
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“The 18th century is but the second phase of Western formation, expan-
sion, and rhetoric of modernity.”

3. The imaginary of the modern/colonial world system is “not only 
what is visible and in the ‘ground’ but what has been hidden from view 
in the ‘underground’ by successive layers of mapping people and territo-
ries” (Mignolo, Local Histories 24).

4. Mignolo provides some explanation of the discourse of anthropos 
and humanitas: “The enunciation doesn’t name an existing entity but 
invents it. The enunciation needs an enunciator (agent), an institution  
. . . but to impose the anthropos as ‘the other’ in the collective imaginary, 
it is necessary to be in a position of managing the discourse . . . by which 
you name and describe an entity . . . and succeed in making believe that 
it exists” (“Geopolitics of Sensing” 134).

5. One could turn to Michel de Certeau’s concepts of “law of the oth-
er” and “law of the present” (46) for further insight into what Johannes 
Fabian and Walter Mignolo refer to as the myth of modernity.

6. Edward Said writes, “The secular world is the world of history as 
made by human beings. Human agency is subject to investigation and 
analysis, which it is the mission of understanding to apprehend, criticize, 
influence, and judge” (xxix).

7. Within a rhetoric of modernity, Quijano notes, the “‘subject’ is 
bearer of ‘reason,’ while the ‘object’ is not only external to it, but differ-
ent nature,” because in fact, “it is ‘nature’” (“Coloniality and Modernity/
Rationality” 172–73). Historical discourse and a rhetoric of modernity 
produces “‘objects’ of study or of domination/exploitation/discrimina-
tion” (“Coloniality of Power and Eurocentrism” 221).

8. Pratt writes, “Natural history called upon human intervention . . .  
to compose an order. The eighteenth-century classificatory system cre-
ated the task of locating every species on the planet, extracting it from its 
particular, arbitrary surroundings (the chaos), and placing it in its appro-
priate spot in the system (the order—book, collection, or garden)” (31).

9. Linnaeus also accounted for a classification of human beings (homo 
sapiens) as animals that then developed, according to Pratt, into an 
“explicitly comparative” categorization including Wild Man, American, 
European, Asiatic, and African (32). Linnaeus’s work coincided, Pratt 
argues, with the height of the slave trade, the plantation system, and 
colonial genocide (36).

10. Nishitani Osamu discusses anthropos and humanitas in depth: 
“humans who possess ‘civilization’ are ‘humanitas,’ never ‘anthropos’ . . . 
In other words, ‘anthropos’ cannot escape the status of being the object 
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of anthropological knowledge, while ‘humanitas’ is never defined from 
without but rather expresses itself as the subject of all knowledge” (260).

11. Insightfully, Fabian offers critical commentary on time and the 
other: “The other is constructed as a system of coordinates (emanating 
of course also from a real center—the Western metropolis) in which 
given societies of all times and places may be plotted in terms of relative 
distance from the present” (26). He continues, “Time is not a mere mea-
sure, or vector, of culture; it is one of its constituents. Time contributes 
to the makeup of a culture because it is one of the most important means 
of communication” (51).

12. Bhabha writes that in some places progress is only heard and not 
seen, suggesting that the event and enunciation followed by the sign of 
modernity is itself a structure of authority (351–60).

13. Bhabha writes, “The analytic of cultural difference intervenes to 
transform the scenario of articulation . . . The aim of cultural difference 
is to rearticulate the sum of knowledge from the perspective of the signi-
fying position of the minority that resists totalization” (232).

14. Spivak writes, “insofar as [Hindu law] can be described as a 
unitary system,” there are four texts that “‘staged’ a four-part episteme 
defined by the subject’s use of memory,” which include the heard, the 
remembered, the learned-from-another, and the performed-in-exchange 
(“Can” 76).

15. Mignolo in “Epistemic Disobedience” writes, “The anthropos 
inhabiting non-European places discovered that s/he had been invented, 
as anthropos, by a locus of enunciations self-defined as humanitas” (161).

16. Decolonial scholars are mindful to argue that though colonialism 
is an “event,” colonialism is an installment of a structure of logics. This 
understanding gives way to the import of “coloniality.”

17. See also Isabel Jimenez-Lucena’s essay, “Gender and Coloniality: 
The ‘Moroccan Woman’ and the ‘Spanish Woman’ in Spain’s Sanitary 
Policies in Morocco” and Madina Tlostanova’s essay, “The Janus-Faced 
Empire Distorting Orientalist Discourses: Gender, Race, and Religion in 
the Russian/(Post)Soviet Constructions of the ‘Orient’” for more insight 
into decolonial feminism and their critique and response to the intersec-
tions of race, class, gender, and sexuality.

18. Henry Giroux (Border Crossings) also notes, “Colonizing of differ-
ences by dominant groups is expressed and sustained through representa-
tions in which the Other is seen as a deficit, in which the humanity of 
the Other is posited either as cynically problematic or ruthlessly denied” 
(130).
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19. Fanon acknowledges this sophistication when he writes: “the 
colonial mother protects her child from itself, from its ego, and from 
its physiology, its biology, and its own unhappiness, which is its very 
essence” (37).

20. See Madina Tlostanova’s Gender Epistemologies and Eurasian Bor-
derlands for more insight.

21. These are two examples of the anthropoi who dwell and think in 
the borders and who engage in delinking.

22. See Madina Tlostanova and Walter Mignolo’s Learning to 
Unlearn: Decolonial Reflections from Eurasia and the Americas for more 
insight into decolonial breaks and shifts.

23. Here we describe the colonial imaginary, which is similar to 
Mignolo’s definition of the colonizer’s epistemic privilege as having the 
characteristics of “Eurocentric categories of thought” and “[carrying] 
both the seed of emancipation and the seed of regulation and control 
(“Delinking” 459).

24. As noted in the previous section, we are also cognizant of limita-
tions and implicit contradictions. While time does not permit a full 
analysis, let us consider briefly the difficulty in actually doing decolonial 
work. The following are some predicaments: (1) identity-term politics—
often scholars of color invoke identity-term politics, which runs counter 
to the project of decoloniality, because, like race and ethnicity, identity 
terms are part of what make up Americanity (Mignolo; Quijano and 
Wallerstein); (2) speaking for others—often scholars of color will engage 
in talking about their community and their students, and it is important 
to remember that the practice of speaking for others is undergirded by 
desire, interest, and power (Alcoff; Spivak); (3) an-other paradigm—in 
decolonial scholarship, scholars articulate an-other paradigm, which can 
be problematic, because it can be read as an effort to ground an essen-
tially exceptional identity and non-Western space that suggest inherent 
qualities (Cortez); and, (4) decolonial conversions—often we hear and 
read about scholars of color scaling up decoloniality (e.g., pedagogy and 
curriculum) and making arguments that such is in the best interests of 
students, but this can be detrimental because it can be read as an effort 
to replace one horizon of expectation and space of experience with 
another. These limits and implicit contradictions leave us in another 
predicament, for they suggest that even decolonization is in need of 
decolonizing. Nonetheless, as we noted too, this means our work is never 
“complete” or “total,” taking all of us to task to remain political and ethi-
cal as we steer in new directions.
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Rhetorics 
Elsewhere and 

Otherwise

I’m pleased to see scholarship of this kind and quality continue to enter, and to redirect, the
mainstreams of our field. This work not only gives us new things to think about; it prompts us to
reevaluate things we’ve thought about for decades

– Raúl Sánchez, University of Florida

This volume takes on one of the most significant topics of our moment. If knowledge and
knowledge-making can also act as forms of domination, what can we do about it when it tries to
marginalize other ways of being, seeing, and doing? Is such a world just? Totalizing projects, of
course, never quite succeed because rhetorics from elsewhere and otherwise don’t easily
disappear. These rhetorics refuse being colonized, and this volume tells their stories, along with
the human pains and ironies that accompany the telling. Very relevant to scholars in rhetorical
studies and anyone who teaches.

– Ralph Cintron, University of Illinois at Chicago

The discipline of composition and rhetoric stands at a crossroad in its pedagogical, research, 
and public commitments. Decolonial ruptures in writing and rhetoric studies work to build new
horizons, new histories, of local knowledges and meaning-making practices that break from
Western hegemonic models of knowledge production. This collection functions as one access
point within a constellation of such work, forming an ecology of decolonial shifts informed by
strategies for potentially decolonizing language and literacy practices, writing and rhetorical
instruction, and research practices and methods. Rhetorics elsewhere and otherwise emerge
across a spectrum, from geo- and body politics of knowledge and understanding to local 
histories emerging from colonial peripheries. Romeo García and Damián Baca offer the
expressions elsewhere and otherwise as invitations to join existing networks and envision
pluriversal ways of thinking, writing, and teaching that surpass the field’s Eurocentric geographies,
cartographies, and chronologies. 

Romeo García is assistant professor of writing and rhetoric studies at the University of Utah.
Damián Baca is associate professor of English and Mexican American studies at the University
of Arizona and faculty with the Bread Loaf School of English.
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