DePaul University

From the SelectedWorks of Shiera S el-Malik

2009

Presupposing the Acculturated Subject: Analyzing
Identity in Practice

Shiera S el-Malik, DePaul University

Available at: https://works.bepress.com/shiera_malik/5/

B bepress®


http://www.depaul.edu
https://works.bepress.com/shiera_malik/
https://works.bepress.com/shiera_malik/5/

JISTONSE

Kathleen Cleaver, Black Panther Party, at No Extradition rally for Dennis Banks. At right (with braids) Leh
Brightman. San Francisco, 1975. © Ilka Hartmann 2008

:
L

ﬁ:&:’:’*s‘fé,}w
[ — = = B — D]




© 2009 Visions and Voices: American Indian Activism
and the Civil Rights Movement. All rights revert back to
contributors.

ISBN-10: 0-9663371-2-3
ISBN-13: 978-0-9663371-2-9

Albatross Press

Proceeds from the sale of this volume will benefit the
Chicago American Indian Center, 1630 W. Wilson
Avenue, Chicago, IL, 60640 and the Native American
Collaborative Institute at Oregon State University, 210
Ballard Extension Hall, Corvallis, OR , 97331.

For purchase information, contact the Center at:
(773)-275-5871 or through the website at:

www. aic-chicago.org

Printed by McNaughton & Gunn Inc.

© The paper used in this publication meets the
minimum requirements of the American National
Standard for Information Sciences—Permanence of
Paper for Printed Library Materials, ANSI Z39.48-
1992

Editors’ Note: Ilka Hartmann's photographs
throughout this volume have been added by the
editors and were not part of the original or reprinted
articles in which they occur. These photographs are
illustrative of points or people in the articles, and are
not necessarily contemporaneous with them.

“Survivance is more than just survival. Survivance
means doing what you can to keep your culture
alive. Survivance is found in everything made by
Native hands, from beadwork to political action.

In the turbulent 1960s and 1970s, survivance
went public. After nearly 500 years of occupation
and subjugation, Indians broke out culturally, spiri-
tually, and politically. It was a time of Red Power,
the American Indian Movement, Akwesasne Notes,
and a world of possibilities. Our consciousness
shifted from Native tribes to Native Nations. Native
intellectuals told our history while poets and artists

imagined our future.”

—]Jolene Richard, Guest Curator, and Gabrielle Tay-

ac, National Museum of the American Indian, 2004

“Crossbloods are communal, and their stories are

splendid considerations of survivance.”

—Gerald Vizenor, Interior Landscapes

“Istarted to educate myselfwhile in solitary and found
that there was a lot of social and political unrest hap-
pening on the outside. I began to follow the anti-war
movement, the marches and protests, the Students
for a Democratic Society (SDS), the Weathermen,
and the Black Panthers. Inside Stillwater, I made a
commitment to myself that there would be an Indian

movement.”

—Dennis Banks
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Presupposing the Acculturated Subject

Analyzing Identity in Practice

SHIERA S. EL-MALIK

“Politically correct metropolitan multiculturalists want the world’s

others to be identarians...”!

“[Clulture’ [i]s a terrain in which politics, culture, and the economic
form an inseparable dynamic.” 2
Culture has emerged as a major topic in academic research. A search
of archived papers for the major academic social science conferences
in the last decade points to an explosion of culture in the academy.? In
1993, Samuel Huntington effectively mapped politics onto culture with
his idea that we had entered a new era in which all action can be de-
termined by civilizational (broadly cultural) fault lines.* For Hunting-
ton, these fault lines are based on long historical trajectories and are
strongly deterministic. The Clash of Civilizations thesishas permeated
the public imagination and news outlets to the extent that the com-
monsense response to Huntington is that his explanation rings true.s
Indeed, this thesis has largely been held up to explain the events of g/11.
In this current state of affairs, culture becomes forced on the agenda.
At the same time, the agenda has been discursively limited by the Clash
thesis.® The result is that cultural, ethnic, and racial identities become
the most meaningful criteria in the interaction between individuals,
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the groups in which they find themselves members, and the central
government. As one of the above quotes suggests, politically correct
multiculturalists are peddling an ideological perspective that requires
the world’s others to be understood and to understand themselves in
terms of cultural, racial, and ethnic identities. This “politics of identity”
is a useful tool when one considers that individuals have been impacted
in different ways on the basis of socially recognized identities which in
turn politicizes those identities. At the same time, however, in requir-
ing that interactions with the state become mediated through group
membership, this politics of identity also serves to divide, isolate, and
differentiate groups from each other. This often occurs as a result of
privileging not just different cultures, but also the different historical
trajectories of their relationships with the state.

In response to unequal treatment, two types of claims are leveled at
the state (at least two types that the state recognizes). The first is claims
for civil liberties based on universal social justice aims. Social justice
claims are often premised on social, political, economic egalitarianism.”
Civil rights are a component of social justice claims. The problem fre-
quently leveled at social justice arguments is that they do not recognize
difference in terms of experience. Moreover, in ironing out experiential
differences, many groups argue that a neutral citizen is born, such that
current difference cannot be accounted for. The second type of claim,
identity-based rights, requires one to claim membership of a recognized
identity group in order to make claims for benefits. These claims are
premised on a politically recognized group—Muslims, Blacks, Latinos,
Native Americans, women, homosexuals, and so forth. One could argue
that these are also civil rights based in the sense that a given group lob-
bies the government for civil benefits on behalf of its members. Thus,
while one makes universal claims, the other makes particular claims. In
the latter half of the twentieth century, demands on government that
had been articulated in social justice terms moved to identity-based
claims. This has been the case primarily in the industrialized Anglo-Eu-
ropean world as well as third world countries in Asia and Africa.®

Having set up this neat dichotomy, it may seem that fourth world
peoples (or indigenous groups) confound this model. For example, Na-
tive Americans joined groups making broad social justice claims on the
state. Yet, their participation was short-lived. On the one hand, as social
justice claims morphed into identity-based claims, Native Americans
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were able to rely on their special status as “domestic nations”—a sta-
tus that is supported by treaties negotiated with the U.S. government.
Contrary to appearances, however, the material reality of fourth world

peoples does not confound the central point of this essay: that actors

negotiate their environment to best suit them and this environment is

one that moves between social justice claims and identity based claims

of the state. This perspective is necessary in order to avoid the apolitical

acculturation of otherwise political bodies. In other words, while cul-
tural identity appears natural and apolitical, the process of assigning or

claiming a culture is itself a discursive process that takes place within a

power dynamic. Thus, a generalizable picture emerges of claims against
the state—a set of discursive relationships as it were. With this picture,
we can begin to make some generalizations about how people and gov-
ernments act as well as how analysts depict these actions.

This essay is, then, a preliminary exploration of the move from a pre-
dominance of social justice claims to the predominance of group iden-
tity claims that emerged out of the Civil Rights Movement. The story
that explains this is difficult to pinpoint for three reasons. First, its de-
velopment is inconsistent; the timeline is unclear even though a broad
trend is discernable. For example, throughout the 1960s social justice
claims were frequent. In the 1970s, some groups began to articulate their
claims in terms of the group itself.® On a global level, the 1980s political
universe saw the coexistence of identity based claims and social justice
claims in different contexts indicating that the power of discourses is
contextually dependent.!® By the 1990s, identity-based claims came
to predominate. One main reason for the explanatory difficulty is that
geographic limitations are not analytically helpful; these fluctuations
also took place globally in the post—World War II period. Some claims,
like those in Gorbachev’s Soviet Union, and Lech Walesa’s Solidarity
movement, captivated public imagination across the globe.!! A second
reason has to do with the question of claims themselves. A group does
not make a claim in a vacuum; its relationship with a central authority is
a dynamic one. The context within which these claims get made is com-
plex. This leads to a third problem in pinpointing the move between
social justice claims to identity-based claims. Any understanding of this
move is premised on an analysis of the relationship between real events
and the ideas utilized in those events. Thus, any disjuncture between
the ideas on which social scientific analyses are based and their object
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of study—real-world events—results in misunderstanding. In other
words, the ideological underpinnings of the social sciences go a long
way to limiting analytical potential.

Indeed, the picture that emerges here is that identity provides an
analytic challenge to social science primarily because it is seen as a fun-
damentally apolitical reality.'? This a priori approach—the starting
assumption that identity is innate and not worth questioning—limits
our understanding of identity politics. Yet, individuals make identity
decisions with reference to their structural contexts and in a manner
that confounds systematic analysis; adhockery predominates on the
ground. Thus, we must be similarly flexible in our analyses. This leaves
us with the argument that we must study both ad hoc reality and how
we explain ad hoc reality. Ultimately, if social science insists in presup-
posing the subject then we cannot see the discursive power of identity.
Discursive phenomena protect structures of power even as they are also
areas of contention. Furthermore, academic approaches are also discur-
sive phenomena; a disjuncture exists between these approaches and the
story of identity as tools of the state.

In order to overcome (or minimize) these problems, this essay takes a
seemingly irregular approach. While the story is told with geographical
and temporal irregularity, the discourse of social justice and identity-
based claims provides regularity. This approach takes “[d]iscourse [to
be] rule-governed and internally structured.”*3 Three discursive compo-
nents emerge from this. First, discourses frame the discussion by creating
a boundary around what can be considered possible (the conditions of
possibility). Discourses are powerful because they constitute legitimate
speakers and legitimate speech. And finally discourses have continuity
in that they set the stage for future discourses. They are, in fact, the con-
ditions of possibility for future conditions of possibility.'* This should
not be confused with a reliance on structural determinism. Indeed, the
dispositions of the agent can allow for broadening the conditions of pos-
sibility.’® Ultimately, moves between social justice and identity-based
claims must be viewed as discursive.

The Problem of Presupposing the Subject

“Presupposing the subject” is a phrase taken from the work of Gayatri
Spivak.'¢ It encapsulates the idea that the sovereign subject is created
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within the intersection between the ideology of the ruling classes and
the constitution of desire. In other words, dominant ideology influenc-
es the way that desire develops and the sovereign subjectis the political
agent created within the nexus of power and ideology.'” The discourse
of identity obscures the ideological underpinning of multiculturalism
by portraying identity as natural phenomenon. Thus, one approaches
the subject having already foreclosed questions of how that subject
comes to be. In presupposing this subject, both multiculturalists and
social scientists avoid the link between the powerful discourse of
identity and the context within which citizens make demands of their
government. Yet, in social science, analysts often speak of the subject—
they speak of the subject’s identity as a starting point for analyses rather
than the shaky foundation that it is.'®

Thus, social science has difficulty analyzing the complexity of real
world events because it assumes 4 priori identities. Identity is presumed
afactand, assuch, isunderstood as an apolitical variable in negotiations
between actors and the larger structural context of theiraction. Presup-
posing a priori identities forecloses the option of tracing the ideologi-
cal underpinnings of any identity. It prevents us from seeing the larger
picture and from drawing thematic threads that exist in seemingly dis-
parate events. What happens if we push these boundaries in the stories
we tell about social-political interaction?

A Story of Culture and Identity

The story goes: culture and identity are back! The Behavioralist Revo-
lution privileged the individual actor; identity as a biological fact is
outside of the political thereby appearing uncontestable. One argu-
ment holds that the post-World War II world had little tolerance for
national identities.!® Identity became unpalatable once German and
Italian fascisms staked their claims to specific historically and biologi-
cally based forms of group identity. On one hand this may be very true.
On the other hand, ideologically based identities remained acceptable.
In the 1950s, the American anti-Communist national ethos epitomized
by McCarthyism reigned supreme, as did the Communist identity of
the Soviet Union. This is not to say that identity was purely ideologi-
cal. If we read postcolonial (it is probably more accurate to say third
world) political literature, we know that within the American and So-
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viet ideological identity formations, discourses of racism and elitism
still permeated.® Moreover, while these third world theorists did not
deny culture or identity, they formed their agendas around attempts to
acquire or implement broad social justice agendas in the form of civil
liberties rather than around attempts to achieve a discursive equality.
Indeed, W. E. B. Du Bois lamented his naiveté in ever having had the
hope of an end to racism.?! If third world (or the third world in the first
world) thinkers' arguments are based on social justice, what changed?

There are two ways of explaining this. First, the theory of hegemony
may allow us to explain how social justice claims for broadly conceived
civil rights are threatening to the state, which leads to the inevitable
dispersion of potential counter-hegemonic movements.?? The theory of
hegemony incorporates the idea that positions of power tend towards
centralization and “divide and conquer” strategies. The analytical result
is, to a large extent, structurally deterministic. A second way of looking
at this, and the way I favor as it seems to open more analytical avenues, is
a simple story that begins with the triumph of liberalism. This is a story
of culture and identity in the context of the state or as they mediate
the relationship between government and citizens or individuals and
authority.

Reaching a crescendo in the 1960s, and early 1970s, questions of social
justice remained a strong challenge to the Behavioralism of the social
sciences. Third world scholars writing on postcolonialism, on the issues
involved with developing a new and inclusive nation-state, were preva-
lent. It is from this time that we receive the writings of Simone de Beau-
voir, Chinua Achebe, Senghor, Fanon, Cabal, Guevara, Angela Davis,
Malcolm X, and so on. These thinkers did not all agree, but they were
part of an international global dialogue problematizing identity and
privileging the nation-state. It is this dialogue in which fourth world
peoples also participate. For example, even as they are dual citizens, Na-
tive Americans exist within a larger nation-state and so are structurally
required to engage with it.>

In the 1970s, events such as the oil crisis, Iranian revolution, and
airline hostages destabilized domestic and international interaction.
However, inflation (or resource redistribution) was the main culprit
of a return to identity. At this time, movement to identity politics was
underway. Or at least the perception of a move to identity politics was
underway. The 1980s brought economics as the answer to the world’s
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problems. Thatcherism and Reaganomics fostered the idea that race and

ethnicity did not matter.* Social justice was not going to put food on

the table. The answer was ingenious: if one worked hard enough, one

could generate wealth. Structural inequality was less of a concern than

the illusion that agents were in full control of their fate. Because the

economy was doing better, the illusion held strong. During this time,
liberal economics trumped social justice. The concept of group cultural

and ethnic identities challenged the individualism of the Behavioralist

Revolution. Yet, even as Behavioralism was being challenged, the social

sciences maintained the idea of individualism in the study of human be-
havior from the angle of the acculturated agent.

Scholars like Edward Said, Noam Chomsky, Chandra Mohanty,
Gayatri Spivak, and bell hooks continued to write about this illusion—
that we had transcended behavioralism—but they were fairly well mar-
ginalized in the humanities. In fact, even as identity politics was taking
off, as scholars were articulating the need to study identity, it became
marginalized into separate departments (women’s studies and African
diaspora studies are examples). But even in these isolated departments
the specific agent was still a priori identified. The subject of women'’s
studies was women. The subject of African diaspora studies was black
and more often than not, American rather than Caribbean, French, Brit-
ish, and so on. The social science view of the agent was as a rational cal-
culating individual—a free and rational agent—not only in the Rational
Choice approach, but these same normative underpinnings also support
functional and interpretivist approaches. All of these approaches assign
a priori identities to their object of study.

Even as social justice frameworks seemed sidelined, the 1980s brought
resurrected versions of such commitments in the form of Solidarity,
Glasnost, and Perestroika. Lech Walesa’s Solidarity, a Polish Worker’s
movement, reinvigorated the discussion of social economics. And as the
cold war was losing its momentum, Gorbachev’s commitment to the
people seemed assured. Glasnost (openness) can be understood as not
simply freedom of press or a freedom of information act. It is also a de-
fense of leadership accountability, an attack on corruption. Perestroika
was meant to allow for restructuring in order to invigorate the economy
and develop new social, economic, and political forms of interaction.
Both attempted to renegotiate the relationship between government
and citizen. Thus, while Thatcher’s and Reagan’s individual and eco-
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nomic oriented policies submerged discourses of social justice, in the So-
viet Union and Poland, those discourses appeared to spearhead reform.

Then the Wall fell. It is not advisable to place all meaning on a single
event, but for the world, this single event is a symbolic landmark in time
and space. From this moment, liberalism won; ideological war was over
(what Fukuyama declared as “the End of History”).2> An interested
reader can find many faults with Fukuyama’s ideas, but the framing of
liberalism’s victory as the beginning of the end of discussion, the be-
ginning of vapidness, and vulgarity is fortuitous. Along with liberalism
comes liberal economics. And so the story continues: everyone is happy
and the result is the development of a class-free humanity since liberal
economics will generate such wealth as to raise living standards across
the board. But, this creation of wealth also operated as consolidation of
wealth. It did not lead to democratic consolidation in what were con-
sidered newly-democratizing countries. In other words, while the cold
war ended and the glorious buzzwords were capitalism, freedom, and
democracy, this was framed as an end rather than a process that needed
nurturing. The cold war had ended—we would never have to worry
about poverty again!

But genocidal wars broke out taking everyone by surprise.?¢ Socio-
political analysts, social scientists included, used discursive slogans to
explain this perplexing phenomenon. “These age-old conflicts have

» @

no end.” “What we have is a problem of all the messy stuff of human-
ity “People keep reverting to these primary loyalties.” “These irratio-
nal identities must be dealt with and the best way is to devolve states.”
“Ethnically homogeneous states are the answer.” Thus, from the analyst’s
perspective, the problem becomes one of power-sharing. People of dif-
ferent cultures/ethnicities/identities cannot be expected to share power
within a nation-state. In other words, given the inevitability of identity
conflict, we can effectively circumvent the inevitable and natural conse-
quences of ethnic diversity by creating homogeneous political entities.
This assumption frequently underpins negotiations between the state
and indigenous communities. Comparative political analysts have come
to debunk this response challenging the dominant foreign and domes-
tic policy approach of isolating ethnic groups.?” At any rate, as a result
culture and identity seem to reemerge in 1990s social science.
However, in the aftermath of the liberalist victory, culture and iden-
tity take on criteria of race, gender, ethnicity; class is, by and large, left
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out. Moreover, in this era of analyzing identity, very few scholars, mainly
critical theorists and comparative political analysts, focus on resource
distribution. Others consider identity a fundamental and eternal social
cleavage, with questions of social justice and class as less important. The
inclusion ofidentity relaxed those concerned with getting it on the agen-
da to the extent that no one noticed that it was only included as long
as it was a biologically produced rather than a discursively-produced
reality. Analysts, then, begin to consider identity as a given rather than
entertain the idea that what gets obscured as pure identity has roots in
economics and power. That identity made it on the agenda appeared to
be a huge success. Groups began to make their individual demands of
the state. Native Americans, for example, began to claim benefits based
on their particular experience. This strategy was clever in one sense; they
had control over territory and the state recognized it.?®

However, the discursive dilemma stands. Recourse to identity was
recourse to only specific identities. Recalling the three components of
discourse: discourse creates conversational boundaries regarding what
can be said, how it can be said, how it will be understood; discourse
creates legitimate speakers; and discourses set the stage for future dis-
courses. Identity-based claims for government attention/benefits cre-
ate a relationship of dependency between the group members and the
government. Simultaneously, a relationship of dependency is also cre-
ated between the group leaders and group members. Any group relies
on cohesiveness in order to successfully make demands of the govern-
ment. This raises concerns of the democratic character of the groups
themselves. Ultimately, resource distribution remains a problem since
some groups will inevitably be more successful than others. We can see
that identity politics, as it stands, is a quagmire of contradictions, not
least of which is that it is also ideologically constituted within the con-
fines of liberalism. Since, it ignores the ideologically constituted subject,
thereby supporting a specific form of resource distribution, it seems that
identity politics and social justice cannot coexist—despite the discourse
of multiculturalism’s aim to foster a union.

Discourse of Multiculturalism: An Exercise in Tolerance

Multiculturalism is an exercise in tolerance with inherent limits. This
is a very different animal than our multicultural reality or as Stanley
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Fish puts it: the “demographic fact” of it. It is true to say that multi-
culturalism is a reality. This is certainly the case in modern capitalist

liberal democratic countries. The realities of multiculturalism give us

some clues as to how we should deal with the civic and political reali-
ties that come with them. In order to make sense of how we deal with

the power dynamics that make different claims and have different ef-
fects on different groups, we should look at what has been occurring

on the ground—that is, “inspired adhockery,” which “means . . . that

the solutions to particular problems will be found by regarding each

situation-of-crisis as an opportunity for improvisation and not as an

occasion for the application of rules and principles.”?® In fact, ad hoc

multiculturalism is what occurs whether or not we are watching. But,
in classic hegemonic fashion, liberalism appropriated tolerance. It can-
not take into account lived experience—the historical and ideological

context—of subjects. The subject is neutral before the law and there-
fore cannot truly accommodate difference through tolerance.°

Fish distinguishes between two types of multiculturalism, boutique
and strong. Boutique multiculturalism views difference as a superficial
layer over a common essential humanity (that is, a normatively defined

“humanity”). Since this form is based on a politics of equal dignity, bou-
tique multiculturalism is a superficial form whereby one respects a cul-
ture to the extent that it does not challenge these fundamental tenets
of humanity. Strong multiculturalism, on the other hand (or the same
hand as we will see), rests on a politics of difference. The politics of dif-
ference is based on a deep tolerance for plurality. Thus, “[i]f the politics
of equal dignity subordinates local cultural values to the universal value
of free rational choice, the politics of difference names as its preferred
value the active fostering of the unique distinctiveness of particular cul-
tures.”*! Fish equates the politics of difference to an “endangered species
act for human beings.”*?

Since strong multiculturalism centers on tolerance, it is premised on
the idea that all peoples have the right to develop their own ontological
and epistemological frameworks and this difference must be protected
at all costs. For Fish, however, this is an impossible position. It is impos-
sible that one could be so tolerant as to be able to follow through on the
strong multiculturalist agenda for tolerance. He gives us the example of
the Rushdie Affair where Muslims who appeared Westernized and toler-
ant endorsed Khomeini's fatwa, an action inexplicable to both boutique
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and strong multiculturalists who found themselves intolerant of the in-
tolerance. This, along with other similar cases (female genital mutilation,
corporal punishment, abortion, to name a few), creates a dilemma for
the strong multiculturalist who has a deeper commitment to tolerance
than the boutique multiculturalist. “[E]ither he stretches his toleration
so that it extends to the intolerance residing at the heart of a culture he
would honor, in which case tolerance is no longer his guiding principle,
or he condemns the core intolerance of that culture . .. in which case
he is no longer according it respect at the point where its distinctive-
ness is most obviously at stake.”*® Because the multiculturalist usually
takes the latter position, Fish finds him/her to be nothing more than a
less superficial boutique multiculturalist. In fact, because the boutique
multiculturalist sees cultural phenomena as only significant of superfi-
cial difference and the strong multiculturalist focused on a universality
of difference that is challenged by any particular difference, Fish argues
that ultimately, multiculturalism is uniculturalism.

Here, Fish takes issue with positions that exclude thatwhich does not
gel with “rational” thought. As we saw above, both the boutique and the
strong multiculturalist will be intolerant of positions that are outside of
their sphere of tolerance. These positions are understood as irrational.
Ideologically produced multiculturalism squeezes out its Other. The
support many “educated Muslims” gave the fatwa against Salman Rush-
die struck many tolerant multiculturalists as inexplicable and irrational.
But, setting rationality as the criteria for respect results in the declaring
of hate speech or fundamentalist rhetoric (of whichever variety) as out-
side of rational thought and therefore not worthy of respect or, more
importantly, political engagement. In declaring any contradictory posi-
tion asirrational, liberal ideology obscures its ideological commitments.
The problem is that tolerating difference requires respecting not only
the extreme positions, but also the positions far separated from one’s
self. “You respect a difference when you see it as a candidate for serious
moral debate . . ”3* But, fundamental differences remain a challenge.
Fish disdains the creation of what he calls a “community of mutually
respectful disputants [that was] constituted by the simple strategy of
exiling anything that might disturb it."3> We cannot control the terms
of the debate. Yet, multiculturalism does try to control it since a priori
identity is one of the major ways in which individuals interact with each
other and with their government. This is not only true in industrialized
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democracies, but also in India, Sri Lanka, Egypt, Turkey, China, and in
other places.

Adhockery—the Usual Process?

Adhockery describes the subjects’ lived experience. Individuals on the
ground do what they do depending on who they are; they do not wait
for top down theory to catch up. Thus, Fish’s view that academics pre-
fer discussion where the terms have been already set for civilized de-
bate is an anathema to both fairness and analytical rigor. His critique,
founded asitis on the idea that politics is messy, insists that individuals
will have disagreements that result in essential contestations. To these,
the “tame” liberal multicultural response is woefully inadequate. In
fact, Fish advocates taking a position and defending it vociferously.
Perhaps the positions will change in the process of engagement. But,
perhaps you will destroy your “enemy.” In Fish’s own words,

My phrase “the enemy” might suggest that I was referring to every-
one’s enemy and slipping back into a liberal universalism, in which
anomalous monsters are clearly labeled and known to everyone; but
my use of the phrase marks the point at which I come out from be-
hind the arras of analysis and declare my own position, which rests
not on the judgment that racism doesn’t make any sense [it makes
perfect sense if that’s the way you think] but that it makes a sense I
despise.*¢

Stating this is not wrong or inappropriately combatative as multi-
culturalists would have us believe. Instead, “switching back and forth
between talking like a liberal and engaging in distinctly illiberal actions
is something we all do anyways; it is the essence of adhockery. Perhaps
if we did it with less anxiety, we might do it better.”3” In essence, we
need to constantly critique, not only positions and perspectives that
cross our path, but to critique and be tolerant of our own inconsistent
tolerance. In insisting on adhockery, Fish is insisting that we allow our
predisposed assumptions, our own subjectivity, to be challenged. It is
an uncomfortable task, but one that is inevitable given our normative
agenda to address injustice.®® The problem with adhockery is that dis-
courses are available to everyone, so the discourse of identity has already
permeated the actions of those on the ground. However, in the event
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that social science can theorize a more nuanced explanation, adhockery
can open avenues for analysis.

The Culture of Social Science

When it comes to culture the social sciences have a problem. Aside from
its having been isolated as a variable, culture is generally avoided. The
main explanation that resonates is that culture cannot be operational-
ized and so is inimical to scientific method.® It is a result of the dif-
ferent ways that Anglo-Saxon and French political thought have dealt
with social studies. The Anglo-Saxon approach, influenced by “taxo-
nomic” framing of the natural and social worlds, aimed to develop a
single theory of politics, while the French approach considers the po-
litical in dynamic relations with human activity more broadly. In other
words, one intellectual trajectory takes a broader view of the political
than the other. In both, however, identity is understood as a given.

Thus, while it is correct to say that the Reformation, Enlightenment,
and Scientific and Industrial revolutions ushered in the modern era, in
the study of politics, many arguments over the problematic new forms
of social organization that accompanied them get simplified. For ex-
ample, postmodernists have proposed that the Enlightenment project
placed too much emphasis on reason and the scientific method. But the
problem is not simply one of privileging rationality; the problem lies in
ineffective challenges to dynamics of power. Recent work indicates that,
in fact, the Enlightenment project was “insufficiently radical.+°

Enlightenment thought challenged dogma, superstition, and intel-
lectual intolerance; it undermined the claims of hereditary privilege

and rigid social hierarchies; it popularized the idea of human equality.
... Nevertheless, it failed to see that the scientific rationality that it was

championing . .. was not a socially neutral engine of human progress

but a weapon in the service of new forms of class domination, exploi-
tation, and oppression.*

That the Enlightenment was not radical enough is not particularly
an Anglo-Saxon problem. Yet, as political science, and its subdisciplines,
stem from the Anglo-Saxon tradition, scholars in these disciplines often
understand culture in taxonomic terms as a single phenomenon with a
list of components—as a variable rather than a dynamic form of consti-
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tuting community identity and maintaining group continuity. Instead,
“culture is best understood as an environment, a constantly evolving
setting, within which human behavior follows a number of particular
courses—many of which are contradictory.#2 Here is where adhockery
can broaden the boundaries of conversational possibilities.

Regardless of the method, then, social scientists (and theorists) tend
to deal with culture in two ways reminiscent of the two approaches to
multiculturalism. First, cultural difference is a superficial difference;
all humans are the same underneath. For example, one analysis argues
that women’s identity or women’s cultural difference took a back seat
to women'’s goal of defeating patriarchy and this is why they were suc-
cessful. *3 In fact, identity other than their identity as women was unim-
portant because the fundamental similarities outweighed any superficial
differences. In the second approach, cultural difference is fundamental;
groups of people have few to no similarities.** This depiction of inher-
ent difference is reminiscent of the argument that both Al Qaeda and the
West share this second position of the fundamental character of identity;
both totalize identity.*> Neither of these positions is tenable. The first
depoliticizes culture by pointing to its superficiality. If everyone is ef-
fectively the same, and culture is superficial, then it cannot be as deeply
meaningful as to warrant serious attention. On the other hand, the sec-
ond position makes difference a question of nature. If culture is in our
genes, then it becomes a question of biology rather than politics. The
main problem, then, for theorizing the politics of culture and identity
is a result of presupposing the acculturated subject.

For others the turn to culture and identities heralded the beginning
ofanew era. Johannes Fabian suggests that the turn toward the study of
culture in anthropology was a positive move. It took theorizing out of
racist ethnography. At the same time, however, anthropological culture
refuses to capture the negativity; the predominant view is that culture is
something inherently positive.*s Culture, then, has become colonized
by modern liberalism to enhance its image of tolerance. This obscures
the political reality of culture as a concept available for assessment like
any other aspect of human activity. This makes it difficult to say, for
example, that female circumcision should be abolished. Instead, we are
corrupted by the norm of relativist positioning. Indeed, for C. Vann
Woodward, the idea of culture presumes that adherents to a specific
culture must agree to the same identifying criteria.#’ In other words,
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privileging culture as “positive” obscures the inevitability of a group’s
undemocratic processes.*®

From the vantage point of discourse, one can perceive debates in flux.
Discursive analysts look at both the ad hoc reality and the ways that so-
cial scientists explain that reality. Ultimately, if one considers identity to
be innate then it becomes less likely that explanation will capture how
strategies evolve. In this case, any change will appear jarring and, more
likely than not, excluded as an outlier. At the same time, a discursive ap-
proach can allow us to avoid presupposing the subject, thus illuminating
the ad hoc reality—that culture and identity become tools utilized in
negotiations between individuals and authority.

Identity and Culture: Tools of the State, of the Actor, and of the
Analyst

Culture and identity are discourses of power that delimit claims for

emancipation to arguments for identity-based rights rather than so-
cial justice claims. A group impacted by the state on the grounds of
a politicized group identity becomes forced to engage with the state

in terms of that group identity regardless of group cohesion. Within

available discourses, individuals do consider their perceived position,
their desired position, and make demands within the constraints of the

discourse. In other words, how they perceive of their interests often

influence their bid for power. One is forced to act within specific con-
straints. From the point of view of discursive reality and perceivable

options, the move from broad social justice claims to identity-based

claims appears logical.

This brings us back to culture in social science. If we recall that in so-
cial science, identity and culture are understood as either superficial or
fundamental, then social justice and the language of civil rights appears
to be the radical language of the Enlightenment. Both well-known in
postcolonial politics, Frantz Fanon and Léopold Senghor argue that the
most important criterion for social justice is the state. * Senghor, even,
shares the reasons for his change of mind with his readers. Initially, he
promoted Pan-Africanism as a response to colonialism; he thought that
uniting oppressed people under one banner would address the exclu-
sionary nature of the nation-state. Yet, he came to realize that without
the state, civil rights do not and cannot exist. It seems, however, that
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civil rights talk is not radical enough; or rather that it does not actually
displace other discourses of power. The only way to displace discourses
of power is to privilege other discourses of power—a task that analysts
are in a unique position to attempt. In fact, multiculturalism and iden-
tity politics successfully displaced discourses of social justice, but per-
haps only for a time.

Thus, as the political realities changed in the post 199os era, both
culture and identity reemerged in political analyses. They seemed to
carry greater currency as events were explained and justified in terms of
politicized identities. No longer are Civil Rights Movements like that
in the United States and more recently South Africa, articulating their
positions in terms of the universalist arguments of democracy and par-
ticipation and ones that are, such as in Iraq and Iran, are without discur-
sive power and so misrecognised. Instead, social scientists are hearing
groups requesting, demanding even, succession and self rule. A discur-
sive approach would allow us to see that this group self protection is
not the result of any inherent politicization. In fact, the idea of inherent
politicization—that identity makes for automatically politicized group-
ings where the state as well as individuals view that group identity as
fact—becomes ridiculous.

The Native American story provides a unique position to illustrate
these contradictions. A historiography of Native American interaction
with the U.S. government—including the different discursive contexts
such as tribal rights, pan-Indian organization, the Rainbow Coalition,
and as a component of multicultural America—might show how tenu-
ous these categories are and how, ultimately, claims against the state are
multifaceted as well as strategically considered. It might illuminate what
the emphasis on the acculturated subject hides—the many ways human
polities organize themselves in relation to their environment and inter-
act with authority.
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