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       Finally, that irrepressible interrupter, Newton Gunasinghe—who may, for all I know,
         never have heard of Minnesota. If he overheard an intriguing conversation just about
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      Introduction

      
         
         
         
         Culture As Problem

         
      

      
      The trouble with dead white men is that some of them are not men, many not white and
         an alarming number not even dead. Phrased differently, less colloquially, since individuals,
         dead or alive, are not at stake, eurocentrism suffuses, saturates, structures the
         modern Anglo-U.S. episteme. It is here: the English department I teach in requires
         its undergraduate majors to take only one “single author” course, Shakespeare; there:
         to this writing, the English literary canon continues to dominate the requirements
         at the department of the university in Sri Lanka I (under)graduated from; and everywhere:
         the prime meridian, for no good geographical reason, though powerful geopolitical
         ones, passes through London, framing time globally; we iterate eurocentrism every
         time we check the time. (Though written in both Sri Lanka and the United States, from
         the antiempiricist position of this book Sri Lanka is always there, even when I’m
         here.) Our politico-epistemological moment may understand itself, here and there,
         if not quite everywhere, as postcolonial, but the continuing force of eurocentrism
         solicits, perhaps demands a (re)conceptualization, a recharging of postcoloniality,
         dominantly taken at our moment as addressing developments after colonialism in a place
         formerly known as the third world, in nonhistoricist, nongeographic terms, a reconsideration
         of both prefix and noun: in what sense, exactly, is postcoloniality post something,
         its object if not target (quite apart from the question of the meaning of post)? Is
         that target properly nominated as colonialism, in this historicist sense a—more or
         less—extinct, or at least critically endangered phenomenon? (Though Palestine and
         Puerto Rico put the latter to question.) Postcoloniality, a theoretical position/ing,
         questioning in its initial articulation—where have you gone, Homi Bhabha—attenuated
         its charge with the reassertion of historicism.[1] (Charge, OED: brief, burden, responsibility, mandate; excitement, energy.) This book
         seeks to recharge postcoloniality as the critique of eurocentrism, by addressing the
         latter’s most potent signifier of subjectivity, culture.
      

      
      The quotidian sense of culture may be overwhelmingly essentialist and so distinguishable
         from the disciplinary sense, dominantly anti-essentialist, if not purportedly anti-empiricist—this
         take never tires of repeating, as if insistent, metronomic repetition turns assertion
         into argument, that culture is a construct (but also, somehow, “real”); nevertheless,
         the two share an understanding of the concept: a vital, veridic element of our subjectivity;
         phrased crudely, we “have” a culture, like we do a gender (even if a certain feminism,
         not to mention transgender studies, has called this to question); it is discrete,
         unicitous, nominatable, available for study; it makes us different and has always
         done so. Yet Matthew Arnold concludes the opening chapter of Culture and Anarchy: An Essay in Political and Social Criticism, the book that introduces, recommends culture to the English, by informing his reader:
         “I am . . . a believer in culture. Therefore I propose . . . to . . . inquire, in
         the simple, unsystematic way . . . what culture really is, what good it can do, what
         is our own special need of it.”[2] A statement out of sync with our moment, or intersection, which takes culture—whether
         understood as fact or construct—as possession, which doesn’t necessarily find it salutary,
         Arnold stages his object as a benefit, agent (it does) and an imperative, a special
         necessity. Something outside England or Englishness, a lack: if the English had (a)
         culture, it couldn’t have been imperative. To formulate crudely again, the statement
         signifies that the English population before Arnold couldn’t have known it had (a)
         culture; such knowledge or, better, interpellation must be deemed recent. This should
         blow your mind. If tweeting is your thing, prompt a “wtf.” We take it for granted,
         have naturalized the “fact” that we are cultured subjects; that this matrix inside
         and outside us enables, conditions, constrains our subjectivity, agency, if it doesn’t
         constitute our very being. (Muslims are suicide bombers because their culture doesn’t
         value life. Jews, hardworking, educated, thrifty, rich because theirs value these
         ends. The same, essentialist logic allows both statements.) But we could not have
         taken so until after Arnold. As Raymond Williams reminds us in Culture and Society, no English intellectual before Arnold had made such a claim, proposed such an inquiry
         or produced one. Although the word had been used before, to describe a practice, the
         concept as a signifier of subjectivity was effectively, if not literally, foreign
         to what this book calls, under erasure, the modern Anglo-U.S. episteme before Culture and Anarchy and its accomplice, Edward Burnett Tylor’s Primitive Culture. One might assume that the question of its emergence would have been addressed by
         now: what politico-epistemological or ideological imperative compelled it (ideology
         being understood here in the strict Althusserian sense as that which interpellates,
         transforms subjectivity)? How was subjectivity conceived before culture? What was
         the inadequacy of such conception that required the different signifier? Remarkably
         enough, though books on culture fill many shelves of a good Anglo-U.S. library, such
         questions have not been posed; though analogous ones have of related objects like
         literature and history.
      

      
      However, CA doesn’t understand culture in our sense, not quite. Ours is relativist, plural; we
         speak of cultures, as a trait or possession pertaining to discrete totalities. Arnold,
         of culture, in the singular, as a (universal) condition which doesn’t signify possession
         so much as potential, that absolutely distinguishes one discrete, superior totality,
         inside—in his case, the English race—from another, an outside (the Irish, “a conquered
         race”); not as a trait or possession of every such totality (with the exception of
         the German and the French): the English could have culture; the Irish—colonized, inferior—couldn’t.
         The concept, then, emerges concatenated with race, contoured by colonialism, and so
         demands the attention of postcoloniality, which could be summarized as the name of
         a problem: undertaking the “finishing,” in John Mowitt’s (1992) term, of the critique
         of eurocentrism; to finish, here, means make its emergence worth struggling over,
         not have the last word. (The conclusion of this book addresses the questions of postcoloniality
         and eurocentrism at greater length, delineates the concepts, which should follow,
         or at least be staged as following from the readings rather than be asserted a priori.
         Written after the conclusion, the introduction “knows” what’s there, but maintains,
         more or less, the fiction of ignorance.) The word in the singular mutated into the
         plural around the turn of the nineteenth century, if one reckons by the calendar.
         Franz Boas’s early writing provides the canonical, emergent disciplinary instance
         of cultural relativism. Although, as Kamala Visweswaran argues, compellingly challenging
         received, patriarchal disciplinary wisdom, the work of feminist anthropologists like
         Alice Cunningham Fletcher also pressured the critique of universalism; and, as Lee
         D. Baker points out, W. E. B. Du Bois impresses Boas. But one cannot persuasively
         supplicate the calendar, though Williams does, to pinpoint modifications in the episteme
         or transformations of subjectivity; they rarely, if ever, announce themselves with
         a dateline or Facebook update; they don’t happen—if they happen—plainly, decisively,
         unambiguously. Universalism and relativism often cohabit the same text, like the secular
         and theological, as we’ll see. Arnold’s book bears an undivulged theory of culture
         in the plural, marks Boas’s relativism; the latter also works with the universalist
         sense, doesn’t depart from it definitively. The claim of mutation in the dominant
         sense of culture, then, is offered as a reading: that the word bears an itinerary,
         a concept brought to this book “from elsewhere and . . . solicited from this elsewhere”
         by the reading.[3] One conceived in opposition to both proleptic intellectual history, which narrativizes,
         emplots, connects forward and analeptic Foucauldian genealogy, which moves backward,
         stressing not continuity but rupture.[4] The itinerary of culture would consist of (at least) two heterogeneous intersections:
         the singular, universal and the plural, relativist. As mutation signifies, the moments
         resonate, should not be taken as discrete: relativism doesn’t disappear universalism;
         rather, iterates, repeats it with a difference. Culture in the plural bears the trace
         of that in the singular. This book reads the itinerary of culture in the modern Anglo-U.S.
         episteme.
      

      
      To call upon concepts like trace, of course, is to invoke deconstruction, textuality
         (and psychoanalysis). Which, through these “levers,” one of the most important to
         this book being differance, brought to our notice the possibility of reading concepts
         as not circumvallated but networked hierarchically; as constituted by both their similarity
         and difference from other signifiers, their extimate (inside and outside) accomplices—there’s
         no here without there—which they defer, postpone, push—force—aside temporally and
         spatially; and which, in so doing, leave their mark or trace on these concepts.[5] (To defer is to prioritize, subordinate, even violate.) Deconstruction may be currently
         out of critical fashion, like rigorous poststructuralism more generally; its radical
         critique of language, of the human and the disciplines that help produce, authorize
         it—literature, history, anthropology, sociology—defanged. Empiricism, and its pivotal
         concept, the (modern) subject, reassert themselves at our intersection. However, this
         book is compelled by the conviction that its critique has not been met, that deconstruction,
         or “theory” more generally, still has something to offer us, something vital (though
         not veridic). In not only its levers but, for instance, its proposition that our reading
         not be constrained by our disciplines, also networked, extimate accomplices, non-discrete.
         Interdisciplinarity may be the default assumption of our U.S. academic moment; but
         the disciplines shape, limit our reading practices more dexterously than we notice.
         Take two of the most impressive recent contributions to the question of culture, by
         David Lloyd and Paul Thomas, and Visweswaran: the first contains a sustained engagement
         with Arnold and ignores Tylor; Visweswaran barely engages Tylor and cites Arnold just
         once, that, too, from Lloyd and Thomas. (Susan Hegeman is a rare exception.) If culture
         emerged, as argued here, at the intersection of (at least) two disciplines, then the
         concept itself demands an interdisciplinary response; not in our method—even the most
         fundamentalist anthropologist or empiricist literary critic cannot participantly-observe
         texts—but our reading. (The readings themselves, as the conclusion argues, suggest
         that the work of the disciplines requires an antidisciplinary response, not just an
         interdisciplinary one.) The case for a (re)turn to deconstructive reading must emerge
         from the chapters themselves; but one might observe that the thoughtless, banal mantra
         “culture is a cultural construct,” incanted by cultural critics—Sherry Ortner, for
         instance, back in 1972—almost as often as practicing Muslims utter “Insha Allah” is,
         to take a term from Jacques Derrida, theological: straightforwardly put, culture,
         or any other object, cannot construct itself; only (a monotheist) God possesses such
         omnipotence. And if our sense of culture, the relativist, bears the impress of the
         universalist, as Visweswaran points out, then we cannot begin and end our reading
         by attending only to a single intersection in its itinerary. Or concept: enmeshed
         with nature and (civil) society, the itinerary of culture resonates predictably, with
         terms like civilization; it wanders, not unexpectedly, to others like race, savage,
         barbaric, field; and, occasionally, meanders serendipitously to the unanticipated,
         including imagination. Reading culture requires attending to a reticulation of concepts,
         texts, disciplines.
      

      
      Take, for instance, civilization. Unlike Arnold, who addresses his object within a
         national frame, Tylor, who does so within a global in Anthropology: An Introduction to the Study of Man and Civilization, finds it homonymous with culture, a condition existing in three historical, evolutionary
         stages—savage, barbaric, civilized—characterized by nature, agriculture and writing,
         respectively, the first and last coincident with two races, the black and white, located
         in two continents, Africa and Europe. (Significantly, Tylor never instantiates the
         barbaric condition.) Both Tylor and Arnold, then, find an extimate relation between
         culture and race, coupled concepts that work together. Thus the claim that these texts
         intersect, a term from Roland Barthes (1986), which signifies the convergence of many
         heterogeneous, boundless strands.[6] Now one could read this intersection, of culture in the singular, and proceed forward,
         as it were, to Fletcher/Boas/Du Bois, to its mutation to the plural. But the term
         civilization directs the poststructuralist reader to other concepts, most particularly
         civil (“of . . . citizens,” OED) and its affines, civilize and civil society. To continue
         with a trite metaphor, such a reader must step back before going forward or, better,
         move anasemically, in this case to the canonical texts of emergent or “early” English
         modernity, another intersection, that of Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan and John Locke’s Second Treatise.[7] They understand civil society in the singular, universal, as a (political, rather
         than rigorously historical) condition or state; but not as constituted by grades.
         As we’ll see in greater detail in the chapters to come, the deployment of (civil)
         society in Locke/Hobbes, a moment that could be read as the Anglo-U.S. humanities
         (the phrase is not an oxymoron) in its first iteration in the episteme, one that produces
         the modern subject and its other, resonates with that of culture/race in Arnold/Tylor,
         the humanities in its second iteration, which reproduces that subject and other. The
         repetition: both intersections stage the subject as modern, social and civilized,
         in opposition to the savage, found in nature (a nonpolitical condition in Locke/Hobbes);
         the difference: the second iteration, now having the globe as its frame, supplements
         those concepts with race, another civilizational stage (barbarian), geographic location.
         Given the resonance, movement, mutation and displacement of concepts, this book cannot
         but read Hobbes/Locke. However, you may wonder: doesn’t calling that intersection
         first, and Arnold/Tylor second succumb to the most orthodox, even naïve historicism,
         periodization, a position textuality, with its metaphor network, cannot hold? It would
         if one didn’t note that there cannot be a first without a second. For example: in
         a certain (perhaps even rigorously historicist) sense, someone called Elizabeth I
         never ruled Britain. Elizabeth Tudor became Elizabeth I, a retronym, only after Elizabeth
         Windsor. First becomes first retrospectively, does not know itself as such; put differently,
         first always already implies second. Given that the question of the emergence of culture
         prompted this book in the first place, the intersection of Arnold/Tylor comes first
         in the sense that one could call it logically prior, though not chronologically so.
         Chapter 1, therefore, reads Arnold and Tylor, the texts that raise culture as a problem.
      

      
      But, you may interject, isn’t anthropology a social science? How could it be situated
         in the humanities? The discipline certainly stages itself as such; nevertheless, the
         humanities, taken in the narrow, conventional, plural sense, don’t produce the human
         by themselves; these other disciplines, too, are foundational to the authorization,
         conceptualization, interpellation of human as both universal and marked by difference,
         to the categorization, differentiation, hierarchization of human into subject and
         other. If one understands the humanities not as it stages itself, in the plural, but
         in the singular, as the gathering of disciplines that abet such interpellation, then
         anthropology (and sociology) perform a cardinal role in that process. Analogously,
         Locke and Hobbes may be claimed at our moment, quite apart from philosophy, by political
         science as theorists of the social contract, representative government and the rule
         of law; but when read from postcoloniality and poststructuralism, against their grain,
         they quite insistently address the question of modern subjectivity and, inescapably,
         other as they do. They get imbricated in the itinerary of culture, a labyrinthely
         networked concept that Williams calls “one of the two or three most complicated words
         in the English language,” nature being the most complicated.[8] In deconstructive terms, civil/ization and society would, with others to come, constitute
         the differance of culture; they carry its trace. One cannot responsibly address culture
         without also addressing (the state of) nature and (civil) society. Thus chapter 2
         reads Locke/Hobbes, the intersection at which the modern subject emerges, the humanities
         in its first iteration, a first that is also second, logically, given that it’s the
         second iteration that raises the question of the first, that produces the first as
         first, that offers this book its problem. Particularly, the inadequacy of the offering
         of subjectivity at Locke/Hobbes, texts unaware of this inadequacy, that Thomas Babington
         Macaulay’s Minute on Indian Education enables one to account for: it solicits the concatenation of race and culture, their
         displacement of the terms of the first iteration, in the service of colonial interpellation,
         indicates the nonlinear movement, fraying of the episteme from one intersection to
         another.
      

      
      Like many of the texts read in this book, Macaulay interweaves in more than one intersection,
         including that attended to in chapter 3, which addresses a concept that might initially
         appear without a relation to eurocentrism or interpellation, imagination—like culture
         an appurtenance we all possess. Shelley’s A Defence of Poetry theorizes poetry, effectively literature, as the consequence of imagination, which
         he understands not just as allowing an individual to produce or “create,” if only
         in the mind, immaterial objects, but specifically as that which enables empathy, the
         subject to put himself in the place of the other, leading to moral improvement. In
         the Shelleyan articulation, the concept, which Hobbes understands as a passive, mechanical
         faculty that registers images from objects outside the subject, mutates into an active,
         creative one. Imagination, too, could be read as having an itinerary, enmeshed with
         that of culture/society: Shelley distinguishes between the subject, deemed social,
         with the capacity to imagine, and another that can merely imitate, nominated as savage
         (a move Tylor iterates). The hierarchization of human into modern/social/civilized
         subject and backward other is not confined only to a colonialist anthropology that
         the discipline itself has critiqued. It structures, binds the episteme. Thus postcoloniality
         targets not imperialism but eurocentrism. English literature, a discipline that considers
         itself ethical, enhancing value, moral good, does not escape the impress of this structure,
         either. Indeed, Macaulay’s Minute deploys literature in precisely the Shelleyan sense: it enables the Indian, categorized
         as barbarous, to improve, transform, elevate himself to civilization by reading literature,
         imagining himself English. However, Rudyard Kipling’s Kim presents the failure of this project: the Indian boy cannot empathize, unlike Kim
         and the white anthropologist Lurgan. A literary text reproduces, reinforces, corresponds
         with the anthropological assertion, conviction that the production of knowledge of
         the other could be undertaken exclusively by the subject. In Argonauts of the Western Pacific, Bronislaw Malinowski, such a subject who asks his reader to imagine himself in,
         auto-displace himself to Malinowski’s location, the field, advises young anthropologists
         in their field not to ask natives questions that require imagination, to keep it real.
         Concepts are networked hierarchically. Texts intersect. Disciplines breach, infiltrate
         one another.
      

      
      They also, of course, defend their object tenaciously. Chapter 4 addresses an instance
         of this, the emergence of (English) cultural studies out of the refusal of English
         literature to broaden its reach to other objects, new media. It reads the writing
         on culture over many decades, emphasizing the entry on the term in Keywords, of Williams, who historicism would deem a founder, originator, against that of Frank
         Raymond Leavis, who seeks to conserve the literary object, the English canon, if not
         (western) civilization, from such contamination. Williams identifies cultural studies
         not only as a Marxist discipline, cultural materialism, but also a branch of sociology,
         one that pertains only to the most “developed, complex societies,” thereby implying
         the existence of un(der)developed, simple societies, if not primitive peoples without
         society. Cultural studies, then, at least in Williams’s articulation, also participates
         in the differantiation of human into subject and other, modern and backward. In so
         doing, Williams intersects with the position held by Herbert Spencer, the dominant
         figure of emergent English sociology, that the discipline attends to the modern, social,
         predictable subject, as opposed to the evolutionarily, racially inferior, implicitly
         unpredictable other. Spencer, in turn, helps us understand the appearance, at the
         intersection of Tylor/Spencer, of two avowedly distinct disciplines, sociology and
         anthropology, to study these different humans. So vast is the gulf between these types
         of human, here and there, that the disciplines present themselves as requiring entirely
         different methods to access them. Being predictable makes the object of sociology
         amenable to statistics, order, regularity; anthropology, in a phrase usually attributed
         to Malinowski, eventually conceptualizes its method, based on “field-work,” as “participant
         observation.” Spencer, too, traverses more than one intersection; Leavis, to cite
         another instance, must also be read with Arnold. Deconstruction compels anti-historicism;
         texts don’t “belong” only to “their own” time, understood calendrically. Indeed, deconstruction
         demonstrates the text—“not so much an entity, but a way of practicing the analysis
         of entities”—to be other than it is, whatever its author may have intended.[9] 
      

      
      This, of course, implicates even an innocuous-sounding term like field in the itinerary.
         It’s where anthropology incarcerates, as Arjun Appadurai puts it, its object. The
         place Boas, who doesn’t deploy the term, travels to find his particular object, the
         Native American. Along with the evisceration of race, a concept that his critique,
         developed over many decades, helped disappear from the discipline as lacking scientificity,
         a critique only finished in response to Nazism in the second edition of The Mind of Primitive Man, Boas relativized culture, turned it from potential to possession, as the history
         of anthropology (George Stocking) holds; but Boas calls the Native primitive, locates
         him in nature, cannot avoid the impress of universalism. In a move that puts, as it
         were, the U.S. in Anglo-U.S. episteme, Boas produces, projects U.S. culture as modern
         in opposition to Native culture, pushed to its frontier. For the U.S. to be one, the
         Native must be other. Fletcher and Du Bois accomplice Boas. Understanding culture/civilization
         in the singular, as graded, Fletcher in many journal articles expects the Native American
         woman—again located in nature—to have a status inferior to that of the restricted
         white woman; but discovers the converse in the field. This disturbs the conceptualization
         of civilization as evolutionary improvement and pressures, as Visweswaran argues,
         though Fletcher doesn’t make the move herself, the mutation of culture into the plural.
         Du Bois contours this differently: in The Philadelphia Negro, he approaches the African American through the method of sociology, finds him modern,
         urban, a citizen, effectively opposed to the Native American. Which raises the question
         of the Native American itself. The last two sections of chapter 5 address this figure,
         figuration, one that has always troubled the United States, from its founding text,
         the Declaration of Independence, to the history of Frederick Jackson Turner, both
         of which place the Native, staged as savage, at the frontier of the United States.
         If culture in the singular, universal is the response of the episteme to an English
         (colonial) solicitation, its mutation into the plural, relativist follows a U.S. imperative,
         projection—the framing of the subject’s desire as that of the other. An interpellation
         that the other, at least those affirming identity politics, actually celebrates at
         our moment.
      

      
      Put differently, the texts read here solicit the concept modern Anglo-U.S. episteme,
         a statement that may, by implying a bound object, appear to contradict the claim that
         these signifiers are networked, unbound. Indeed, as Williams points out, culture (kultur) had been deployed in the German episteme (not his term) from the late eighteenth
         century. (Which raises the question: how does one account for it taking almost another
         century, again reckoning by the calendar, for the Anglo-U.S. to acquire it?) Arnold
         himself salutes Gotthold Ephraim Lessing and Johann Gottfried Herder as “men of culture,”
         a formulation that implies the presence of culture in Germany, unlike England. Thus
         it should be emphasized that this book doesn’t conceive Anglo-U.S. episteme as circumvallated.
         The latter gets enmeshed with the German, among others, making it impossible to draw
         a boundary around it, to distinguish inside from outside. While addressing the deployment
         of culture in the German is beyond the scope of this book, it bears underlining that
         Herder understands the term in the plural; Tylor and Arnold, in the singular. Kultur, Norbert Elias reminds us, emerged in the German episteme in “antithesis” to the
         French (and English) civilization. Tylor, as mentioned before, and Boas as we’ll see,
         find culture and civilization homonyms, not antonyms. The signifier works differently
         in the different epistemes. It appears in Arnold/Tylor bound to race. Therefore, if
         the texts themselves compel one to speak of a modern Anglo-U.S. episteme, one must
         nevertheless conceive it, like text, as an inside without a delimitable outside. An
         outside, boundary, of course, would make it discrete.
      

      
      But how might one delineate episteme? In “Structure, Sign and Play,” Derrida argues
         that “the concept of structure, and even the word ‘structure’ are as old as the episteme . . . their roots thrust deep into the soil of ordinary language, into whose deepest
         recesses the episteme plunges in order to gather them up and to make them a part of itself in a metaphorical
         displacement.”[10] Episteme, in this formulation that, unexpectedly enough, deploys a naturalist metaphor
         in an essay that calls into question the distinction between nature and culture, takes,
         transforms words and concepts from language. But not randomly. It has a center that
         works “to orient, balance and organize the structure.” Episteme, then, produces, orders,
         limits, regulates concepts, is an instantiation of force, not knowledge in any transparent
         sense. (To Foucault, episteme authorizes statements.) But Derrida adds, in an enigmatic
         formulation: “the center is, paradoxically, within the structure and outside it .
         . . The center is not the center.” That which orders the episteme stages itself as
         not so doing, enabling the production of “knowledge,” or disciplinary reason, as disinterested.
         This center, what Derrida elsewhere (1992) calls the heading, the captain, the direction,
         is the (modern) subject. (In Foucault, episteme has a ground, not center.) If, strictly
         speaking, an episteme cannot be bound by place (Anglo-U.S., Germany) it cannot be
         by time, either; that, too, would make it discrete. Nevertheless, the texts read here,
         Hobbes and Locke most particularly, produce this subject as, if not new, at least
         different: rational, agential, secular, etc., all characteristics of the modern; it
         is understood as subject of, not subject to. Indeed, Derrida himself suggests reading
         modernity—which cannot be reduced to an episteme—as something like a break: in “the
         history . . . [of the subordination of writing to speech] the most decisive separation
         appears at the moment when, at the same time as the science of nature, the determination
         of absolute presence is constituted as self-presence, as subjectivity. It is the moment
         of the great rationalisms of the seventeenth century.”[11] 
      

      
      We might, at our moment, take culture for granted, think we know it, get it. Postcoloniality
         suggests otherwise: we don’t have culture, it has us. Given its itinerary, yet to
         be read, this politico-epistemological positioning wonders whether it could cathect
         culture. Thus postcoloniality must inquire, systematically, adventurously, into the
         distribution through the episteme, the interpellative work, accompliced by the humanities,
         of culture, its imbrication with eurocentrism, whether or not it does us any good.
         Whether we actually need it. Here, there, anywhere.
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            1. Partha Chatterjee’s trajectory exemplifies this. Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World raised, from postcoloniality, the question of the relation of power and knowledge.
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      Chapter 1

      Culture/Race/Nature

      
         
         
         
         
         Arnold, Tylor

         
      

      
      It sometimes seems that every cultural commentator and her second cousin cite Culture and Anarchy: An Essay in Political and Social Criticism (CA), a canonical text of the discipline of English literature; but they haven’t noticed
         that, as early as its second page, CA offers not one but two, contradictory yet imbricated, mutually reinforcing definitions
         of its object, “what culture really is.” Matthew Arnold calls the “ground” of culture
         “scientific”: “the desire to see things as they are”; this descriptive, empiricist
         sense is distinguished from, requires supplementation by another, by “motives called
         social”—inclusive, Arnold insists, not elitist—and “practical”: “the desire for removing
         human error, clearing . . . confusion, diminishing . . . misery” (CA: 59). The first, also termed “a having,” compels the second, “a becoming,” given
         the former’s inadequacies (CA: 62). Arnold stages culture as both possession and potential, an object that is and
         one that could be (developed). The latter sense, which CA advocates, advances, overdetermines the text. Our moment, of course, operates with
         the former: we no longer understand the term as potential, benefit, imperative or
         development. In so doing, CA’s deployment resonates with civilization, cultivation, improvement, progress—its
         contemporary epistemological accomplices—but, in his case, towards a particular accomplishment
         or telos, “the study and pursuit of perfection” (CA: 61). Arnold’s many readers repress the first verb in that semanteme, producing him,
         thereby, as merely, exclusively elitist.[1] They don’t account for the enmeshing of one desire, the commitment to perfection,
         to “the best that has been thought and known,” the satisfaction of a lack, with another,
         the disciplinary, the “scientific” study of an object. Which, at the risk of stating
         the obvious, as having signifies, couldn’t be a lack. Though it lacks, needs improvement;
         the possession requires perfection, but upon study; diminishing social misery is imbricated
         with clearing intellectual confusion. Makes Arnold not only an advocate or “preacher,”
         but student of culture; phrased somewhat mischievously, an early—historicism might
         say the originary—practitioner, disciple of (English) cultural studies.
      

      
      If the claim sounds counter-intuitive, the definition of the editors of the U.S. Cultural Studies reader bears recollection: “the study of all the relations between all the elements
         in a whole way of life.”[2] Lawrence Grossberg and company, too, advocate study of the object conceived as a
         discrete totality, specified as a way of life. Unconsciously no doubt, even if convinced
         of the novelty of their enterprise, one inspired intellectually by Birmingham of the
         1960s, they iterate Arnold. The resonance isn’t restricted to definition. Take, for
         instance, CA’s last chapter (again unread by those who cite the book). Like cultural studies,
         a presentist discipline, it treats not elitist or exclusivist—“high” cultural—but
         quotidian contemporary objects, elements of a whole way of life: the disestablishment
         of the Protestant Irish church, free trade, the legalization of marriage to a man’s
         dead brother’s widow and inheritance upon intestacy. In other words: religion, law,
         patriarchy, economics/exchange, marriage/incest/(hetero)sexuality, property; objects
         not usually associated with Arnold, or his discipline, English literature, but cultural
         studies and, of course, another discipline emergent at that moment, English anthropology—which
         marks CA, inescapably, make the two disciplines extimate accomplices: they breach, penetrate,
         even contour, shape, frame each other, notwithstanding their attempts at repression,
         policing frontiers, circumvallating inside from outside. (George Stocking points out
         that the first such institution in England, the Anthropological Society of London,
         was established in 1863.) Repression, as we know from Sigmund Freud, cannot erase
         the trace of the other. Disciplines are always already interdisciplinary.
      

      
      The impress of anthropology on CA appears most forcefully, as Stocking (1982) notes, in the summary semanteme on the
         English middle class, nominated as “Philistines”:
      

      
         Culture says: “Consider these people . . . their way of life, their habits . . . manners,
            the very tones of their voice; look at them attentively; observe the literature they
            read, the things which give them pleasure, the[ir] words . . . thoughts . . . [W]ould
            any amount of wealth be worth having with the condition that one was to become just
            like these people by having it?” (CA: 65)
         

      

      Read quickly, the semanteme only signifies Arnold’s elitism, disdain for, distance
         from the materialist middle class (understood, almost in Marx’s terms, as produced
         by wealth, capital, not its producer); in Culture and Society, Raymond Williams calls it “priggish.”[3] However, staged as a speaking subject, though he speaks for it, culture emerges both
         as an autonomous agent that evaluates and describes an (undesirable) object, and a
         possession, discrete totality that signifies commonality, subjectivity. In a phrase,
         Arnold understands culture (what it “really is”) as a whole “way of life” which requires
         observation before evaluation, transformation. And, yes, the phrase “way of life”
         bears the damned elitist’s signature—a “gotcha moment” to the close reader.[4] Even if its description and judgement are inextricable, it carries a disciplinary
         imperative, suggests that students of culture should adopt a specific practice, method,
         directed at specific objects. Put differently, it suggests a relation between the
         work of ideology and disciplinary reason, one outside the strict Althusserian schema.
         Habit, manner, custom, speech, language, literature, entertainment, conceptualized
         collectively, essentially, as way of life, an inside, require consideration, “attentive”
         consideration, description by its student. From a distance, position outside: the
         observer, subject, is unlike, heterogeneous to “these people,” the object, effectively
         othered by the pronoun; she doesn’t share their habits, manners, or desire to. Method
         and object bear the stamp of empiricism, conceptualized since Bacon as the production
         of knowledge by a subject, through observation of an inside, an object existing outside
         disciplinary reason; and, more particularly, of anthropology—the study of (other)
         culture/s. Attentive investigation carries an affinity with what would become anthropological
         method, one “theorized” much later—intersections are not discrete—by Bronislaw Malinowski,
         as “participant observation.” But the discipline doesn’t acknowledge this debt to
         another (with the notable exception of Stocking). Unlike Malinowski, Arnold divulges
         his object in the singular; nevertheless, if the middle class possesses a discrete,
         distinctive way of life, the other social classes nominated by the text—upper or aristocracy
         (“Barbarians”) and working (“Populace”)—must, too; and CA describes them as so possessed, as it were. The conceptualization of culture as possession
         inescapably carries plurality. Our sense lies emergent, undivulged in Arnold, overdetermined
         by the singular, elitist: these ways of life require augmentation of their lack, perfection;
         “these people” compel interpellation—better understood as a summons, rather than hailing—not
         imitation. The relativist sense of culture, as possession, demands transformation
         by the universal.
      

      
      For the canonical emergent formulation of the latter, one turns to Tylor, a founder
         member of that London society, first chair of the discipline at Oxford. His Primitive Culture doesn’t see its object as a lack. What Arnold argues should be, requiring study,
         Tylor finds as is, studied:
      

      
         Culture or Civilization, taken in its wide ethnographic sense, is that complex whole
            which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom and any other capabilities
            and habits acquired by man as a member of society. The condition of culture among
            the various societies of mankind . . . is a subject apt for the study of laws of human
            thought and action.[5] 
         

      

      The semanteme understands society as we do, in the plural (relativist), but culture—a
         term homonymous with civilization—in the singular. The former signifies heterogeneity
         between discrete totalities; the latter, homogeneity: many different societies could
         share the same cultural condition—the understanding, in other words, of culture in
         the universalist sense. Staged as a “complex whole,” Tylor’s definition has been forceful,
         lasting; though not relativist, informs our quotidian understanding—for culture, here,
         signifies a vital, veridic element of subjectivity, a matrix inside and outside its
         subject. His specification of his object as culture in the “wide ethnographic sense”
         signifies that it must also have another—narrow, limiting, non-ethnographic. Can one
         read in this semanteme a response to Arnold, uncited by Tylor but taken as elitist
         even by his contemporaries (despite his insistence that the “social,” “practical”
         concerns of culture contradicted the charge)?[6] A dissociation of this text from that? Perhaps. In any case, the texts intersect.
         Tylor produces culture, like Arnold, in the singular, as a condition. One he finds
         universal, an appurtenance of “man,” the gendered human; whereas Arnold finds culture
         peculiar to only the English, French and German.[7] The condition occurs in “grades” (Stocking, 1987): its subject could have more or
         less culture; whereas Arnold’s subject lacks it. And, if the latter desires to inquire,
         investigate, seek his object, the former finds, describes it. If all this distinguishes
         Tylor’s understanding from Arnold’s, the former nevertheless calls his object constituted
         by “capabilities,” potential, and “habits”—termed acquisitions, possessions (gained
         over time). Tylor famously characterizes anthropology, the study of the laws, regularities,
         “of human thought and action,” as the “reformer’s science”; Arnold advocates the study
         of culture as having a practical benefit, a good. The lists of the elements of culture
         in both texts deploy either the same or synonymous terms; and both share an understanding
         of their object as potential, process. One Tylor conceptualizes in the text read in
         this chapter, Anthropology: An Introduction to the Study of Man and Civilization, which he calls an “introduction to a new science,” again signifying the novelty
         of the discipline at this moment, as comprised of three evolutionary, historical stages:
         the savage, barbaric and civilized.[8] These stages are also states, conditions, of culture. Tylor iterates Arnold, suggesting
         that AI and CA could, and perhaps even should, be read as signifying, heterogeneously, an intersection
         in the itinerary of culture in the modern Anglo-U.S. episteme: they stage their object
         in the singular, universal, as a condition—one that Tylor finds homonymous with civilization.
         (As does Boas, even while relativizing his object. In a letter to Science, he argues that “civilization is not something absolute, but . . . relative.”[9] )
      

      
      But we have, as yet, only an inkling of its intricacy, wattling. For, of course, the
         deconstructive reader will anticipate culture to be the differance, most intimately,
         of nature. (Suggesting that writing such as this stages the “inductive” move from
         semanteme to reading.) After all, would the texts direct this book to other texts,
         to the network of concepts, if it wasn’t working with deconstruction? On the other
         hand, could we ever know if the peacock preceded the egg? To the reader irritated
         by consistent interruption (parabasis): anti-historicism, a non-linear account, must
         be staged too, not just asserted. With the humorous aside where warranted: after all,
         why can’t the pleasure of producing prose gain mention in the text, even if disciplinary
         reason might seek to interdict such a move? (Or funditry, as Stephen Colbert might
         suggest, abet punditry?) Arnold obliges, citing Montesquieu (signifying, not incidentally,
         the enmeshing of the Anglo-U.S. episteme with the French): “The first motive which
         ought to impel us to study is to augment the excellence of our nature” (CA: 59). The study of culture leads to the augmentation, supplementation, improvement—distancing
         spatially (differ), temporally (defer)—of its subject from nature, a lack. Elsewhere,
         produced as agent, of perfection, transformation, which is to say violation, “culture
         indefatigably tries . . . to . . . [make] . . . the raw person” beautiful (CA: 64). Raw, of course, bears a metaphoric relation to nature; beauty, to culture.
         An opposition CA cannot avoid, that AI iterates. In Tylor, the most developed stage of culture/civilization gets distinguished
         from, opposed to, two others—the lowly savage condition and the middling barbaric,
         both understood in terms of their proximity to nature:
      

      
         Human life may be roughly classed into three great stages . . . [In] the lowest or
            savage state . . . man subsists on wild plants and animals, neither tilling the soil nor
            domesticating creatures for his food. Savages may dwell in tropical forests where
            the abundant fruit and game may allow small clans to live in one spot . . . while
            in barer and colder regions they have to lead a wandering life in quest of the wild
            food . . . In making their rude implements, the materials used by savages are what
            they find ready to hand . . . Men may be considered to have risen into the next or
            barbaric state when they take to agriculture. With the certain supply of food which can be
            stored till next harvest, settled village or town life is established, with immense
            results in the improvement of arts, knowledge, manners and government . . . Lastly,
            civilized life may be taken as beginning with the art of writing, which, by recording history,
            law, knowledge, and religion for the service of ages to come, binds together the past
            and future in an unbroken chain of intellectual and moral progress (AI: 18).
         

      

      This semanteme produces culture in the singular as having its own itinerary; frames,
         emplots a three-stage account of human history as one of civilizational progress;
         signifies “an instituted perspective . . . a way of bringing into view the world as
         a single, unified entity, articulated in space and developing over (common) time,”
         that Sanjay Krishnan calls “the global.”[10] Such (eurocentric) framing both institutes and represses difference: the periphery
         or, better, peripheralized savage/barbarian object gets understood analeptically,
         universally, in terms from outside, those of the civilized subject. (Boasian relativism—a
         move Dipesh Chakrabarty iterates, as we’ll see in the conclusion—stages its radical
         difference as stemming from transcending universalism, making object subject, producing
         knowledge of the other non-axiologically, from the inside, on “its own” terms: “If
         we desire to understand the development of human culture we must [be] . . . willing
         to adapt . . . [ourselves] to the strange ways of thinking and feeling of primitive
         people.”[11] While an early articulation of participant observation, of seeing things as they
         are, this others its object—as strange, primitive—even as it attempts to stage it
         as subject. It produces cultural relativism as the study of an [aberrant]object [them]
         by the subject [us]; and, in so doing, resonates with Arnold. Relativism, an empiricism,
         assumes, reinforces, a riveting structural element of the universalist frame, the
         prior distinction between subject and object, inside and out; assumes it possible
         to undo epistemic violence while, as we’ll see in a later chapter, instantiating it.)[12] Offered without certitude—“human life may be classed”—as a “rough,” essentialized, perhaps even imagined emplotment, not fact,
         stage, an axiological term—every new one supervenes and supersedes, “rises” above
         the precedent—is understood both as a discrete condition, synonymous with state, and
         a moment, grade in a developmental, evolutionary process. (AI finds Charles Darwin a powerful, even overdetermining, though uncited ally. The disciplines
         of biology and history accomplice anthropology at this moment.) If, as Primitive Culture’s definition formulates it, cultural development follows a law, one that anthropology
         divulges, AI enables it to be phrased thus: human culture evolves historically, hierarchically,
         progresses from the lowest stage, savage, through the intermediary, barbaric, to the
         highest, civilized. Every stage is characterized by a relation, physical and temporal,
         to nature: understood not as a universal condition but in the plural. The savage merely
         subsists off nature, which constitutes its matrix; even savage technology lacks thought,
         labor, agency, or bears only minimal, incidental signs of it. The same holds for savage
         food, gathered or hunted in the wild, at a time and place determined by natural agency,
         constituting the object of the savage condition as unsettled, nomadic, a restless
         native; as human but, unable to control nature even minimally, not subject.
      

      
      Characterized by agriculture, the stable, guaranteed production of food, and thus
         settled life, the barbaric state signifies a predictable, mastering relation to nature;
         a distancing from, deferring of, triumph over it. Even if the deconstructive reader
         did not anticipate the necessity, the texts themselves insist that attending to culture
         requires addressing nature, a concept with a distended itinerary in the episteme.
         Hobbes and Locke, as we know, oppose (civil) society to (the state of) nature; they
         understand both in the singular, universal, as a condition. The concept nature, not
         unexpectedly, mutates too from the intersection of Locke/Hobbes to that of Arnold/Tylor,
         from a universal condition to one marked by difference, the object of geography. If
         this book attends to it, as it must, it becomes a reading not of the itinerary of
         a single, if intricately networked concept but, inescapably, the play of an opposition.
         Arnold/Tylor could be read as constituting a cardinal intersection in its itinerary
         in the modern Anglo-U.S. episteme; Hobbes/Locke, again heterogeneously, another one
         in which the opposition gets constituted as nature/(civil)society. At Arnold/Tylor:
         culture, in the singular, displaces (civil) society as the differance of nature; nature and society mutate, from the
         singular to the plural. With Du Bois/Boas/Fletcher, culture changes into cultures,
         the singular, universal into the plural, relativist; the condition, potential, gets
         understood as possession, a non-axiological trait of everyone of its subjects/objects,
         who “has” a culture, not a grade or measure of it.
      

      
      To return to Tylor: the culture in agriculture signifies practice, process—Williams
         also calls it “tending”—suggests that that prior sense of culture mutated to this,
         to Tylor’s (and Arnold’s).[13] But problems arise, discrepancies emerge. The conceptualization of agriculture as
         enabling the storage of food, settled life, distance from nature, allows Tylor, in
         turn, to distinguish the barbaric state from the savage, the latter further divided
         into two ways of life: one termed nomadic, on the move—those inhabiting bare, cold
         climes; the other, tropical savages, “may live in one spot”; a way of life, nevertheless,
         not called (even partially) settled. In such semantemes, AI unsettles itself. Indeed, the gathering of food, transformation of wild plant to
         victual, involves thought, work, labor, process; as does turning a stick, stone or
         bone into a tool. The savage “makes” implements, in that semanteme cited above, has
         technology. In so far as agriculture signifies processed nature, the savage—whether
         tropical, temperate or torrid—doesn’t lack it, either: picking, plucking and partaking
         signifies process; and cannot be coherently distinguished from the barbaric condition
         on that ground. What, then, compels the distinction between savage and barbaric, which
         one can now call ideological—it interpellates and, inescapably, others (a charge of
         ideology not addressed in the Althusserian schema)? What, more particularly, compels
         the category barbaric (which Hobbes and Locke work without, opposing the modern/civil/social
         only to the savage/natural)? Does it accomplice another textual compulsion? As we
         will see, it does—with AI’s treatment of race; which, unsurprisingly, resonates with Arnold’s deployment of
         Barbarian as ancestor of the English race; concatenates another concept, race, with
         culture.[14] Unlike history, which cannot emplot the story of more than one subject simultaneously,
         this book attempts to follow the direction of the text. One itinerary inescapably
         takes us to others it gets enmeshed with. Enabling the delineation of itinerary as
         a (staging of a) reading of a network, the distribution, ordering, anasemic movement
         across an episteme of an extimately accompliced, labyrinthely reticulated web of concepts.
      

      
      Writing in the logocentric sense, opposed to speech—understood as its derivative—characterizes
         civilization, the “last” stage of progress. This state places its subject at the furthest
         distance, as expatriated or exiled from nature in time and space; the semanteme makes
         no reference to any natural object. Where agriculture supersedes movement for improvement,
         writing produces something greater: substantial accomplishment, intellectual and moral
         advancement. (Elsewhere in AI, Tylor finds imagination the cause of morality.) This conception of writing—ethnocentric,
         as Jacques Derrida (1974) reminds us, though a postcolonialist cathects the particular,
         more precise term eurocentric—produces the civilized condition as superior to its
         others, its center as both human and subject. But, like agriculture and technology,
         one can understand writing differently, robustly, as “inscription in general . . .
         even if what it distributes in space is alien to the order of the voice.”[15] In which case, the categories savage, barbaric and civilized, Tylor’s entire schema,
         emerge as unstable at another level. More generously, one could call their coherence
         contradictory, ideological; and summarize Tylor’s evolutionary schema thus: nature
         determines the savage condition; culture as middling progress—agriculture simultaneously
         associates and distances this condition with/from nature—the barbaric; culture as
         nature’s distanced, deferred other, the civilized. Crudely put, the narrative stages
         the savage as having hardly any culture (or potential); the barbaric, some; the civilized,
         the most. In terms of the relation to nature: the savage is close to, mastered by
         it; the barbaric achieves significant distance, mastery; the civilized dominates nature
         (from outside), makes it her object, assumes “the higher duty of director or controller
         of the world’s force” (AI: 97). Mastering nature and directing culture isn’t simply the consequence of social
         progress, evolution, but enmeshed with a duty, bears an ethical imperative. One iterated,
         specified, in the book’s concluding statement: “The knowledge of man’s course of life,
         from the remote past to the present . . . may guide us in our duty of leaving the
         world better than we found it” (AI: 275). As we’ll see in Thomas Babington Macaulay, civilization compels permutation;
         interpellation accomplices disciplinary reason: studying the native, or the non-cultured
         classes in Arnold, forces their transformation. The erudite, if not omniscient, omnipotent
         agent—“us”—charged with such a duty, the modest ethical responsibility of improving
         the whole world, emerges in Tylor’s text as a subject marked not only by culture,
         but race: the “fair-white” European. Staged thus, this European emerges as the exclusive
         subject recognized by the discipline of anthropology, to be distinguished from its
         others, with which it shares humanity, but not subject-status.
      

       

      Like culture, race occurs not just in shades, but grades:

      
         both among savage and civilized peoples progress in culture takes place, but not under the same conditions. The savage by
            no means goes through life with the intention of gathering more knowledge and framing
            better laws than his fathers . . . [His] tendency is to consider his ancestors as
            having handed down to him the perfection of wisdom . . . Hence among the lower races there is obstinate resistance to the most desirable reforms (AI: 274, emphasis added).
         

      

      Once again, this produces—in exemplary liberal fashion—the pursuit of cultural reform
         as desirable on a global scale; Tylorian anthropology, like “practical” Arnoldian
         cultural studies, as a good, an evaluative, interventionist, ethical, not exclusively
         “scientific,” empiricist discipline; culture as an axiological concept, not a descriptive
         one. (But then, empiricism produces the distinction between description and evaluation,
         the latter as non-axiological.) Put differently, AI finds anthropology the study and pursuit of cultural reform, if not perfection. As
         pursuit, it bears a socio-political, or civilizational, program: the savage condition,
         both of another time, a historically prior one observable among discrete totalities
         in the present and a contemporary way of life, demands development—from outside. For,
         the semanteme suggests, something impedes it, something inherent to the savage himself,
         rather than his condition—here gendered male, patriarchal—which he obstinately, adamantly
         considers perfect. He doesn’t question the past, desire a future superior to the present,
         necessary conditions of development; has no concept of progress and thus hardly any
         potential. The movement of the semanteme helps account for the lack: it begins by
         calling both savage and civilized groups “peoples” who progress, if almost imperceptibly
         in the savage instance; ends by specifying the former, resistant to improvement, reform,
         as constituted by “races.” Savage and civilized—the barbaric is, significantly, missing
         here—signify both stages of culture and race.[16] A cortical concept to this text, like culture absent from the intersection of Hobbes/Locke,
         AI defines a race as a discrete totality, more or less, but one lacking the homogeneity
         of culture: “a body of people comprising a regular set of variations, which center
         round one representative type.”[17] Culture, we’ll recall, a condition, consists of habits and acquisitions conceived
         essentially, not staged as varying among its subjects. It operates inside and outside
         this subject, includes objects; race pertains to its subject alone, the inside. Characterized
         by heterogeneity, diffusion, the category pivots upon a center that represses difference:
         the “type,” a social scientific abstraction, differs from, displaces every raced subject
         it represents, yet pictures her. Suggesting, thereby, that the type passes, to deploy
         Roman Jakobson’s distinction, a metaphor, a relation of substitution, as a metonym,
         one of continuity. The “clearest,” indubitable elements that constitute race: “stature
         and proportions of limbs, conformation of the skull and the brain within, characters
         of features, skin, eyes, and hair, peculiarities of constitution, and mental and moral
         temperament” (AI2: 56). Race contains both physiological and intellectual elements. When detailing
         them, AI admits their diffusion, inconsistency across the totality. Skin color, for instance,
         though called an “important mark of race,” differs “gradually from one tint to another”
         among subjects in any racial group (AI2: 67). Complexion “has much to do” with climate, but “color does not always vary with”
         it (AI2: 74). The same holds for hair, eyes, length of limbs, other appurtenances of race.
         They do not constitute a coherent whole. Unlike these physiological characteristics,
         AI doesn’t address the question whether temperament also differs within a group. It
         finds the Amerindian “dull and sullen,” the Negro “overflowing with eagerness and
         gaiety.” This begs many questions. Are all Negroes cheerful? Equally? Do any turn
         out sullen? If so, could a race be deemed to have a temper? And how, in the first
         place, does one distinguish temperament from habit and capability, traits of race
         from culture?
      

      
      Both his definition and the evidence Tylor assembles suggests, if not demonstrates,
         that races lack homogeneity, are constituted by singularity not similarity, that the
         representative type—as Boas would later argue—cannot sustain what we term the critique
         of essentialism. Nevertheless, Tylor holds the category not just necessary but valid,
         veridic, grounded at his moment by scientific method. As with the stages of cultural
         development, indeterminacy, a maybe, effectively conditions race; AI admits to finding all races, including the white, not “single, uniform . . . but
         a varied and mixed population” (AI2: 107); it cannot circumvallate, tell inside from outside. Nevertheless the text emplots,
         asserts repeatedly, like it does the facticity of the “great stages” of civilization,
         the “great races, black, brown, yellow, white” (AI2: 85). Narrative iteration camouflages indeterminacy as scientific truth, singularity
         as essence, homogeneity, produces identity from difference within race, even as it
         institutes difference between races. Makes race, like culture, an ideological, axiological
         term, a vital element of our subjectivity. Concatenating cultural progress with racial
         evolution, AI, or the discipline of anthropology, interpellates subjects by color:
      

      
         At the dawn of history, the leaders of culture were the brown Egyptians, and the Babylonians
            . . . the yellow Chinese have been for four thousand years . . . a civilized and literary
            nation. The dark-whites . . . [including] Persians, Greeks, Romans . . . carried on
            the forward movement of culture, while since then the fair-whites . . . of France,
            Germany, and England, have taken their share not meanly though latest in the world’s
            progress (AI2: 75).
         

      

      The distinction between “fair” and “dark” white races—the latter includes not only
         Greeks, Romans and Persians, but northern “Aryan” Indians, Italians, Portuguese and
         “Semitic” Jews and Arabs—has since disappeared. Elsewhere, the contribution of the
         former—France, Germany and England, we’ll recall, are the only three countries Arnold
         finds possessing culture—gets phrased less modestly. In this semanteme, the movement
         of culture, not quite from east to west, coincides with racial development. A monogenesist,
         Tylor holds that the human species originated as one group, though he doesn’t identify
         the geographic location of such origin. (By the chromatic logic of his emplotment,
         it should be in Africa, with the Negro; but so doing would grant the black primacy,
         founding status—a possibility this text cannot entertain.) In this emplotment—though
         the narrative divulges its cracks—as the species spread geographically, civilization
         evolved, the races developed; as they paled in color, they increased in capacity.
         It is a law of civilization that, when pigmentation lightens, culture brightens. Tylor
         admits, describes the important contributions of non-white races to civilization;
         with the exception that AI situates the black outside history, missing at its dawn. Her race accounts for the
         absence: 
      

      
         In comparing races, one of the first questions that occurs is whether people who differ
            so much intellectually as savage tribes and civilized nations, show any corresponding
            difference in their brain. There is . . . a considerable difference . . . [A] mean
            estimate of skulls in cubic inches: Australian, seventy-nine; African, eighty-five;
            European, ninety-one. Eminent anatomists also think that the brain of the European
            is somewhat more complex in its convolutions than the brain of a Negro or Hottentot.
            Thus, though these observations are far from perfect, they show a connection between
            a more full and intricate system of brain-cells and fibers, and a higher intellectual
            power, in the races which have risen in the scale of civilization (AI2: 60).[18] 
         

      

      Tylor, one saw above, finds brain capacity a cardinal signifier of race. Assuming
         intellectual difference, the superiority of the civilized, this semanteme proceeds
         to ground it physiologically, scientifically, by measuring, averaging—a mean estimate,
         indeed—the brain capacity of groups seen as distinct races, thus producing the calculable
         type, and culture as a scale, a graded system of measure. Such measure, though made
         contemporaneously, situates the savage in a historically prior state. Tylor observes
         the present and finds the past, a move that Johannes Fabian calls the “denial of coevalness.”
         (A move Boas iterates, in nominating his object primitive, which displaces savage
         in his work.) The possession of simpler brains, here deemed the consequence of “far
         from perfect” science, though elsewhere a biological fact, together with other “racial”
         characteristics, accounts for the black races inhabiting a less developed stage or
         lower grade of culture. On the other hand, “fuller,” more complex brains enabled European
         advancement, the fulfillment of potential; as pigmentation lightens, intellect heightens.
         An argument reinforced by difference in social organization: the savage inhabits not
         nations, which institute the civilized life of the “higher” races, but tribes. Tribal
         life is further classified into two grades on a “scale”; the earliest were matrilineal:
         “in lower stages of civilization . . . the children belong to the mother’s clan, not
         the father’s” (AI: 247). This changes with progress to a patrilineal system of identifying descent,
         gendering cultural evolution as a process whereby patriarchy supervenes, if not supersedes,
         matriarchy.[19] 
      

      
      Although AI emplots the movement of cultural evolution in three stages, it often opposes just
         the savage and the civilized stages/races. The semanteme cited above doesn’t provide
         an instance of the brain capacity of a barbaric race. It contains two examples of
         the savage, Australian and African, but only one of the civilized, European. Why not
         include a Chinese or Persian in this series? By the logic of its emplotment, those
         brain types should be smaller, and less complex, than the advanced white; their example
         would reinforce the argument. The semanteme proceeds, repressing the Australian, to
         contrast only African and European brains. Indeed, AI consistently emphasizes the difference between black and white, Negro and European,
         suggesting something important at stake to this text, if not to English anthropology
         at this moment, in the difference between not just two cultural conditions, but two
         races. Its very first page, its second paragraph, stages a fictional or imaginary
         journey to:
      

      
         the docks in Liverpool or London, looking at groups of men of [different] races .
            . . There is the familiar figure of the African negro, with skin so dark-brown as
            to be popularly called black, and black hair so naturally frizzed as to be called
            woolly . . . Indeed, the white men who blacken their faces and frizz their hair to
            look like negroes make a very poor imitation, for the negro faces are quite distinct;
            we well know the flat nose, wide nostrils, thick protruding lips, and . . . the remarkable
            projecting jaws . . . It would be possible to tell a negro from a white man even in
            the dark by the peculiar satiny feel of his skin, and the yet more peculiar smell
            (AI: 2).
         

      

      The rest of the paragraph depicts the “Southern Indian” (brown), Chinese (“jaundice-yellow
         skin”), Danish (fair-white) and Genoese (dark-white), in that order. Fictionally observes
         essentialized men, not out there, in their “own” spaces, but close to home, in the
         liminal one of an English dock—it connects land and water—from a position outside.
         Tylor doesn’t travel abroad, even imaginarily. English anthropology at this intersection
         didn’t require it, distinguishing itself, a science, from ethnography, or travel writing,
         its source material, on that ground; making Tylorian anthropology writing about writing
         or, less generously, fiction. However, in this semanteme, none of the lighter types
         receive the detailed attention—Roland Barthes would call it “narrative luxury”—granted
         that peculiar entity, the black; the noses, nostrils, lips and jaws of the other races,
         leave alone their smell or skin texture, are not discussed.[20]  AI others the black, despite finding her a familiar figure.[21] Indeed, even though she cannot accurately, scientifically, be termed black in the
         first place, since the text calls her skin color—or that of her type—dark-brown. Why,
         then, not nominate this group dark-brown, establish the brown race, like the white,
         in two shades? Should science not clarify, correct popular taxonomy, rather than follow
         its lead? Tylor’s inability to do so signifies that the category black, and its differance
         white, which AI takes great care to separate, bears an ideological imperative. The textual attention—amounting
         to a fixation—granted black places that race at a distance, temporal and spatial,
         from white; such that darkening a white face and curling hair cannot efface the essential,
         evident, visible difference; one plain to the other senses—touch, smell—when the absence
         of light precludes sight. Indeed, Tylor doesn’t produce himself as actually touching
         black skin; that would be getting too close. (Symptomatically enough, he envisions
         boarding only the fair-white Danish ship.) Such a distance doesn’t characterize the
         (civilized) Chinese, whose “curious slanting set of the eyes” could be imitated by
         whites. Extending this temporal distance, AI stages the Negro, again unlike all the other races, as resonating with an animal;
         her face has “a somewhat ape-like slope”; when upright, her hands fall close to the
         knee, similar to the chimpanzee; she is socially organized into tribes, like the apes
         (AI2: 62, 59, 79). If the theory of evolution produced the human as descendent from the
         ape, AI signifies that the Negro type occupies the position closest to that wild ancestor,
         naturally (biologically) and culturally. The white, on the other hand, found a later
         racial development, gets staged as far removed from nature: culturally, she inhabits
         a condition effectively unmarked by it; racially, is that human type furthest from
         the ape. Or, as Frantz Fanon might suggest, this instantiates a theory “which represent[s]
         the black . . . as the missing link in the slow evolution from ape to man.”[22] Barely human, the black cannot be subject.
      

      
      Tylor’s deployment of barbarian distinguishes stages of civilization, as the plot
         claims and, narratively, the Aryan from the savage races. Protects, inoculates, distances—or,
         at least, attempts to—white from black, superiority from stain, culture from nature.
         Arnold’s distinguishes, integrates one social totality, the English, racially. CA nominates the “aristocracy” with the term, associates this class with a group that,
         historically, “reinvigorated and renewed our worn-out Europe,” one that “we are for
         the most part sprung from” (CA: 105). The “we” in that semanteme refers not to Europeans in general, or even Britons,
         but the English race, a signifier of difference authorized by disciplinary reason:
         “Science has . . . made visible . . . the great and pregnant elements of difference
         which lie in race” (CA: 135).[23] Like Philistines, Barbarians have a particular way of life; unlike that of the materialist
         middle class, Arnold describes this possession affirmatively; its elements include
         “staunch individualism . . . [the] passion for doing as one likes . . . the assertion
         of personal liberty” (CA: 105). In other words, CA understands liberty not so much in political as racio-cultural terms; these cultural
         traits, though inherent to the aristocracy, are also, somehow, racial, spread through
         English “blood” (CA: 105); make race and culture, as in Tylor, extimate accomplices. Such that, at this
         modern, post-feudal moment, the English working class, too, claimed these—cultural?
         political?—traits themselves, as a matter of gendered racial right: “men, all over
         the country, are beginning to assert and put in practice an Englishman’s right to
         do as he likes.” Arnold, however—who calls himself “a liberal,” albeit one “tempered
         by experience,” not a bleeding heart—cannot immediately endorse this demand for liberty,
         articulated in the name of English masculinity. The semanteme continues, detailing
         the consequence of such behavior in a class undeveloped by culture as becoming: “march
         where he likes, meet where he likes, enter where he likes, hoot as he likes, threaten
         as he likes, smash as he likes. All this . . . tends to anarchy” (CA: 85). If one finds in this metronomic semanteme the prose, as Ranajit Guha (1983)
         puts it, of counter-insurgency, one should also attend to its movement. The right
         to meet and march would be read catachrestically by the working class, as including
         the right to enter—the keyword, upon which it turns from orderly to transgressive
         activity—and violate any space, public or private. Granting the right to assemble
         would lead inevitably to hooting—white noise?—to rowdy and uncivilized rackets. Once
         this boundary has been crossed, further transgression will follow: threats to, the
         terrorization of the disciplined citizenry and, most significantly, smashing, the
         wanton destruction of property. Liberty for the working class, which Arnold stages
         as anarchy, will lead to the public/private distinction, property itself, placed at
         risk. Interpellation by culture would defer this. Arnold may distance himself from
         middle class materialism; his text works to secure property.
      

      
      If CA’s association of culture with securing property, something crassly material, sounds
         counter-intuitive, it bears mention that Locke stages the cardinal function of civil
         society as the institution and protection of property, which nature cannot guarantee;
         and Hobbes, nature as lacking property. Culture at one intersection, civil society
         at another, accomplice property, resonate in some of their traits; aren’t simply,
         unrelatedly the signifier that nature is most closely opposed to at two heterogeneous
         intersections. Without such echoing, culture—a novel signified to the episteme, but
         one that bears the trace of the old (civil) society—couldn’t displace the latter in
         the itinerary read here. Suggesting that the term discharges a politico-epistemological
         imperative—the two disciplines don’t produce disinterested knowledge, but authorize
         the interpellation of a subject (and its other)—at Arnold/Tylor that (civil) society
         could not adequately any longer; that culture signifies, carries a content and associations
         that (civil) society could not mutate into bearing. (Although it should be noted that
         the displacement was accompanied by a confiscation: culture took the adjective, civil,
         from the older term, when producing itself as homonymous with civilization, a term
         it would also subsequently displace, usurp.) At Locke/Hobbes, as we’ll see, the episteme
         opposes nature and (civil) society, the modern, civil/ized condition to the savage,
         natural. At Arnold/Tylor, as we’ve seen, culture both reinforced that opposition and,
         bearing additional associations like barbarian, concatenated with race, deferred,
         pushed society aside, an instance of epistemic violence, leaving the latter term—now
         pluralized, de-civilized—to discharge a different imperative. Of course, one could
         account for culture from another frame, empiricism, to which its emergence in Arnold,
         despite his characterization of it as a lack, would pose no intellectual problem:
         it would simply assert that, like Newton’s discovery of gravity, Arnold/Tylor recognized,
         nominated, an object—a vital, veridic signifier of subjectivity—that had always existed;
         that the two should even be congratulated, however belatedly, for their acumen, if
         not genius; or, at the very least, for intelligent theft—taking the term from the
         German episteme. (Though a physicist might point out, after Einstein, that even gravity
         bears an itinerary.) Following this, empiricism would no doubt also congratulate Boas,
         perhaps more enthusiastically, for relativizing the (eurocentric) concept. But one
         can only do so if one holds that the production of concepts, disciplinary reason has
         no relation to ideology or, crudely, knowledge to power; only if one is prepared to
         overlook the overwhelming impress of eurocentrism on the emergence of the term.
      

      
      Interpellating the three antagonistic classes into English nationalism, doing “away
         with classes,” binding the nation with the state, compels Arnold (CA: 79).[24] All the English classes lack culture, in the sense of commitment to perfection: middle
         class materialism, as we’ve seen, needs transformation; despite its virtues, essentially
         possessing a purely “exterior culture”—yes, the damn elitist actually uses the phrase,
         if only in this instance, exactly in our sense—the aristocracy must be improved, too
         (CA: 106). But the diegetic stress in CA, like with the black in AI, falls upon the working class:
      

      
         His apparition is somewhat embarrassing, because too many cooks spoil the broth; because,
            while the aristocratic and middle classes have long been doing as they like with great
            vigor, he has been too undeveloped and submissive hitherto to join in the game; and
            now, when he does come, he comes in immense numbers, and is rather raw and rough (CA: 88).
         

      

      Liberty is pharmakonic (simultaneously medicinal and poisonous); already enjoyed by
         the other classes, it threatens the social order when desired, demanded by the working
         class: given its sheer size and undeveloped cultural condition. Arnold calls the Populace
         raw and rough, analogous to nature; elsewhere, deploys affined terms, all signifying
         lack: “inchoate,” “untrained,” “uncultivated.” Another semanteme on the subaltern
         reinforces these statements and iterates this text’s debt to anthropology: “every
         time we long to crush an adversary by sheer violence, every time that we are . . .
         brutal . . . adore mere power . . . every time we trample savagely on the fallen .
         . . [we express] the eternal spirit of the Populace” (CA: 109). Even though Arnold depicts each class, in an anthropological spirit, as having
         specific, inherent cultural traits, they also traverse the others—by flowing through
         the common English “blood,” race. As we noted above, CA—which a historicist would remind one was published around the time of the Second Reform
         Act—stages the demand for rights, which could be read as a political position of the
         working class, as racio-cultural, a manifestation of the trait of another class, the
         aristocracy. As ideology, culture passes the political as merely cultural, as Judith
         Butler might suggest, seeks to interpellate, transform the “Populace” away from a
         classed, political, antagonistic subjectivity into a racio-cultural, harmonious, national
         one. (David Wills reminds us: interpellation “calls us not where we are but where
         it wants us to be.”[25]) This semanteme iterates that in staging the converse, identifying the adoration
         of “mere power” as a working-class trait that infects the other classes; and suggests
         that the relativist sense of culture isn’t discrete, cannot determine the boundary
         between one trait and another. If one gets past its classism, the identification of
         violence as essentially subaltern, one would notice the metaphor, the production of
         working-class behavior as brutal, savage. Culturally, CA finds the working class analogous to that lowly condition, as Robert Young points
         out—an association the middle class and aristocracy cannot entirely escape: the self
         bears the trace of the other. Indeed, like AI’s Negro, the populace also has traits of the animal; but its race gives it potential,
         makes it transformable. Almost savage, but not quite, the English subaltern desperately
         needs development, improvement from outside, training, transformation by “the best
         that has been thought and known,” for it does not know its own best interest. “A voice
         for every man in his country’s government may be necessary,” but only after such permutation,
         in “the society of the future” (CA: 72). The Arnoldian understanding of culture emerges as ideological, transactional:
         offered to the working class in—unequal, geometric (Aristotle)—exchange for, as a
         deferment of, liberty, its precondition.[26] 
      

       

      In a pivotal semanteme, one that reading solely for the plot would repress, that carries
         the mark of colonialism, something this text cannot avoid despite its overdetermining
         concern with Englishness, Arnold compares subalterns: the English working-class militant
         and Irish Fenian:
      

      
         it was never any part of our creed that the great right and blessedness of an Irishman,
            or, indeed, of anybody on earth except an Englishman, is to do as he likes; and we
            can have no scruple at all about abridging, if necessary, a non-Englishman’s assertion
            of personal liberty. The British Constitution, its checks, and its prime virtues,
            are for Englishmen . . . [T]he difference between an Irish Fenian and an English rough
            is so immense, and the case, in dealing with the Fenian, so clear! He is so evidently
            desperate and dangerous, a man of a conquered race (CA: 87).
         

      

      Even though this semanteme criticizes the English political treatment of the Irish,
         pointing out the irony in the British constitution (but has there ever been one?)
         not applying to all Britons, CA accepts, as Catherine Hall notes, that the two groups are distinct—racially and culturally.
         Metonymically associating the Irish militant with her race, one staged as radically
         other to the English, Arnold finds it without potential, capacity for development.
         In contrast, the English working class is “our own flesh and blood . . . a Protestant
         . . . framed by nature to do as we do, hate what we hate, love what we love” (CA: 87). This compares English and Irish militants politically, distinguishes them racially.
         Like the Irish, the English working class lacks culture; unlike them, its race—“flesh
         and blood”—signifies its potential, enables interpellation, the production of identity
         from difference. The Irish, being an inferior race, of different flesh if not blood,
         can never attain culture, the precondition for liberty. Nature itself has formed,
         produced, ordered the working class with a predisposition towards “English”—not British—habits,
         to “hate what we hate, love what we love.” Culture must work to complete this process,
         turn, train, potential to perfection.
      

      
      To that end, culture finds an accomplice in nature; called, in a serendipitous formulation,
         a “frame”: a structure that shapes, orders, regulates, fabricates; that demarcates,
         dissociates inside from outside and, simultaneously, associates them. Nature, instantiated
         as race, frames, forms the English working class as English, binds it with the other
         classes, distinguishes all three from the Irish, enables them to be reframed, interpellated
         by culture, into the nation-state.[27] (As the book’s subtitle reminds us, CA is a work of political criticism.) In contrast, the Irish, regulated differently
         by nature, deformed perhaps, have “no admiration of our institutions . . . love of
         our virtues . . . talents for our business” (CA: 87). Not being the descendants of Barbarians, without those traits in its blood,
         the Irish, described here in the negative, as lack, are racially indisposed towards
         English (politico)cultural habits. Interpellation both produces a subject and its
         other/s. This characterization of the relation between race and nature recalls a semanteme
         in AI, Tylor’s summation of the process whereby tribes unified to constitute larger, more
         complex social totalities. Originally compelled by war, the necessity to confront
         a “common enemy,” tribal confederations thus established would, initially, disband
         after battle; they stay whole eventually, learning the benefits of unity: “Tribes
         that . . . unite are apt to be of common race . . . for this is everywhere a natural
         bond of union; and when they have allied themselves into one people . . . [they] imagine
         themselves more closely of one nation” (AI: 270). Nature/race grounds the work of culture, the political binding, transformation
         of low tribes, gradually, into nations, a more advanced condition, one peculiar to
         civilization. (The savage, we’ll recall, doesn’t evolve beyond the tribe.) Making
         nation another accomplice of culture; but this we know. More significantly, the extimate
         relation between race—that form which nature bequeaths, through which it shapes, regulates,
         fabricates a subject—and culture—that which that subject, as agent, develops, in this
         instance, through imagination, to distance, expatriate herself from nature—gets articulated
         similarly in Arnold and Tylor, the accompliced disciplines of literature and anthropology.
         Culture cannot be understood, in the texts of its emergence, without reference to
         race; the concepts buttress, reinforce, recite each other.[28] Together, they constitute a frame, framing. Race, which signifies stasis, shapes
         its subject, naturally; culture, dynamic, develops her (socio-politically)—within
         the limit imposed by the particular racial/natural bequest. Race binds culture to
         nature, deconstituting the opposition and (through socio-political evolution) unbinds,
         distances, bounds it towards civilization. Race forms; culture transforms. (Boas not
         only relativizes culture, but dissociates it from race, a concept he finds deformed,
         fictive, scientifically untenable. Or, rather, as Stocking argues, though not exactly
         in these terms, he displaces race with culture in the plural, which relativism understands
         as a subjective trait, possession, not an agential one, signifying process. Boas puts
         race in its place: outside “scientific” anthropology.) In a word, race/culture interdicts.
         (“To declare authoritatively against . . . forbid, prohibit . . . debar . . . preclude
         . . . restrain,” OED.) It limits its objects to one stage of culture/race, subjectivity—the
         black is bound to the savage condition—unless reformed by the violence of colonialism.
      

      
      In Arnold, racial difference enables one discrete totality, the English, to acquire
         culture and conquer another, the Irish; nature itself helps keep the second group
         (absolutely) outside culture, colonized, dominated politically and otherwise. Unlike
         Arnold, Tylor, as we’ve seen, holds all races, even the savage, to have some culture.
         But he, too, chains race with cultural lack, racio-cultural advancement with political
         domination, in his case within a global frame. “It may perhaps be reasonable to imagine
         as latest-formed the white race of the temperate region, least able to bear extreme
         heat or live without the appliances of culture, but gifted with the powers of knowing
         and ruling which give them sway over the world” (AI2: 113). Nature doubly rewards the temperate European white (distinguished here from
         tropical whites like the Hindu and Arab): her racial attributes, including the most
         sophisticated human brain that evolution has produced, enable superior reasoning,
         knowledge and, therefore, domination; her geographic habitation compels that brain
         to be culturally creative, transcend the limits imposed by nature, have superior habits
         and capabilities, possessions and potential. Fanon memorably responded to this take
         on whiteness: “you are rich because you are white; you are white because you are rich,”
         a formulation that, using the term rich as a metaphor for power, suggests that the
         claim to white exceptionality is an imposition of force.[29] Inevitably, then, the white gets distanced from nature and institutes force globally,
         as colonialism. The latter claim—called the product of imagination, which a subsequent
         chapter addresses—is staged as both a historical, if not natural, evolutionary inevitability
         and, in that semanteme cited before, a duty, an ethical imperative to instantiate
         progress globally. Put differently, the rigorous commitment to progress—a defining
         trait of liberalism at this moment—inescapably leads to, compels its global instantiation;
         in a word, colonialism: if not the white man’s burden, certainly the white liberal’s.
      

      
      Eurocentrism saturates culture—intensely, indelibly—at its moment of emergence. Norbert
         Elias makes a similar claim about its homonym, civilization: the concept “sums up
         everything in which Western society of the last two or three centuries believes itself
         superior to earlier societies or ‘more primitive’ contemporary ones.”[30] Tylor/Arnold produce culture/civilization, an intricately networked concept, as concatenated
         with race, affined with certain terms—evolution, progress, technology, nation, white,
         property, upper class, imagination—and distant, spatially and temporally, from others—most
         insistently nature, but also savage, barbarian, stagnation, tribe, black, lower class,
         custom, imitation. The nature/culture opposition, to repeat, isn’t binary—race both
         signifies the natural and accomplices culture—but wattled, distributed across the
         episteme, despite its condensed general formulation. An ideological, axiological,
         hierarchical reticulation of concepts, culture/race taxonomizes, measures its subject
         on a global scale, interpellating all as human, but some as advanced, superior, subject,
         others as backward, inferior, effectively objects (of culture as potential), barely
         human in the case of the savage. Such interpellation signifies the ideological imperative
         (“duty”) of AI: to produce what is most properly called white culture as the lack which its differance,
         the black, brown and yellow races, must be given possession of, transformed into.
         (Macaulay, as we’ll see in a subsequent chapter, thematizes this, through civilization,
         at least in the case of the Indian.) So doing would supervene their cultural deficiency
         while maintaining their racial difference, inferiority; produce, as Homi Bhabha puts
         it, a “reformed, recognizable Other, as a subject of a difference that is almost the
         same, but not quite.”[31] Arnold and Tylor, English literature and anthropology, constitute this intersection
         heterogeneously. CA finds culture possible only in western Europe; in AI, that region represents culture at its most advanced stage. Interpellation into the
         race-nation, the desire for the surrender of classed subjectivity in exchange for
         a cultural one, compels its necessity in Arnold; colonialism, global racial dominance,
         the desire to transform the savage, barbarian and even the inadequately civilized,
         in Tylor. In the texts, the disciplines of its emergence, at the humanities in its
         second iteration, culture in the singular, as a signifier of subjectivity, of transformation,
         enables violation, epistemological and otherwise.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Arnold himself enables such an understanding—but only by the speed-reader: the text
                  consistently minimizes its commitment to scientific or empirical study, often states
                  that culture “simply means trying to perfect oneself” (CA: 89). But, of course, if perfection is the “simple” meaning of culture, it must have
                  another, complex sense. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Grossberg et al., 1990: 14. 

            

         

         
            3. Williams, 1983b: 116; hereafter, CS. Not grasping the significance of this semanteme, Williams argues that Arnold’s deployment
                  of culture could be distinguished from the anthropological (1983a: 91; hereafter,
                  KW). Lloyd and Thomas ditto this. 
               

            

         

         
            4. The palimpsestic phrase also bears Herder’s; for instance: “the Arab and the Chinese,
                  the Turk and the Persian, the Christian and the Jew, the Negro and the Malay, the
                  Japanese and the Gentoo, are clearly distinguishable . . . everyone bears the characters
                  of his country and way of life” (Herder, 1968: 10). This, of course, constitutes exemplary
                  cultural relativism. 
               

            

         

         
            5. Tylor, 1958: 1. Alfred Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn credit this definition of Tylor’s
                  with establishing the word in English. They cite Arnold but, not surprisingly, don’t
                  notice the impress of anthropology on that text. In their account, Tylor “borrowed”
                  the term from Gustav Klemm. 
               

            

         

         
            6. T. S. Eliot, one has to say disingenuously—it would be too generous to call it an
                  interested reading—insists that, in CA, “Arnold is concerned primarily with the individual” (Eliot, 1962: 22). 
               

            

         

         
            7. Arnold, too, has an effectively universalist understanding of culture; one could say
                  that, unlike Tylor, his universe stretches to just three countries. 
               

            

         

         
            8. Tylor, 1960; hereafter, AI. Primitive Culture, it should be noted, doesn’t understand the development of culture in exclusively,
                  rigorously evolutionary terms. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Boas, 1887: 589.

            

         

         
            10. Krishnan, 2007: 1. 

            

         

         
            11. Boas, 1982: 636. 

            

         

         
            12.  AI contains ethically relativist semantemes: “the student of history must avoid . .
                  . judging the customs of nations at other stages of culture by his own modern standard”
                  (AI: 252). Although we would, Tylor doesn’t see himself as making ethical judgements;
                  to the cultural evolutionary frame, the backwardness of the savage and barbarian is
                  an empirical, scientific fact. Put differently, even though the two positions often
                  coincide, one must distinguish between ethical relativism and the cultural; they don’t
                  necessarily recite each other. Briefly, cultural relativism (Boas, our sense), in
                  opposition to universalism (Arnold, Tylor), posits the empirical existence of discrete
                  cultures in the plural; just as what could be called, somewhat awkwardly, social relativism
                  (Tylor, Arnold, our sense), in opposition to the universalist understanding of society
                  (Locke, Hobbes), posits society in the plural. Empiricism, whether in Tylor or Boas,
                  stages itself as nonjudgemental. But Tylor’s claim confuses cause and effect: the
                  “modern” standard or frame—which doesn’t emerge from an Archimedean point, bears an
                  itinerary—produces evolutionary history, the notion of cultural stages, carries a
                  judgement. On epistemic violence—a redundant term, as Derrida would suggest, since
                  an episteme is an instantiation of force—the postcolonialist turns, of course, to
                  Spivak (1988). 
               

            

         

         
            13. If culture tends nature, it suggests a difference from it. That is to say, culture
                  even in its earliest deployment in the episteme is opposed to nature. 
               

            

         

         
            14. As J. G. A. Pocock points out, in an invaluable study, barbarian was “used by the
                  Greeks to denote all non-Greeks” (2005: 159). The modern Anglo-U.S. episteme deployed
                  it interchangeably with savage, a term that emerged in the late sixteenth century,
                  for about two centuries. In the late eighteenth, the categories began to be distinguished.
                  After which barbarian signified either historical European groups, “free but not civilized,”
                  or contemporary Asians, “civilized but corrupted” (11). CA deploys barbarian in the first sense; AI, somewhat confusingly, in both—which could account for the text’s inability to specify
                  an actual instance of a barbaric group in its present. 
               

            

         

         
            15. Derrida, 1974: 9. 

            

         

         
            16. Williams argues that, while race “came into English in C16,” our sense of it, “denot[ing]
                  a group within a species,” dates to the eighteenth century (KW: 249). 
               

            

         

         
            17. Tylor, 1904: 77; hereafter, AI2. Two editions of this book are cited because the 1960 version, edited by Leslie A.
                  White, excludes the chapter on race, it being “the least consonant with modern knowledge”
                  (AI: iv). 
               

            

         

         
            18. Williams, remarkably enough, distinguishes “serious physical anthropology . . . largely
                  based on the measurement of skulls,” and “ideas derived from . . . prejudice” (KW: 249). 
               

            

         

         
            19. Feminism, of course, has addressed this question extensively; the canonical essay,
                  perhaps, being Sherry Ortner. She argues (theologically) that culture produces the
                  nature/culture distinction which, in turn, produces “women . . . ‘merely’ as being
                  closer to nature than men” (1974: 73). This powerful insight suggests reading culture as
                  a patriarchal concept that grounds itself by othering women. However, Ortner recoils
                  from pushing this insight to its limit, putting culture to question. Rather, she seeks
                  to recuperate it, “align . . . [women] with culture.” This, of course, works in the
                  interest, ultimately, of identity politics. 
               

            

         

         
            20. Barthes, 1986: 141. 

            

         

         
            21. Christopher Leslie Brown points out that there were around 10,000 Africans in England,
                  of whom half lived in London, in the late eighteenth century (2006: 284). And, of
                  course, slavery and the abolitionist movement, in which many Africans were prominently
                  active, not just politically but intellectually, would also have contributed to the
                  establishment of such familiarity. Despite which, AI cannot see the African—if that’s the right term for residents of England—except through
                  a eurocentric, disciplinary frame. While empiricism today would simply accuse Tylor
                  of poor observation, one sees here the work of ideology, something not peculiar to
                  the nineteenth century. The othering of the Muslim, another familiar figure, at our
                  moment both in these United States and Europe would be an analogous instance. 
               

            

         

         
            22. Fanon, 2008: 1. 

            

         

         
            23. The semanteme proceeds to distinguish the “Indo-European” races from the “Semitic,”
                  which reinforces Arnold’s argument that the two “forces” driving the English at his
                  intersection are, as he calls them, Hellenism and Hebraism: the first signifying sweetness
                  (beauty), light (intelligence), spontaneity, play; and the second, strictness, obedience,
                  morality. In this framing, Puritanism, the strongest force obstructing culture, is
                  an instantiation of Hebraism. Young discusses this at some length. 
               

            

         

         
            24. For an excellent discussion of the significance of the state to CA, see Lloyd and Thomas (1998). 
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            26.  The Nicomachean Ethics distinguishes between “arithmetic” and “geometric” justice: the former works with
                  objects reducible to each other, i.e., number; the latter with the heterogeneous or
                  irreducible, i.e., shapes. 
               

            

         

         
            27. Framing (structure) and interpellation (process) are not, of course, homonymous. In
                  the Althusserian formulation, the latter requires the unconscious acknowledgement
                  of the target of interpellation. Thus a better example than that Althusser famously
                  provides, of a person on the street turning back in response to summons, would be
                  of someone ticking off a box in a census form, whether in the United States, Sri Lanka
                  or South Africa. Abetted by disciplinary reason, the census both frames and interpellates,
                  must taxonomize in order to constitute subjectivity. 
               

            

         

         
            28. Roxann Wheeler points out that, in the eighteenth century, the terms black and white
                  were “elastic.” Thus an African convert to Christianity could be called both black
                  and white—the former signifying skin color, the latter, “custom,” behavior. Conceptualizing
                  the latter as culture, concatenating it with race, Tylor disables such elasticity.
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      Chapter 2

      (Civil) Society/Nature

      
         
         
         
         
          Hobbes, Locke, Macaulay

         
      

      
      Matthew Arnold, as the title of Culture and Anarchy signifies, most immediately, if counter-intuitively, opposes culture not to nature,
         as Edward Burnett Tylor effectively does, but a political condition, anarchy: “as
         feudalism, which with its ideas and habits of subordination was for many centuries
         silently behind the English Constitution, dies out . . . our notion of its being the
         great right and happiness of an Englishman to do . . . what he likes . . . [makes
         us] in danger of . . . anarchy” (CA: 83). Constituted by ideas and habits, feudalism emerges as both a disciplinary structure
         (it orders the constitution) and a way of life, one that successfully, if quietly,
         unobtrusively interpellated, subjugated the subaltern classes. With its dilution,
         passage, its supervention by loud, emphatic, insistent modern ideas and habits, these
         classes demonstrate, destruct, demand liberty; but Arnold, the liberal tempered—or
         should it be made apprehensive—by experience finds it an untenable, threatening condition.
         Put differently, Arnold frames the contestation of subordination as anarchy, disorder.
         This position resonates with Thomas Hobbes’s understanding of nature in Leviathan (L): he finds it disorderly, homonymous with war, “a time . . . where every man is Enemy
         to every man” (LN: 70). A prepolitical, temporal, though not historical (in the disciplinary sense)
         condition in which all its subjects are conceived as free and equal, physical fighting
         doesn’t necessarily characterize nature/war but, rather, the potential for unrestrained
         competition. Signified by lack, the absence of limit, law, an authority superior to
         its individual, individualistic subject, a “common Power to keep them all in awe”
         (LN: 70). “Common-wealth”—the term Hobbes most often deploys to instantiate the differance
         of nature, to John Locke’s “civil society,” though Hobbes uses the latter term, too—supervenes
         this with such authority, the state, produces an alternative condition, a civil (“of
         citizens,” OED) political one, of order. One is used to thinking Hobbes and Locke
         as opposed, but their positions often coincide, intersect; to Locke,
      
 
      
      
         if any man may do what he thinks fit, and there be no appeal on earth for redress
            or security against any harm he shall do, I ask whether he be not perfectly still
            in the state of nature . . . unless any one will say the state of nature and civil
            society are one and the same thing, which I have never yet found any one so great
            a patron of anarchy to affirm. (ST: 152)
         

      

      
      Which, at the risk of stating the obvious, also resonates with CA, where (interpellation by) culture would defer, deter anarchy, disorder. Culture/anarchy
         iterates commonwealth/nature. Reading the itinerary of culture in the modern Anglo-U.S.
         episteme deconstructively, attending to its differance, requires attention to the
         opposition it displaced; addressing culture, addressing that reticulated web of concepts.
         If culture appeared in the episteme not as a (belated) recognition of an empirical
         reality but to interpellate subject and other more effectively, one must also read
         the inadequacy of the offer of subjectivity at the intersection of emergence of modernity.
      

      
       But, of course, Hobbes and Locke differ considerably. Leviathan, or The Matter, Forme, & Power of a Common-wealth Ecclesiasticall and Civill opens by iterating Genesis: it produces nature, including its subject, “man,” the
         gendered human, as an artifice, product of god; and, in so doing, signifies the humanities
         in its first iteration, where knowledge hasn’t been definitively secularized. LN cannot avoid complicity with the theological. (Foucauldian genealogy fails to account
         for the knots in the text; or, rather, can interpret complicity as rupture, distinguish
         the “renaissance” from the “classical” episteme—and how, incidentally, is this different
         from conventional historical periodization?—only by repressing detail, difference.
         The breach that history identifies as modernity is an emplotment, not a fact or clean
         rupture.) Nevertheless, LN rigorously distinguishes that originary, theological moment, the creation, founding
         of nature—an event outside the Tylorian, evolutionary frame, the humanities in its
         second iteration—from its subsequent understanding. The comprehension of nature is
         compelled by a different object, philosophy, a term LN deploys homonymously with science, taxonomized into natural and civil philosophy.
         Philosophy/science follows non-theological protocols: “The Scripture was written to
         shew unto men the kingdome of God . . . leaving the world, and the Philosophy thereof,
         to the disputation of men, for the exercising of their naturall Reason” (LN: 46). Scripture shows, demonstrates, reveals, to a passive subject; reason prompts
         dispute, argument, requires conscious agency. In so arguing, Hobbes produces the modern
         subject. The distinction between scripture and philosophy, their consignment to discrete
         spheres, instantiates a secular, “worldly” frame: a signifier both of LN’s modernity, its difference from what our moment is beginning to call the premodern
         and its repetition, of secularism’s intimate relation to, complicity with the theological;
         this subject both defers to the divine, her author, and exercises autonomy, agency.
         (Premodern, one should note, is only possible after modern, making it a modern term,
         if not a postmodern one. A term rising in force, it displaces early modern, makes
         the adjective redundant, just as early modern displaced renaissance. At our moment,
         historicism, as it does from time to time, extends the reach of a period, of in this
         case modernity to, at least, the seventeenth century. That so doing might suggest
         a problem with the very concept period is, however, repressed, as it must for historicism
         to operate.) The text doesn’t dismiss, but privatizes religion, attenuates its authority,
         in arguing for the exclusive use in public, as it were, of reason. Here called a natural
         trait, elsewhere—and more consistently throughout the text—an acquired one, reason,
         not the theological, grounds LN’s most important positions.
      

      
      The subject of nature has two cardinal traits: freedom and, more significantly, equality.
         “Nature hath made men so equall, in the faculties of body, and mind, as that though
         there bee found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body, or of quicker mind
         then another; yet when all is considered together, the difference . . . is not so
         considerable” (LN: 68). The claim that all humans—including women, as we’ll see—are naturally, originally
         free and equal, with intellect compensating for physical weakness, or the converse,
         signifies another difference from the premodern, a “revolutionary” move, as Carole
         Pateman puts it, for its intersection. However, Hobbes finds the natural condition
         untenable. For liberty—“a mans power to do what hee would”—and equality are pharmakonic:
         “From this equality of ability, ariseth equality of hope in the attaining of ends
         . . . therefore if any two men desire the same thing which . . . they cannot both
         enjoy, they become enemies; and endeavour to destroy, or subdue one an other” (LN: 69). This staging of natural subjectivity (“human nature”) as avaricious, competitive,
         narcissistic grounds the text; though an object desired by more than one person, that
         only one can possess, doesn’t necessarily produce enmity, leave alone mutually assured
         destruction; they could share, co-operate. Still, its potential makes nature indistinguishable
         from war: a condition compelled by desire, a “passion,” caused in turn by equality,
         the ground of competition in a deficient environment. (An abundant nature, or different
         understanding of natural subjectivity, as one finds in Locke, wouldn’t have the same
         consequence.) Which brings us, inescapably, to Leviathan’s most cited semanteme—they used soundbites before television—contouring nature as
         war:
      

      
         where every man is enemy to every man . . . there is no place for Industry; because
            the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no Culture of the Earth; no Navigation,
            nor use of the commodities that may be imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no
            Instruments of moving, and removing such things as require much force; no Knowledge
            of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts; no Letters; no Society (LN: 70).[1] 
         

      

      Hobbes argues, in his chapter “Of Reason and Science”: “Reason is . . . not . . .
         borne with us . . . but attayned by Industry; first in apt imposing of Names . . .
         [then] Assertions . . . and so to Syllogismes, which are the Connexions of one Assertion
         to another, till we come to a knowledge of all the Consequences of names . . . SCIENCE”
         (LN: 29). One finds this method at work in the semanteme, which moves from an assertion,
         consequence, to others, producing a syllogistic account of nature as a multiplicity
         of absences.[2] This includes culture, understood by this text as practice, a tending of, and therefore
         opposed to, nature (earth), not possession or potential, as we found in Arnold. But
         this sense resonates, nevertheless, with one of Arnold’s: to culture the earth is
         to transform it; Arnold, as we’ve seen, takes the verb to a different object, the
         three English classes. Apart from agriculture, Hobbesian nature lacks, in our terms,
         shipping, international commerce, consumption of imports, comfortable or habitable
         dwelling, technology; and the disciplines of geography, history, literature. But,
         of course, Hobbes’s moment, the humanities in its first iteration, did not conceive
         its disciplines in contemporary terms. Literature, generally understood at our moment
         as a corpus of “creative” or “imaginative” work, is not the equivalent of letters,
         “the reading and writing of written texts . . . scholarship,” (OED). Hobbes defines
         history as the “Register of Knowledge of Fact,” taxonomized further into natural history, “Effects of Nature that have no Dependance
         on Man’s Will; Such as are the Histories of Metalls, Plants, Animals, Regions,” and “Civill History . . . of the Voluntary Actions of men in Commonwealths.” In this understanding, natural
         history is not a narrative of events, development, of change through time, but a record
         of fact. If one finds an affinity between natural history and the physics and biology
         of our moment, both understood as sciences, it bears emphasis that, to Hobbes, science
         and philosophy are homonyms: the “Demonstrations of Consequences of one Affirmation, to another” (LN: 54). If the humanities could be conceived of as the disciplines that produce the
         human (and other), abet interpellation, the text, and the knowledges it invokes, taxonomizes,
         breaks with scholasticism and the authority of Aristotle, secularizes the production
         of knowledge. Finding man “equivalent” to rational, appears different not just from
         the divisions of disciplinary reason at our moment, but stages itself as heterogeneous
         to that which preceded it. Poststructuralism cannot date the emergence of modernity,
         an episteme, with reference to the calendar; but Leviathan is an instantiation of it.
      

      
      Industry—“diligence . . . dexterity” (OED)—a pivotal concept to both Hobbes and Locke,
         that which enables reason in the former, occupies the commanding place in that series,
         narratively “controls” (Gerard Genette) what follows, its practice made unfruitful,
         if not irrelevant by the natural condition, which disables it, leading to the consequence
         of its absence: the want of agriculture, technology, etc. (Is it necessary to remind
         the reader of Tylor’s savage condition?) Elsewhere, the text notes other absences:
         property, law, justice. Hobbes’s state of nature is overwhelmingly a state of lack.
         A condition without potential, one of inhibition: it impedes society, the final, most
         consequent absence in that series, the ultimate consequence of the impossibility of
         industry. The semanteme, as we know, famously concludes: “and which is worst of all,
         continuall feare, and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore,
         nasty, brutish and short.” Human life in nature is narcissistic, unpleasant, dangerous
         and solitary, barely distinguishable from the animal. A dismal, if not abysmal condition,
         nature must be supervened, distanced, expatriated from; its free, equal, competitive
         subject restrained, ordered.
      

      
      Desire and the passions—“same in all men”—not reason, drive this subject: competition,
         diffidence (distrust), glory, pride, partiality (as opposed to the common good), revenge.
         LN stages its subject, consistent with the modern episteme, as sovereign, autonomous,
         agential, conscious; but these traits are overdetermined by the consequence of desire:
         narcissism. (In contrast, reason and “mutual love,” not distrust and enmity, drive
         Locke’s subject, always already social, in our terms. The difference, we might say,
         between a liberal and a conservative.) However, in the final analysis narcissism compels
         its own demise, or at least curtailment: the desire for self-preservation, greater
         life expectancy, demands the supervention of nature. Commonwealth, like culture in
         Arnold, emerges as a benefit, a transactional necessity: freedom and equality, tending
         as they do to unrestrained competition, require and receive qualification, limitation
         in the overdetermining interest of peace and security, in the form of the state, the
         rule of law. As an event, this transaction happens abruptly; nature doesn’t rise or
         advance to commonwealth through incremental stages, slow but steady transformation.
         Not shaped by the discipline of history—a signifier of the humanities in its second
         iteration—the text doesn’t work with the concepts progress, improvement, understand
         state as homonymous with stage (Tylor), a measurable moment in an evolutionary process,
         or condition as constituted by grades. Schematically put: stage signifies connection,
         continuity; state, disconnect, break, if not radical alterity. LN emplots, frames the human story, while simultaneously producing the human, thus making
         it a canonical text of the humanities in its first iteration, in two singular, universal
         states/conditions: one the artifice of god, the other of “man,” the gendered subject.
         God creates nature (and man); man imitates god, creates commonwealth.[3] Both these conditions, it should be stressed, are not internally marked, differentiated
         or, at least, not emphatically, unlike in Tylor, where heterogeneous totalities—discrete
         races, whether organized as tribes or nations—inhabit the same (cultural) condition.
         Again differing from Tylor, the Hobbesian subject couldn’t inhabit more or less of
         either, but nature or commonwealth, absolutely. This subject breaks with the first
         abruptly, upon grasping its limit, consequence, a knowledge enabled not so much by
         reason as one of its derivative applications, foresight: “The finall Cause . . . of
         men . . . in the introduction of that restraint upon themselves [commonwealth] . .
         . is the foresight of their own preservation” (LN: 93). Foresight, deploying the past to anticipate the future, suggests social and
         political organization, commonwealth, as institutional restraint of freedom and equality,
         passion and competition, a stable end to war and abrupt, not gradual, rupture with
         the frightening, untenable state of nature. Foresight, one could say, enables diminishing
         the misery of narcissistic nature.
      

      
      However, every subject in this condition, though equal, doesn’t possess foresight
         in its most rigorous, methodical form, science. Indeed, the trait, the capacity to
         predict the future, could in the strict sense “belong onely to” the transcendental
         subject, god; this text isn’t definitively secular. In the last analysis, the “best
         Prophet” or predictor is nothing more than the “best guesser,” an informed, tutored
         speculator (LN: 18). This attenuates the case for commonwealth, which requires conviction, if not
         a guarantee that the transaction will succeed; that the loss be satisfied with a (geometric,
         heterogeneous) benefit; that the abridgement of freedom and equality will be compensated
         for by security, peace. But, being reasoned guesswork, foresight comes without the
         necessary, persuasive assurance. As method, it cannot guarantee. Science only produces
         “conditionall KNOWLEDGE” (LN: 38). How, then, could the case for commonwealth be strengthened, made riveting?
         Could guesswork be grounded scientifically? Is commonwealth just a science fiction?
         Hobbes resolves this problem by finding not only science but reason effectively elitist:
         “the most part of men . . . have . . . reasoning . . . yet it serves them little .
         . . as for Science . . . they are so farre from it” (LN: 29). The majority of men (and women) are within reason but, finding it of little
         quotidian utility, don’t practice it. They cannot foresee the consequence of nature,
         reach the judgement that science alone enables: that commonwealth, a product of human
         not divine agency, could remedy nature. Most subjects of nature cannot recognize their
         own long-term interest (the uncertainty of nature prevents even thinking the long
         term). In which case, the questions arise: if reason, essential for the supervention
         of nature, is effectively exclusive, how and which free subjects, exactly, establish
         commonwealth? Could it be instituted by the equal participation of all, as Hobbes
         asserts? Or the interpellation of the majority by an elite, a (dis)placement of the
         majority where the elite desires? LN suggests that an educated minority—of “gentlemen,” a classed, gendered category,
         as Stuart Shapin might insist—leads the rest, persuades them of the benefit of order:
         “The skill of making, and maintaining Common-wealths, consisteth in certain Rules
         . . . which . . . neither poor men have the leisure, nor men that have had the leisure,
         have hitherto had the curiosity, or the method to find out” (LN: 115). The subaltern is not outside reason, but cannot achieve science by virtue
         of poverty, class position alone; the leisured, upper classes have the opportunity
         but, in the main, don’t attain science for want of interest, industry. The vast majority
         of natural subjects cannot foresee the necessity of commonwealth or grasp the rules
         of its institution. This, of course, produces subjects of nature as unequal: some
         are poor, others have leisure. But then, Leviathan’s coherence is ideological.
      

      
      One can read here, quite apart from an elitism consistent with conservatism, an undivulged
         account of interpellation, something not inconsequential to our understanding of the
         social contract, if not of modern democracy. All subjects in the state of nature may
         be conceptualized as free, even equal; and as contracting, participating in the establishment
         of commonwealth; but attaining science marks some, an elite; makes them superior,
         leaders of the rest; makes commonwealth not so much a contract between equal subjects
         as the study, pursuit and establishment of security; serving the interest, effectively,
         of the leisured, educated, propertied class, the privileged subject of this text.
         And of men: Hobbes holds that “there is not alwayes that difference of strength or
         prudence between the man and the woman,” produces women and men as naturally equal,
         intellectually and, unexpectedly enough, physically (LN: 110). Departing quite radically from his moment, as Pateman points out, LN doesn’t understand women, unlike canonical patriarchy, as governed exclusively by
         passion, or as the weaker sex. (Though it cannot avoid essentialized gender difference:
         unlike men, women—classed here with children—are prone to weeping and sudden dejection.
         They lie to their children about how childbirth occurs.) Women even have prudence,
         a synonym for foresight. Nothing in nature explicitly precludes them from science,
         learning the rules that enable the argument for commonwealth; yet they do not attain
         it. Indeed, though equal in nature, they become unequal in society: “In common-wealths,
         this controversie [between genders] is decided by the civill law; and for the most
         part . . . the sentence is in favour of the Father; because for the most part Common-wealths
         have been erected by the Fathers, not the Mothers of families” (LN: 110). Men and women, understood as heterosexual, are naturally equal; but women
         get subordinated by the law, a patriarchal institution, “erected by Fathers, not Mothers.”
         (For the most part, Hobbes qualifies; but he doesn’t help us think the remainder:
         are there or have there been matriarchal commonwealths? Or those instituted by both
         genders, co-operatively?) Commonwealth reduces women’s subjectivity to just one possibility,
         the maternal; or, more precisely, two, since the maternal subject signifies the spousal,
         the wife. Which helps divulge LN’s theory of patriarchy: “If there be no Contract, the Dominion is in the Mother.
         For in the condition of meer Nature, where there are no Matrimonial lawes, it cannot
         be known who is the Father” (LN: 111). Women and men are equal subjects in the condition of nature; the law subordinates
         women in order, primarily, to determine paternity. The semanteme also suggests that
         (heterosexual) women in nature, presumably as a consequence of freedom, don’t necessarily
         practice monogamy; the enforcement of which, again restricted to one gender, the law
         ensures, or attempts to, in political society.
      

      
       Hobbes’s term to capture the differance of nature, commonwealth, must be read against
         Locke’s “civil society,” also at play in the episteme; the words rhyme, but aren’t
         homonyms. The deployment—an early instance of conservative spin?—gives the term an
         affirmative charge: as common, shared, constituted and held together, signifying mutuality
         of purpose, interest. Reinforced by its concatenation not with power, or order, but
         with another affirmative, welfare, prosperity, the public good; something mirrored
         by its opposition, the malignant characterization of nature. LN finds this ideological, axiological object an “Artificial Animal . . . that great
         LEVIATHAN called . . . a STATE . . . in latine CIVITAS . . . an imitation of nature”
         (LN: 9). Unlike nature, LN understands the state as man-made, the product not of divine, but artificial, worldly,
         not transcendental, other-worldly agency; the secular artifice of a theological artifice.
         This semanteme even produces it as an imitation of nature, not supersession (but,
         as its many readers have noted, the text contradicts itself liberally).[4] Leviathan, a discrepant metaphor for a dominant, “artificial” state, signifies not
         simply an enormous object, but an enormous natural one; an aquatic creature—not necessarily
         a whale, it could even be a fish or dragon—free, by definition as it were, to move
         boundlessly through the oceans, unconstrained.[5] Commonwealth, in contrast, is a restrictive condition; characterized by subjection
         and hierarchy; this way of life, geometric transaction, displaces the freedom and
         equality of nature. Instituted “by Covenant of every man with every man,” it “conferre[s]
         all their power and strength upon one Man, or . . . Assembly . . . that may reduce
         all their Wills . . . into one . . . a real Unitie” (LN: 95). Commonwealth seeks homogeneity, unicity; produces by covenant, contract—a term
         that bears the mark of the theological, the juridical, of mercantile capitalism—not
         so much vigorous social or national, as political subjectivity, the citizen, from
         difference. Indeed, it institutes the political. Unlike culture, commonwealth is not
         a matrix inside and outside the subject. It doesn’t penetrate the private sphere but
         distinguishes it from the public. Consequent to the establishment of political unity,
         everybody in this state finds herself interpellated: willingly, consciously, contractually
         subject to the sovereign, understood as a “terrour,” regardless whether it consists
         of one individual, Hobbes’s preference, or many representatives. For “Covenants, without
         the sword, are but Words.” Peace requires subjection, the terrifying force of law.
      

      
      Hobbes’s argument that achieving commonwealth, learning the rules of its institution,
         requires science signifies its presence, practice in the prior condition, nature.
         Impossible without leisure, learning philosophy must take time, study, effort: in
         a word, industry; systematic intellectual labor must mark nature. But, as noted before,
         Hobbes’s summary account of nature/war stages it as lacking industry; in fact as the
         commanding or controlling lack. Nature emerges in LN as both without industry and having it; commonwealth, as both the consequence of
         and condition for industry. The latter, we’ll recall, is applied to reason by the
         leisured, educated, producing foresight, without which commonwealth cannot be instituted;
         but nature also lacks letters. Which begs the question: could there be education without
         letters? Nature, again, both must have letters and lacks it. In such discrepant semantemes
         the distinction between nature and commonwealth crumbles. A more generous, against-the-grain
         reading suggests that the move from nature to commonwealth couldn’t be sudden but
         gradual; that the transformation—the work of education and industry—takes time. In
         which case, again, a rigorous distinction between the two becomes difficult to sustain.
         Raises the question: where would one draw the line between nature and commonwealth,
         inside and outside? Put differently, the reading thus far suggests the conceptualization
         of nature and its differance, as in Tylor/Arnold, as a frame, a regulative structure.
         Nature, not a rigorous concept but an ideological one, the necessary other for modernity
         to launch itself, the object that enables the modern subject—whether understood as
         common/social/civil, as in Hobbes, or cultured/cultural/civilized, as in Tylor/Arnold—to
         constitute itself (and its others); or, more precisely, in the latter instance to
         reconstitute itself. A condition marked, even in “early” modernity, by both the colonial
         encounter and eurocentrism: the text distinguishes, for instance, between “the people
         of Asia, Afrique and America,” who do not—lack, again—practice heraldry, and those “in these Westerne parts of
         the world,” who do; the countries categorized as western being Germany, England, France,
         Spain and Italy (LN: 54).
      

      
       Leviathan conceives the subject of commonwealth as social, constrained, elite, male, heterosexual,
         secure, terrified (by the law), industrious; and that of nature: individual, free,
         equal, male and female, heterosexual, narcissistic, insecure, terrified (of sudden,
         violent death) and, in the semanteme below, savage, American:
      

      
         It may peradventure [perhaps] be thought, there was never such a time, nor condition
            of warre as this; and I believe it was never generally so, over all the world: but
            there are many places, where they live so now. For the savage people in places of
            America, except the government of small families, the concord whereof dependeth on
            naturall lust, have no government at all; and live at this day in that brutish manner
            (LN: 71).
         

      

      Semantemes like this produce the claim made earlier that the itinerary of culture
         meanders serendipitously. (Put crudely, or perhaps in civilized terms: if Hobbes was
         around, this postcolonialist reader, interpellated by the country the Arab geographers
         called Serendib, would be incited to buy him a scotch =). Both Arnold and Tylor, we’ll
         recall, instantiate the differance of culture with the example/s of (a) colonized
         space/s. So does Hobbes with commonwealth. Tylor takes his examples from dozens of
         countries, taxonomizes the whole world. Hobbes instantiates only one natural space.
         He asserts the existence of “many [such] places,” but does not, or cannot, nominate
         them, except for America, the colony. However, the text doesn’t find itself obliged
         to describe, explain, attend to America (or England, for that matter) at any length.
         It doesn’t understand it as place in the contemporary, empirical, sociological or
         geographic sense; such an understanding would contain description, detail, of its
         geography, topography, etc.; Tylor, in contrast, situated the savage in the tropics,
         the civilized in the temperate zone. Rather, America instantiates the natural condition,
         which emerges in LN as both universal and marked by the particular, the savage American: observed in
         the present, located in the past, in this time and not.
      

      
      The modern, civil subject, at its moment of emergence, designates its other, within
         a national frame, as female; and, within a global, as natural, savage, a gotcha moment
         to the postcolonialist reader, whose pleasure in the text necessarily differs from
         Barthes.[6] The semanteme effectively characterizes the savage, like in Tylor, as defined by
         lack, inhabiting a condition without agriculture, technology, intellectual achievement
         and so on. Without, most significantly to Hobbes, industry, the subjective trait necessary
         for reason, foresight, the supervention of nature. With the exception that some savage
         Americans, in particular, are found governed by “naturall lust,” which doesn’t signify
         only sexual desire, as it does to our moment, but sensuousness, “Love of persons for
         Pleasing the sense onely” (LN: 34). While these particular savages, strikingly enough, enjoy concord, harmony,
         the majority of Americans live virtually like animals, in a rude, narcissistic, stateless,
         premodern condition. Kept there by a lack of foresight and industry, making the American
         human, but not subject. Put differently, subjectivity, Hobbesian “human nature” is
         not effectively universal. Otherwise, how does one account for whole groups of people
         still inhabiting the natural condition—competitive, warlike, untenable? One could
         follow political science, find the mention of America by Hobbes inconsequential and
         repress such questions; or wonder, in a postcolonial spirit, following the logic of
         the text: does LN bear an undivulged theory of communal subjectivity in nature? Does it suggest that
         some groups were created with reason but without the capacity for foresight and industry?[7] Such a position wouldn’t have biblical sanction: god, a universalist, created man
         in his own image. (Woman, as we know, is derivative.) But the text bears a suspicion,
         which Hobbes doesn’t address, though Locke does, that the operation of reason raises
         the possibility that all humans weren’t made the same. Some men are more godlike than
         others.
      

       

      In another much-cited, if not as celebrated soundbite Locke, who like Hobbes finds
         nature the original human condition, again nominates America as instantiating it:
         “in the beginning all the world was America” (ST: 214). In so doing, An Essay Concerning the True Original, Extent and End of Civil Government, too, recites the Bible, amends the formulation of Genesis. However, the book opens
         by refuting the claim that god granted Adam and his heirs dominion, sovereignty over
         the world, rejecting Robert Filmer’s argument for the divine right of kings. (ST draws upon the Bible much more consistently, authoritatively, than does LN.[8] ) That semanteme also effectively critiques the Hobbesian position on the geographic
         breadth of the natural condition. ST doesn’t cite LN in the literal sense, whereas it explicitly opposes Filmer; but many of its claims,
         convictions—if not its entire argument—are shaped by, respond to, rebut the prior
         text about “the mighty Leviathan” with which it is, inescapably, enmeshed (ST: 254). In this particular formulation, Locke corrects, or makes more consistent,
         Hobbes’s claim that nature wasn’t general “over all the world.” For that begs many
         questions: if commonwealth supervenes nature, if the former succeeds the latter, shouldn’t
         it follow that nature actually be general, worldwide? If not, how does the text account
         for those parts of the world that weren’t originally natural? Would there have been
         a pre-natural condition? Or were those places created always already common, accompanied
         by government and law, those matriarchal and/or non-patriarchal polities, perhaps,
         that Hobbes leaves unaccounted? In which case, commonwealth, at least in some instances,
         would cease to be a purely secular object, an artificial animal, post-natural. Rather,
         the artifice of god, not of the free, willing, contracting, if interpellated, human
         subject. Simply put, Leviathan does not sustain its grounding distinction, that between nature and commonwealth;
         something we saw before, in its characterization of nature as both having inequality,
         industry, education, leisure and lacking them.
      

      
      Like Hobbes, Locke understands nature as a condition, created by God’s “workmanship,”
         characterized by two cardinal traits, “perfect freedom . . . [and] equality”: “there
         being nothing more evident, than that creatures of the same species and rank, promiscuously
         born to all the same advantages of nature . . . should also be equal . . . unless
         the lord and master of them all should” decide otherwise (ST: 177). Sanctioned by scripture, the case for natural equality need not be labored.
         Except with regard to gender. Like LN, ST reduces female subjectivity to two possibilities, wife and mother; both, of course,
         patriarchal, conceived in relation to a male center and instituted by the heterosexual
         family, called “the first society,” the original social unit. (Social, here, is framed
         in opposition to natural and to individual.) In both instances, Locke produces the
         woman—not, therefore, strictly speaking in nature—as having rights equal to the man:
         as a free, contracting, gendered subject (of marriage, a voluntary compact) and as
         a parent, respectively. He insists that, in the heterosexual family, the father could,
         and should, not be understood as having absolute power over the children to the exclusion
         of the mother; that, consequently, such power should be named “parental,” not paternal.
         (As in LN, ST’s method demands proper nomination of objects.) But when controversies inevitably
         arise in marriage, it “being necessary that the last determination—i.e., the rule—should be placed somewhere, it naturally falls to the man’s share, as the
         abler and the stronger” (ST: 240). Nature itself shapes men as superior, physically and otherwise, enables their
         effective domination of that state; and of society—not to be confused or conflated
         with civil society—both of which emerge in Locke as patriarchal conditions. Such a
         conception of society also signifies that, temporally, the state of nature in the
         most rigorous sense, consisting exclusively of individual, unmarried subjects, couldn’t
         have lasted very long: “WE seldom find any number of men live any time together in
         this state” (ST: 277). Indeed, Locke finds that “God . . . made man such a creature, that in his
         own judgement it was not good for him to be alone, put him under strong obligations
         of necessity, convenience, and inclination to drive him into society”; something that, not incidentally, happens “quickly” (ST: 277). Society always already imbricates nature, intervenes between the latter and
         civil society, makes the state of nature an effective impossibility. (Tylor, as we’ve
         seen, works without such a concept.)
      

      
      Nevertheless, The Second Treatise, which its many readers point out also contradicts itself frequently, works with
         a robust concept of nature and, unlike Leviathan, distinguishes between it, an edenic “state of peace, good will, mutual assistance,
         and preservation,” and not only society but war, its opposite, a hellish one of “enmity,
         malice, violence, and mutual destruction” (ST: 189). To repeat, a singular conception of subjectivity (“human nature”) grounds
         this text: agential, conscious, etc., but overdetermined by reason and “mutual love,”
         not passion and competition. Self-directed, individualist, narcissistic, the Hobbesian
         subject differs considerably from the Lockean, other-directed, liberal. Such subjects
         “ought . . . to preserve the rest of mankind”; should produce a peaceful, co-operative, secure condition; nature isn’t a “state
         of license,” disorder, anarchy (ST: 178). But Locke finds himself unable to sustain the distinction between nature and
         war; between, perhaps, an ethical and a “realist” understanding of nature, what it
         ought to be (potential) and what it is (possession). In the final analysis, “Want
         of a common judge with authority puts all men in a state of nature” (ST: 190). The lack of superior authority, the force of law, ultimately defines nature,
         a position almost identical to Hobbes. Consequently, “To avoid this state of war . . . is one great reason of men’s putting themselves into [civil] society” (ST: 191).[9] The other, overdetermining cause of civil society: not the establishment of free,
         elected, representative government, one metonymic with the represented, as we receive
         Locke today, especially in these United States, but emergent capitalism, the institution
         and protection of private property. Locke concludes the very first chapter of the
         book by distinguishing political power from other forms of domination (including the
         parental): as the “right of making laws” to regulate and protect property, constitute
         a force to execute such laws and defend “the commonwealth from foreign injury,” in
         that order, with property receiving primacy, diegetically controlling what follows
         (ST: 176).
      

      
      ST understands property in two senses. First, in relation to the body, broadly conceived,
         thus including life, liberty, health and labor within the category. Second, the dominant
         sense, as the application of one form of property, labor, to nature: “taking any part
         of what is common and removing it out of the state of nature . . . begins the property”
         (ST: 197).[10] To such a frame, very different from ours, and Tylor’s, the pineapple ceases being
         in the natural state, or a natural object when picked or plucked; labor, however minimal,
         applied to a natural object makes it property. (In Lockean terms, a painting of a
         bowl of fruit would be “still property,” not “still life.”) Inverting Hobbes, this
         semanteme associates nature with the common, as open, unbound, proper to all subjects,
         rather than framing the two as opposed; gives common a different, effectively negative
         charge. A few pages later in the same chapter, “Of Property,” the third longest in
         the book, common gets staged as waste:
      

      
         the provisions serving to the support of human life, produced by one acre of inclosed
            and cultivated land are . . . ten times more than those . . . yielded by an acre of
            land of an equal richness lying waste in common. And therefore he that incloses [ten
            acres] land . . . may truly be said to give ninety acres to mankind . . . [F]or I
            ask, whether in the wild woods and uncultivated waste of America, left to nature, without any improvement, tillage or husbandry, a thousand acres
            yield the needy and wretched inhabitants as many conveniences of life as ten acres
            of equally fertile land do in Devonshire, where they are well cultivated? (ST: 204).
         

      

      ST, too, depicts America as lack: of improvement, cultivation—the latter term signifying
         the resonance that would occur, at a later intersection, between it and culture as
         practice/potential; but grants the country and its inhabitant, the American, extended
         narrative attention, unlike Hobbes. Turned to in several semantemes, staged as known,
         indispensable to its argument, America leaves a more substantial impress on ST. Though here, too, it isn’t understood as place in the sociological or geographic
         sense: as land/nature, America and Devonshire are comparable; their different conditions—one
         waste, the other cultivated—signifies human agency, industry, or the lack thereof,
         not geographical difference.
      

      
      Rich, abundant, Locke suggests that nature should not be left untouched but labored,
         possessed. Otherwise, its riches are quite simply useless. In this semanteme, to this
         text, nature, as much a precapitalist as a prepolitical condition, must be distanced,
         expatriated from; it serves a single, instrumental purpose: the support, assistance,
         sustenance of the subject. To which end it demands cultivation, labor and enclosure.
         Locke—in an early instance of liberal spin?—stages the institution of property, the
         privatization of land, as a public good, a social benefit. Enclosure, a practice that
         could be understood as taking, is called giving; individual appropriation, a social
         boon. Bluntly put, the text advances the interest of capital. The (in)security of
         which, not just of life, compels the supervention of nature, its supersession by civil
         society:
      

      
         Men, at first . . . contented themselves with what unassisted nature offered to their
            necessities; and . . . afterwards . . . settled the bounds of their distinct territories,
            and, by laws within themselves, regulated the properties of the private men of their
            society, and so, by compact and agreement, settled the property which labor and industry began (ST: 211).
         

      

      Property begins in nature, precedes civil society. The subject of nature, originally,
         managed with the bare necessities. But when simple labor gets supplemented by its
         more rigorous form, industry—applied here to nature, not reason—it assists, improves
         the natural condition, inevitably compels wealth, capital which, in turn, demands
         and receives the security of law. Civil society emerges in ST, as in LN, as an economically unequal condition—but one made avowedly so by compact: “men have
         agreed to a disproportionate and unequal possession of the earth” (ST: 214). Put differently, civil society is the pursuit and protection of private property,
         the condition that institutionalizes the transformation of use value to exchange value.
         (Property in nature isn’t private in the strict sense, having just use value.)
      

      
      Since the accumulation of property necessarily takes time, ST effectively understands the supervention of the state of nature by civil society
         as a gradual process, not a quick happening. (Civil society, here, is an indubitable
         good, a superior state to nature, one that doesn’t “abolish or restrain, but . . .
         preserve[s] and enlarge[s] freedom.” Again, one might note the reference to and divergence
         from Hobbes, to whom commonwealth is the superior condition, but also represents a
         loss of freedom.) The semanteme cited above suggests that the law becomes necessary
         only after the attainment of a certain quantum of property. If the institution of
         civil society, then, bears a temporal politico-economic logic, it also carries a social
         one. As we’ve seen, Locke holds heterosexual marriage to constitute the first society,
         which increases thereafter to include “that between parents and children; to which,
         in time, that between master and servant came to be added” (ST: 236).[11] Society progressively increases in size, complexity, forms of domination, from the
         nuclear family to the extended, as it were; it bears an itinerary within the text.
         Locke carefully distinguishes these forms of society, heterogeneous to nature in the
         strict sense, from the civil/political: “Wherever . . . any number of men are so united
         into one society, as to quit every one of his executive power of the law of nature,
         and to resign it to the public, there, and there only, is a political, or civil society . . . one people, one body politic, under one supreme government” (ST: 245).[12] Civil/political society is a particular form of society in general. ST might emplot the human story, like LN, in two radically different states, nature and civil society; the narrative suggests,
         however, that the movement from the one to the other proceeds through society, effectively
         an intermediate state. Or, perhaps, states, if not almost historicist stages: non-political
         society develops from the heterosexual patriarchal nuclear family (dominated by husband,
         then father) to the patriarchal extended (dominated by the master). Such movement,
         transformation, imbricates stage, a term Locke doesn’t deploy, and state (which Tylor,
         we’ll recall, finds synonymous). Civil and/or political society, terms Locke uses
         homonymously, signifies the institution of law, government, the juridical and the
         political, absent in nature and in other forms of society; and, resonating with Hobbes,
         produces a unified political whole, a distinct totality, identity from difference.
         But, unlike in LN, the identity produced here exceeds the political (citizen), bears the vigorous,
         if still unnominated, charge of the social, communal. Somewhat unexpectedly, ST finds the proper name for this condition not civil or political society, the terms
         it uses most consistently, but “commonwealth . . . not a democracy, or any form of
         government, but any independent community, which the Latins signified by the word civitas, to which the word which best answers in our language is common-wealth” (ST: 281). In which case, ST not deploying commonwealth consistently could be read as further distinguishing this
         text from LN. Regardless, Locke’s deployment gives community a social charge, makes the differance
         of nature, ultimately, community, a large discrete social totality (that exceeds the extended family, includes many such units).
         This foundational text of Anglo-U.S. liberalism understands subjectivity as both individual,
         as we’ve received it, and social/communal (although, unlike in Tylor, such community
         is not nominated as nation, race, etc.). Contemporary neoliberalism represses this,
         but the modern subject gets constituted, in the texts of its emergence, as both individual
         and social.
      

      
      In that semanteme cited earlier, bounty distinguishes an English county, Devonshire,
         from, for want of a better term, a continent. (Perhaps two: Locke’s America includes
         Brazil and Peru.) In so nominating the differance of America, the subject of civil
         society, if not of modernity, gets effectively identified as, interpellated by England
         (Englishness?), receives a social/communal, apart from a political (citizen), economic
         (worker/laborer) and gendered (male) charge; it gets stamped at this intersection
         not by race or nation but, again for want of a better word, country, here a “private
         . . . particular” form of social community (bound by the law, the state). The universal
         condition cannot evade signifiers of the particular; the text also names France as
         having civil society, but more consistently cites England. (The mark of England on
         LN is potent, consistent, but undivulged: it refers, often, to contemporary English
         political developments, most insistently to “our present civill warre.”) In another
         semanteme, ST directly opposes England and America: “the Americans . . . are rich in land and poor in all the comforts of life . . . [F]or want of improving it [nature] by labour, [they] have not one-hundredth part of the conveniences we enjoy . . . [A] king of
         a large and fruitful territory there, feeds, lodges, and is clad worse than a day-labourer
         in England” (ST: 207). The American doesn’t work, improve—an important term to Locke, one that resonates
         with Tylor—the land, despite being needy and wretched, exists without the conveniences
         of life. Even an American monarch lives miserably, when compared not to an English
         monarch, whom we might consider her peer, but the English subaltern, whom the semanteme
         effectively produces as peer of an American king. Americans and English emerge as
         not just socially different, but unequal in achievement: the American does not improve.[13] The questions, predictably, arise, and will be staged: does something impede the
         American? Does she lack some trait, possessed by the English, essential not only for
         laboring upon nature, but supervening it? Why do only some subjects of nature (English,
         French) attain civil society and others (Americans) remain in that wretched condition?
         Does ST bear an undivulged theory of natural difference, of communal subjectivity, unlike
         LN which merely hints at one, in less than a stage whisper? Does it confirm the latter’s
         suspicion?
      

      
      In that same long chapter on property, ST deploys a concept as pivotal, diegetically significant to it as to LN, industry, to explain one cause of English and American difference: “God, when he
         gave the world in common to all mankind, commanded man also to labour, and the penury
         of his condition required it of him. God and his reason commanded him to subdue the
         earth, i.e., improve it for the benefit of life . . . God gave the world . . . to
         the use of the industrious and rational” (ST: 200). The semanteme begins by finding the world a divine bequest to humanity in
         general; ends by specifying, limiting the bequest to one group, the industrious and
         rational—commanded, authoritatively charged: thou shalt subdue, conquer, improve the
         earth. It passes, metonymically, the industrious/rational English (and French) as
         mankind—the universal is always marked by the particular, that which it transcends—making
         its other, the American, not man, not quite, human but not subject. As in Hobbes,
         the category industry, understood as exclusive, serves to differentiate subjects in
         the natural condition; but where, in LN, it distinguishes the reasoning, scientific subject from the rest, implicitly including
         the savage American, in ST it avowedly separates the laboring, hardworking, reasoning, Christian English subject
         from the indolent American.[14] Locke doesn’t actually cite the Bible here, as he does elsewhere; but the theological
         buttresses, authorizes the claim that, to paraphrase Syed Hussein Alatas, the native
         was always already lazy. Further, it suggests another cause of native indolence: the
         lack of interpellation by, if not Christianity, at least a Protestant work ethic.
         In a strong reading, Americans are fated, confined, condemned by divine command to
         the natural condition—until rescue by Christian colonialism.
      

      
      Unlike Hobbes, Locke doesn’t nominate the American as savage; but the text enables
         such a reading. A semanteme cited earlier, that associates the common with waste,
         calls America wild. Elsewhere, ST argues that “criminal[s]” who break the law of nature “renounce reason . . . [and]
         may be destroyed as a lion or tyger, one of those wild, savage beasts with whom men can have no society nor security”
         (ST: 183). Unlike the criminal, the deliberate lawbreaker, the American hasn’t so much
         actively, consciously renounced reason as, by indolence, refused it. Regardless, this
         semanteme associates savagery with wildness and, to proceed syllogistically, wildness
         with America. If such association made the postcolonialist go “gotcha” in response
         to Hobbes, Locke provides further, predictable pleasure:
      

      
         this law of reason makes the deer that Indian’s who hath killed it; ’tis allowed to be his goods who hath bestowed his labour upon
            it, though before it was the common right of every one. And amongst those who are
            counted the civilized part of mankind, who have made and multiplied positive laws
            to determine property, this original law of nature . . . still takes place (ST: 198).
         

      

      As said before, property to Locke begins in nature, with labor, a positive trait of
         the American; unlike the English, her lack in this regard is labor in its most rigorous,
         rational, methodical form, industry. But take, with regard to this claim, judgement,
         Locke’s example of simple American labor: the killing of a deer. Consider an instance:
         it requires an implement, technology; which, in turn, requires manufacture, the application
         of thought and experience. It requires knowledge, one could even say research: of
         the properties of “inanimate” objects, that enable the production of weaponry, technology;
         perhaps even fieldwork: of deer, their grazing habits, response to danger, physical
         weak points, etc.; which in turn takes observation, assessment over time. It demands
         strategy, planning, execution, teamwork, community. An individual could, one presumes,
         kill a deer accidentally, but cannot iterate that process, make it a habitual, routine
         practice without not just labor but a great deal of systematic thought and collaboration.
         The seemingly simple, straightforward act of killing a deer requires both reason and
         industry, not to mention technology and community. One could, like Aravamudan on Hobbes,
         accuse Locke of mendacity, of deliberately concealing the fact of American technology,
         industry, society. Or one could read the text, which suggests that Locke’s ideological
         frame disables such recognition: for—and the deconstructive reader knew this all along—it
         requires an other, a differance, in order to constitute the self; the American must
         be savage for the English to be staged as modern, social, civil/ized. The OED reminds
         us that, at that moment, civilize signified both “to subject to civil authority,”
         interpellate as citizen, a sense now obscure, and to “polish . . . tame . . . elevate
         in the scale of humanity,” the sense we’ve inherited. Both senses are imbricated in
         Locke’s deployment; as it distinguishes one condition from another, precapitalist,
         prepolitical nature from civil society, it inescapably taxonomizes “mankind,” axiologically,
         into two groups: a superior and an inferior, modern and natural, subject and human,
         English and American, civilized and savage. Confronted in the present, the latter
         inhabits the past.[15] 
      

       

      One could, therefore, read the intersection of Locke/Hobbes, after Tylor/Arnold: nature/divine
         agency forms the subject as gendered human, individual (woman, man); society/secular
         human agency transforms her, as gendered social (wife, husband, mother, father); civil
         society, as male citizen, civilized and social and, in Locke, communal countryperson.
         If the last sounds vague, inadequate, it points to the inadequacy, lack, in the offering
         of subjectivity at Hobbes/Locke that necessitated the displacement of society, at
         the moment of Arnold/Tylor, by culture. Before elaborating that, it would help to
         consolidate the reading to this point, the claim of resonance between the two moments,
         which a certain historicism might find distant. (But then historicism, without blink,
         blush or backward glance, incessantly recasts its past when compelled by its present:
         what was, once upon a time, the late renaissance, the moment of Hobbes and William
         Thegreatestwriterever, that most undead of dead white men, has now been yoked to modernity.
         It belongs to us, not them. That such reconfiguration might suggest a problem with
         the very concept of a historical period, historicism must repress.[16] It cannot pose the questions: if the discipline accurately, definitively captures
         the past at any given moment, how could it change at another? If the past keeps changing,
         what does that signify about the discipline itself?) In Locke/Hobbes, the opposition
         that structures this intersection gets staged as nature/civil society, both understood
         as universal conditions. Yet, even at the emergence of modernity, the universal gets
         instantiated, marked by the particular: the savage American instantiates nature, the
         modern English (and French), civil society. Industry, or the lack thereof, overdetermines
         the natural/savage in both Hobbes and Locke, the pivotal difference between her and
         the civil/ized. At the next intersection, nature, still bearing the backward savage,
         but instantiated as African, remains the differance, now, of culture/civilization.
         But only after mutating from being understood as a singular condition to an empirical
         object marked by plurality, heterogeneity: Tylor distinguishes temperate northern
         Europe, home of the fair-white Aryan races, including the English, from the tropics,
         home of the blacks; Locke’s natural condition isn’t so marked—as land, in the strictly
         physical sense, as Uday Singh Mehta notes, England and America are indistinguishable.[17] At Tylor/Arnold, then, nature gets opposed to culture, understood in the singular,
         as a universal condition.
      

      
      What, then, compels the persistence of nature, which traverses the modern Anglo-U.S.
         episteme even as its differance gets displaced? As we’ve seen, all four texts heterogeneously
         associate the natural with the savage: instantiated as American in Locke/Hobbes, Irish/Negro
         in Arnold/Tylor. All, in turn, compared to animals: the former to the lion and tiger,
         creatures found outside England, like the American; the latter to the ape, an animal
         evolution produces as liminal to the human, like the black to the white (who meet
         in AI in a liminal space, the dock). Despite mutating from one intersection to the next,
         from singular to plural, nature carries the savage with it, bound to it, from moment
         to moment. Put differently, within a global frame, the modern subject constitutes
         itself as social/civilized, then reconstitutes itself as cultured/raced/civilized,
         in opposition not only to the natural, as we know, or are not surprised to learn,
         but to a savage/d other that it finds allergic. (Thus perhaps requiring, in Tylor/Arnold,
         the barbarian as inoculation.) In this reading, the concatenation race/culture enables
         the theorization of the politico-epistemological inadequacy, to the humanities in
         its second iteration, of the subject of nature and civil society: it cannot account
         for (the backwardness of) the savage; or, for that matter, adequately account for
         (the superiority of) the civil/ized. Society treats the difference of the savage as
         lack, whereas race/culture—post-Darwinian, non-theological concepts—enables its description,
         elaboration, an answer to the questions (that Locke/Hobbes suggest, but did not, could
         not pose): what impedes the savage from instituting civil society, civilization? Why
         does she lack industry, progress (and imagination, as Percy Bysshe Shelley will let
         us ask, in the next chapter)? How does one account for savage difference, given her
         humanity? In a word, or three: because of her nature/race/culture. If the racial element
         of such subjectivity is static, culture introduces the dynamic: understood as both
         possession and potential, it situates subjectivity within the historical, evolutionary,
         non-theological frame, that which avowedly addresses change. And, in so doing, also
         enables accounting for the English (and French)—civilized communal citizens at one
         intersection, civilized raced-nations at another—dominating the world. Unlike society,
         culture enables the argument that colonialism, a politico-epistemological imposition,
         violation, does not follow an exclusively political or economic, an exploitative,
         but another imperative for which a name must be found; an imperative that benefits,
         improves the object of culture, whether savage or barbarian, would make her subject,
         bring her closer to the fully or properly human.
      

      
       For culture in the universalist sense, in the texts of its emergence in the modern
         Anglo-U.S. episteme, is saturated by eurocentrism, something relativism does not and
         cannot erase (cf Boas’s object, primitive cultures, or Fletcher’s taxonomization of
         the Native American as aboriginal). Indeed, one could even read the emergence of culture,
         the intersection of Arnold/Tylor, as not just contoured by colonialism but as the
         overdetermined response of the episteme to a colonial solicitation, if not imperative.
         In Culture and Society, Raymond Williams locates the solicitation in a text of John Henry Newman, who complained
         that “the English . . . language . . . [lacks] some definite word to express, simply
         and generally, intellectual proficiency or perfection . . . [M]any words are necessary,
         in order . . . to bring out and convey . . . that of the cultivation of the intellect
         as an end” (CS: 110). To Williams, Arnold effectively responds to Newman with that complicated word,
         culture, thus demonstrating continuity in “the tradition.” But Williams doesn’t read
         as carefully as one might desire. Not only does he not grasp that CA’s understanding of culture isn’t exclusively elitist, perfectionist, but anthropological,
         too; that both disciplines work together, abetted by sociology, to produce the concept;
         that it gets staged in two senses, universal and relativist, potential and possession,
         becoming and having; he fails to grasp the significance of race, to that text, and
         to the universalist concept of culture at play in the Anglo-U.S. episteme. And he
         doesn’t, as we’ll see, read within a global frame. In this postcolonialist reading,
         Arnold and Tylor respond, displacing Locke/Hobbes—which is to say, bearing the trace
         of that prior moment at the emergence of modernity—to a solicitation of the episteme
         that could be located, most pertinently, proximately, not so much in Newman as in
         a text of civilization, harnessing that term, once again, to the itinerary this book
         has been reading.
      

      
      In that submission to the British East India Company, Minute on Indian Education, Thomas Babington Macaulay argues that colonialism should, as a duty, encourage “the
         intellectual improvement of the people of” India.[18] That is to say, it was not always already the case that colonialism, even within
         the terms of its autobiography, sought from the intersection of its emergence to better
         the native condition. The Company was instituted by royal charter, in 1600, to advance
         the interest of (mercantile) capital. Even at his moment, when the question of improvement
         arose, Macaulay could not take its necessity for granted, but had to stake out the
         position, counter, defeat an opposition, which held that the (male) Indian (elite)
         should be trained in the Arabic and Sanskrit canon.[19] In contrast, as well known, the good Lord held that “a single shelf of a good European
         library was worth [more than] the whole native literature of India and Arabia,” an
         evaluation he claimed, counter-factually, was shared, or at least not denied, even
         by his opponents (MI: 241). (William Jones compares such a position to “the savages, who thought that
         the sun rose and set for them alone, and could not imagine that the waves . . . left
         coral and pearls upon any other shore.”[20] ) Consequently, Indians should be taught “the best worth knowing”—a formulation that
         Arnold iterates and, from the perspective of this study, iterates Arnold—produced
         not by Europe but the English, in order both to improve them and enable their interpellation
         into Englishness, metonymic with “civilization,“ the universal. In so holding, Macaulay
         finds an ally in history, cites “two memorable instances” of such transformation,
         “of prejudices overthrown . . . knowledge diffused . . . taste purified . . . arts
         and sciences planted in countries which had recently been ignorant and barbarous”
         (MI: 243). The first was Europe itself, before the renaissance; the second, Russia, “previously
         . . . in a state as barbarous as that in which our ancestors were before the Crusades,
         [which] has gradually emerged from . . . ignorance . . . and . . . taken its place
         among civilized communities” (MI: 243). In both these instances, barbarousness was transformed completely, its impurities
         and superstitions eradicated, from outside, not just by its differance, civilization,
         but specifically by literature, texts plucked from a superior condition: the Greek
         and Roman, and western European, respectively. Both artificial and natural, these
         texts were “[trans]planted,” brought from outside but made organic, inside, eventually
         becoming indistinct from the native. Such an argument is possible only with a global,
         universalist understanding of civilization: as a (graded) condition that traverses
         many countries, that could be gifted by one people, who possess it, to another that
         doesn’t for, of course, their own good. By emplotting its story thus, Macaulay produces
         it as necessity and benefit, developmental and transactional, in the geometric sense:
         civilization compels its object not to exchange but surrender a possession.
      

      
      The institution, agent of civilization in India is “English literature,” broadly conceived:
         the natural sciences, which supply “correct information”; history, understood not
         as accounts of the particular but as stories serving an ethico-political function;
         and, cardinally, “works of imagination.” The Minute is a text of the humanities in its second iteration, an exemplary instantiation of
         the alliance between disciplinary reason and interpellation. If it summons many disciplines
         as accomplices, it nevertheless privileges literature in the narrower, or Shelleyan
         sense. Without the latter, without “just and lively representations of human life
         and human nature,” the Indian would not be able to grasp the peculiarities of the
         English. One sees in this semanteme, yet again, the particular passing itself as universal.
         Macaulay’s object is to introduce the Indian native to the best representations of
         “human” life and nature; he does so by turning, not to the best literature in a global
         frame, but only the English. Understood here as theorized by Shelley as an agent of
         moral good, English literature enables the Indian to imagine what she could not experience,
         the English at their ethical and political best, and thus transcend her civilizational
         limitations. Just as the Greek and Roman classics transformed the English after the
         crusades, English literature could interpellate Indians—and, by extension, everyone
         else in a barbarous condition—into civilized subjects. (Macaulay effectively understands
         the savage as beyond reform.) But only if she were prepared to surrender something,
         an object for which Macaulay, like the Anglo-U.S. episteme at this moment, did not
         have a signifier; an object that, without a signifier, was yet to take. The (in)famous
         injunction, demand for epistemic violence, is “to form a class who may be interpreters
         between us and the millions whom we govern . . . Indian in blood and color, but English
         in taste . . . opinions . . . morals and . . . intellect” (MI: 249). That is to say, the (upper class) Indian (male) is not asked to be an interpreter
         in the usual sense, to work within and maintain knowledge of, two languages, objects,
         but to be transformed, converted, to surrender one—her “own” taste, opinions, morals
         and intellect—in order to be modern, civilized. (And, in turn, to transform the tastes,
         prejudices, etc., of the “millions.”) While such taste, etc., is understood universally,
         as typical of the barbarous condition, it also bears the trace of the relative, particular,
         the peculiarly Indian. Macaulay stages human subjectivity as comprising two enmeshed
         strands: one natural, static, signifying absolute, hierarchical difference between
         social groups; the other “artificial,” dynamic, also signifying hierarchical difference,
         but that which colonialism promises to erase, that which the episteme understands
         as transformable. To this reading, Arnold/Tylor conceptualize, nominate the distinction
         between extimate accomplices that Macaulay was unable to, between blood and color,
         on the one hand, and taste, etc., on the other, as race and culture, respectively.
      

      
      Tylor and Arnold may have “imported” or “borrowed” culture to the Anglo-U.S. episteme
         from the German. As Gayatri Spivak puts it: “‘Germany’ . . . was the main source of
         the meticulous scholarship that established the [European] vocabulary of . . . identity,
         or kinship, [but] without direct involvement in the utilization of that other difference,
         between the colonizer and colonized.”[21] Such difference can be seen in the appropriation, emergence, deployment of culture,
         nature, race and society in the texts read here. For close attention to them demonstrates
         that culture/race emerges in the Anglo-U.S. episteme, about a century after the German—but
         who’s counting—not to capture a vital, veridic element of our subjectivity, an empirical
         reality, but to interpellate what a eurocentric frame determines as the differance
         of the modern, the civilized, the white, the subject: in a word, the colonized. It
         not only accounts for, but transforms others that the humanities in its first iteration,
         from the perspective of the second, conceptualized inadequately. The lazy, uncivil/ized,
         colonized savage is now understood as raced/cultured. Identity politics may desire
         to continue cathecting such terms. Having read many good shelves of English literature,
         this book submits that postcoloniality and deconstruction cannot.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Roy Pearce points out that Hobbes’s description of nature, even if acclaimed, cannot
                  be deemed original; it iterates those of his lesser-known contemporaries, Samuel Purchas
                  and Richard Johnson. As it does Michel de Montaigne: those who are “close neighbors
                  to their original state of nature . . . have no trade of any kind, no acquaintance
                  with writing, no knowledge of numbers, no terms for governor or political superior,
                  no practice of subordination or of riches or poverty, no contracts, no inheritances,
                  no divided estates, no occupation but leisure, no concern for kinship . . . no clothing,
                  no agriculture, no metals, no use of wine or corn. Among them you hear no words for
                  treachery, lying, cheating, avarice, envy, backbiting or forgiveness” (2003: 233).
                  Where Montaigne’s description finds the subject of nature with some positive attributes,
                  Hobbes’s does not. 
               

            

         

         
            2. As method, one associates syllogism with Aristotle, a figure with an overwhelming
                  presence in the episteme at this moment, one that Hobbes seeks avowedly, insistently,
                  to break from. If the desire signifies its modernity, the failure suggests complicity.
                  Breaking up is hard to do. 
               

            

         

         
            3. Given that nature and war are synonymous, this could be rephrased: god creates disorder;
                  man, order. Jon Parkin points out that many of Hobbes’s contemporary readers considered
                  him a disguised atheist. 
               

            

         

         
            4. For a treatment of Hobbes that relentlessly pursues what appears to be every single
                  one of his contradictions, see Jean Hampton. 
               

            

         

         
            5. The Bible (Job 41) describes leviathan as an enormous, frightening sea monster. 

            

         

         
            6. The pleasure, it should be stressed, doesn’t lie in accusation. This essay doesn’t
                  seek to blame Hobbes. Rather, of making a welcome, unexpected discovery. 
               

            

         

         
            7. Srinivas Aravamudan actually addresses the American in LN, arguing that Hobbes was “From 1622 to 1624 . . . intimately involved in the affairs
                  of the Virginia Company.” Thus he was “almost certainly aware” of the narratives of America of Thomas Harriot and John Smith, “almost definitely knew the De Bry-Harriot text” and “was probably conversant with [Samuel] Purchas’s ‘Virginias Verger’” (Aravamudan, 2009: 46, 59,
                  67, emphasis added). Consequently, Hobbes had to know “that many of the Algonquian
                  coastal cultures were already, in fact, settled agricultural societies . . . exhibiting
                  the objective characteristics of civility” (69). This leads Aravamudan to conclude
                  that Hobbes “deliberately omi[ts]” such knowledge in his depiction of America as natural,
                  without government. For one thing, this conclusion is speculative, doesn’t follow
                  from its evidence, based as it is on probability. For another: accusations of conspiracy
                  disallow the work of ideology; apart from being moralistic, calling Hobbes a liar
                  doesn’t help us understand the text. Nature, civility, etc., aren’t “objective” terms.
                  Not incidentally, one wonders what such an approach to reading would make of a text
                  like Heart of Darkness. 
               

            

         

         
            8. John Dunn holds that “an extremely high proportion of Locke’s arguments . . . [are
                  intimately dependent] on a series of [Calvinist] theological commitments” (Dunn, 1969:
                  xi). While scripture leaves a stronger mark on ST than LN, the text, quite simply, doesn’t enable Dunn’s reading; it both works and breaks
                  with the authority of scripture: reason, for instance, is not a theological concept,
                  but a secular one. Dunn’s narrow historicism, instrumentalism—he argues that ST has very little relevance to us—leads to a paradoxical conclusion: he reads the book
                  in order to contend that it should not be read. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Although Locke distinguishes between civil society and society, he also consistently
                  deploys the latter as homonym for the former. 
               

            

         

         
            10. Barbara Arneil argues that this novel conception of property—the dominant one at that
                  moment found property determined by occupation (of land), not labor—was motivated
                  by Locke’s desire to justify colonialism. 
               

            

         

         
            11. This begs many questions: do servants have husbands, wives, children? Do they occupy
                  the position of master in any such relation? Is Lockean subjectivity effectively split?
                  
               

            

         

         
            12. To clarify: nature has a law, reason, which every (private) subject has the right
                  to execute; thus, the lack of a superior power to enforce the law makes nature indistinguishable
                  from war/anarchy. Civil society institutionalizes the law, publicizes justice. Williams
                  observes that nature in such texts “was often in effect personified as a constitutional
                  lawyer” (1983: 222). 
               

            

         

         
            13. Vanita Seth holds that “Locke’s prepolitical Indian . . . embodied a subjectivity
                  that was not recognized as different, that is, reflective of a particular way of being in the world, but irrational” (Seth, 2010: 95). As we’ve seen, Locke’s
                  American is produced as different, could not be cultured, the concept not being present
                  to the episteme and, of course, possesses the capacity for reason. To accuse Locke
                  of ignorance of culture (particular way of being) is as absurd—irrational?—as charging
                  him with ignorance of evolution, especially given the bibliography’s citation of Keywords. Besides, if the American is irrational and the English not, then the former is,
                  of course, different. 
               

            

         

         
            14. Dunn insists that America doesn’t matter to ST, that it “appears . . . only as a response to the crude . . . Filmerian challenge
                  of when men had ever been in the state of nature” (1969: 103). Quite apart from the
                  fact that America appears far too often in this text, instantiates too many of its
                  claims, to be so easily dismissed, this is a discrepant position for a historicist.
                  
               

            

         

         
            15. It is therefore with incredulity that one encounters a passage like this, from Clifford
                  Geertz: “The Enlightenment view of man was . . . that he was wholly of a piece with
                  nature and shared in the general uniformity of composition which natural science,
                  under Bacon’s urging and Newton’s guidance, had discovered there . . . The trouble
                  with this kind of view . . . is that the image of a constant human nature independent
                  of time, place and circumstance . . . may be an illusion . . . [M]en are purely and
                  simply what their culture makes them” (Geertz, 1973: 34, 35, 36). Even a superficial
                  familiarity with the texts of the modern episteme should demonstrate that universalism
                  grounds itself on the production of difference. 
               

            

         

         
            16. The “language of the social sciences criticizes itself” thus, by separating “method
                  from truth” (Derrida, 1978: 284). 
               

            

         

         
            17. Mehta: “When Locke imagines nature . . . [it has] no distinguishing markers” (1999:
                  126). 
               

            

         

         
            18. Macaulay, 1972: 240; hereafter, MI. 
               

            

         

         
            19. For the account of this debate one turns, of course, to Gauri Viswanathan. 

            

         

         
            20. Jones, 1804: ii. 

            

         

         
            21. Spivak, 1999: 8. 

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      Imagination/Imitation

      
         
         
         
         
         Shelley, Hobbes, Macaulay, Kipling, Malinowski

         
      

      
      If the phrase “imagined community,” as an accurate characterization of what a nation
         really is, excited the humanities in the 1980s, only to be forgotten, though without
         an adequate critique, in the next decade, its disciplinary provenance was rarely,
         if ever, remarked upon, even though it was in “an anthropological spirit” that Benedict
         Anderson defined “the nation . . . [as] an imagined political community.”[1]   (Among the many weaknesses of the text, Anderson fails to tell us what exactly
         he means by invoking such a spirit.) However, the stamp of the discipline on this
         particular formulation could be located at its very emergence. While describing the
         evolution of socio-political units from tribe to nation, it was implied in a previous
         chapter, Edward Burnett Tylor conceptualizes the latter in terms analogous to those
         copyrighted by Anderson:
      

      
      
         Tribes that . . . unite [militarily against a common enemy] are apt to be of common
            race, speaking kindred dialects, for this is everywhere a natural bond of union; and
            when they have allied themselves into one people, and come to bear a common name .
            . . [they] imagine themselves more closely of one nation, or ‘birth’ than they really are, even setting up . . . a fictitious as a natural
            ancestor. (AI: 270)
         

      
 
      
      At the risk of sounding formulaic: nature forms, culture transforms. Race, an instantiation
         of nature, frames, establishes the ground, basis of political alliance; culture (re)interpellates
         the raced subject, reforms her from the backward socio-political organization, tribe,
         into nation—modern, civilized, progressive. Resonating strongly with Anderson’s argument,
         which replaces race (and dialect) with language as the determining ground of national
         community, reminding us of its eurocentric texture, which Partha Chatterjee first
         called to our attention, the human agency or appurtenance that Tylor identifies as
         enabling the transformation, of an unnominated political confederation to one that
         takes the signifier nation, of the tribal subject to the national, is imagination.[2]   The word being used in that semanteme as a synonym of two signifiers not easily
         kept apart, creation (making) and fiction (making up): to signify the production of
         something novel, lacking a referent, but ultimately referential, verifiable (nation)
         from pre-existing elements (race, tribal confederation); and the conversion of a contingent
         politico-military unit into a more lasting group/ing that, in some instances, even
         fabricates its past. Tylor may understand nation as an advanced form of community,
         compared to tribe, but he also finds the former, consistent with his evolutionary
         understanding of culture, something made, a fiction in the strict sense, not a natural
         community. 
      

      
      These senses of imagination are familiar, quotidian; Tylor also uses the word in a
         third, more carefully theorized sense when discussing the moral levels of the three
         conditions of culture. In this staging, it isn’t religion, a script authorized by
         the transcendental subject that enables morality but, unexpectedly enough, imagination,
         a secular concept. It distinguishes the civilized condition from its differance: 
      

      
         The wild man of the forest, forgetful of yesterday and careless of tomorrow, lolling
            in his hammock when his wants are satisfied, has little of the play of memory and
            foresight which is ever unrolling before our minds . . . our own past and future life,
            and even sets us in thought in the places of our fellows, to partake of their lives
            and enter their joys and sorrows. Much of the wrong-doing of the world comes from
            want of imagination . . . Ofttimes in the hottest fury of anger, the sword has been
            sheathed by him across whose mind has flashed the prophetic picture of the women weeping
            round the blood-stained corpse. The lower races of men are so wanting in foresight
            to resist passion and temptation, that the moral balance of a tribe easily goes wrong
            (AI: 251). 
         

      

      Previous chapters have addressed the incoherence of such formulations, the framing
         of wildness, savagery. Nevertheless, the questions arise: if the savage possesses
         textiles and technology, without which he cannot manufacture a hammock, let alone
         hang, laze in one, how wild could his condition be? If he is careless of the future,
         why bother making a hammock? Regardless, imagination emerges in this semanteme as
         an ideological concept; it doesn’t just describe, but distinguishes (those races,
         conditions of culture with memory, foresight and those without), interpellates and,
         like every such act, others. It produces, in the sentence immediately prior to the
         citation, the savage as having “low” morals, a superego overdetermined by the id,
         as opposed to the barbarian with “dull” and the civilized with the “best,” most developed
         morality, a mature, fully formed superego. Bound to foresight and prophecy, imagination
         allows the avoidance of wrong, following the right script, prescription, consequent
         to an auto-displacement of the subject: it “sets us in thought in the places of our
         fellows,” puts the self in the position of the other, allows him to “partake of”—share,
         participate in—and “enter”—pierce, penetrate, possess—another desire. This sense of
         imagination iterates Percy Bysshe Shelley; the other, Thomas Hobbes’s conceptualization
         of the term as both homonymous with memory and facilitating foresight. (If Tylor were
         writing at our moment, his editor would have required footnotes to that effect; but
         we’ve already noted his working with Charles Darwin without acknowledgement: disciplinary
         reason at that intersection did not demand notation. Indeed, a good editor would have
         inquired how Tylor—not, according to his Wikipedia entry, a warrior himself, but the
         second-person pronoun suggests this, too—knew that male soldiers of a prior condition
         empathized with their enemies’ wives. And perhaps even why, if they truly did so,
         they waged war in the first place. Might have pointed out the gendering of Tylor’s
         formulation: the imagined warrior can feel the pain, the potential sorrow, of the
         wife, the woman he may widow, not of the man he may exterminate; and men, in this
         formulation, don’t shed tears, only women cry.) The savage, here, lacks imagination,
         a cardinal element of modern, civilized subjectivity to be added to her many other
         lacks, and even a sense of time. Consequently, she lacks the disciplines that those
         intellectual capacities enable, history and morality (there will be more). Unable
         to enter, situate himself in the position of another, not just in the past and future
         but present, too, he emerges as essentially narcissistic, concerned solely with the
         self, governed by the id. Imagination, then, becomes a further distinguishing element
         of the cultured/civilized subject, a signifier not of universal humanness, if there
         ever was such a thing, but of difference, of social, racial evolution. Some races,
         conditions of culture, stages of evolution possess imagination; others, quite simply,
         don’t.
      

      
      As striking as this position may be to those of us accustomed to taking imagination
         for granted, who have naturalized its facticity, as we have that of culture, the claim
         was first advanced, the concept so theorized (more or less), in the Anglo-U.S. episteme
         not by Tylor or the discipline of anthropology, but what this book finds its extimate
         accomplice, literature; more specifically, in Shelley’s A Defence of Poetry: or, Remarks Suggested by an Essay Entitled “The Four Ages of
            Poetry.”[3]   In other words, Tylor directs the reader to Shelley, to the discipline that, as
         argued before, abets anthropology, just as much as anthropology, in turn, shapes it;
         in so doing, it makes imagination another concept this book cannot but address. DP, a canonical text of what historicism binds as romanticism, a foundational one of
         English literature, of the Anglo-U.S. humanities in its second iteration, advances
         the case for understanding literature as the effect of imagination, and the latter
         as a sovereign, autonomous “class of mental action” different from, superior to reason,
         breaks, as does romanticism more generally, with the prior understanding of imagination
         as accessory to reason.[4]   The latter gets instantiated in a text discussed in a previous chapter, Hobbes’s
         Leviathan, a foundational one of the humanities in its first iteration, which stages imagination
         as a mechanical appurtenance of the subject that facilitates reason. Responding most
         immediately to Thomas Love Peacock’s critique or attack, “The Four Ages of Poetry,”
         against which he “defends,” vindicates poetry, if not effectively the humanities,
         Shelley transforms, recharges imagination as creative, even progressive. In so doing,
         and again at the risk of sounding formulaic, he solicits a reading of the concept
         as having an itinerary in the modern Anglo-U.S. episteme consisting of at least two
         intersections: an emergent one which stages it as an enabler of reason; and another,
         a mutation, as an alternative, competitor to reason, of overdetermining significance
         and effect.[5]   Imagination, then, isn’t a non-axiological object; crudely put, it is not something
         we have all been born with, the seat of our creativity, inward eye, reason’s nemesis.
         Rather, accompliced with culture and other authoritative modern concepts—Keywords, unexpectedly enough, doesn’t grant it (an) entry, though it does image—an ideological
         one. Shelley both breaks with Hobbes and iterates him. Like Hobbes, he finds imagination,
         a concept commonly associated with the literary, or the aesthetic more broadly, affined
         with terms like pleasure, taste and beauty, cortical to the institution of a “non-literary”
         object, civil society, an advanced condition; and, in a development of this position,
         even the pursuit and establishment of social justice. It emerges in DP, like AI, as a cardinal signifier of modern subjectivity; its lack marks its differance, the
         savage. Shelley takes the reader to Hobbes who, as we’ve seen, also opposes the civil,
         social subject to the savage, and to those texts that iterate his—Tylor, Bronislaw
         Malinowski, Thomas Babington Macaulay, Rudyard Kipling—weaves DP with the episteme as it is woven by it, by the distribution of the authoritative,
         reticulated concepts, texts and disciplines that compel this book. 
      

       

      The discipline of English literature holds its social, its ethically interpellative
         charge axiomatic; crudely put, reading literature makes you a better, more moral person.
         (Such a claim, of course, makes literary critics, including professors of literature,
         who read all the time—or profess to—the best people on earth.) DP is an early, authoritative advocate of this position; although, as the title signifies,
         it categorically defends poetry, not literature. The latter term was only beginning
         to be deployed at this moment; Shelley’s text uses the word just three times. (That
         is to say, whatever William Thegreatestwriterever may have thought he was writing,
         he couldn’t have thought he was producing literature. Claiming otherwise, the discipline,
         analeptically, represses difference.) The first usage, in a semanteme on Chaucer,
         calls “the superstructure of English literature . . . based upon the materials of
         Italian invention,” most notably Dante’s poetry (DP: 528). At its moment of emergence in England, the discipline found its edifice elsewhere
         in Europe (epistemes are not closed, circumvallated by nation). Another, in the very
         last paragraph of the unfinished essay, again binds discipline and nation, this time
         more securely: “the literature of England . . . has risen . . . from a new birth .
         . . [O]ur own will be a memorable age in intellectual achievements, and we live among
         such philosophers and poets as surpass beyond comparison any who have appeared since
         the last national struggle for civil and religious liberty” (DP: 535). Now situating English literature in an exclusively national, historical frame,
         Shelley argues that the writers of his moment—both poets and philosophers produce
         literature, in this staging—bear analogy only to those of, presumably, the seventeenth
         century, the moment of William Shakespeare and John Milton. If Chaucer had to import
         his inspiration, go outside the country to inaugurate an English object, by Shelley
         that object had rooted itself in England and, in so doing, rewritten its own history,
         repressed a certain past, indeed given itself a new nativity, an exclusively national
         lineage. The defense of poetry emerges in DP as a defense, also, of English literature.[6]  
      

      
      By Macaulay’s Minute on Indian Education, the term had taken: as pointed out in the previous chapter, Macaulay mobilizes English
         literature, both in the broad and the more restricted sense, as “works of imagination
         . . . just and lively representations of human life and human nature,” towards what
         Spivak (1986) terms “the project of producing Ariel”: the task of creating a “class”
         of Indian men who surrender what the intersection of Tylor/Arnold would conceptualize
         as their barbarous Indian culture (“taste . . . opinions . . . morals and . . . intellect”
         is Macaulay’s formulation) in exchange for civilized “Englishness.” Or, in Homi Bhabha’s
         sly formulation, into becoming white, but not quite; for they cannot transcend what
         Arnold/Tylor would conceptualize as their race (“blood and color”). Literature, understood,
         though not necessarily theorized, in the same sense that Shelley does poetry, allows
         the Indian male to remain in one place, India, also a different time, stage of civilization,
         the barbaric, but imagine, enter, partake of another, England; to reproduce English
         subjectivity in India, displacing Indianness; to remain at home and become different,
         unhomely, transform, convert her “cultural” condition from the barbaric to the civilized.
         It should also allow the converse, the English to be transformed into Indianness by
         reading Indian literature, but Macaulay does not, cannot allow such desire, possibility;
         Sanskrit and Arabic literature are decidedly inferior. To this regulative structure,
         the barbaric—whether the Russian, or the English before the crusades, the (re)discovery
         of what would become the Greek and Roman canon—is the object of literature; the savage,
         though not addressed by the text, outside even the possibility. Literature would leave
         her unmoved. Since its teaching, deployment as English literature, begins, as Gauri
         Viswanathan reminds us, in India, not England, only after Macaulay convinced his employer,
         the East India Company, to adopt his program or, in non-agential terms, after colonialism
         took interpellation, civilizing the natives, as an imperative, one could, and postcoloniality
         should, read the discipline itself as constitutively contoured by eurocentrism, a
         response to its solicitation. English literature is not some harmless discipline—could
         there ever be such a thing—that provides its readers with works that divert and/or
         please but, like the humanities more generally, must be understood as a politico-epistemological
         formation.[7]   Summarily put, English literature emerged to interpellate the colonized (Indian)
         into the superiority of (civilized) English subjectivity.[8]   It sought to improve, transform, which is also to violate, epistemologically and
         otherwise.[9]  
      

      
      Macaulay understands literature in both its restrictive and broad sense. Apart from
         works of imagination, scientific, philosophical and historical texts are also required,
         mobilized, towards the task of permutation. On the one hand, this signifies that,
         at its moment of emergence, the discipline was uncertain—but then, which discipline
         isn’t—of its object, limit: does it stretch only so far as fiction, poetry and drama?
         Are its objects to be distinguished by formal or generic criteria? Or does it effectively
         incorporate texts from other disciplines? Such uncertainty, inability to bind its
         object, of course, still marks the discipline.[10]   On the other hand, Macaulay’s privileging of the national, of English literature
         as agent of interpellation inevitably produces its differance: Indian “medical doctrines
         . . . would disgrace an English farrier—Astronomy . . . would move laughter in girls
         at an English boarding school—History, abounding with kings thirty feet high and reigns
         thirty thousand years long—and Geography, made up of seas of treacle and seas of butter”
         (MI: 242). The othering here isn’t just raced, but classed and gendered: Indian medicine
         would shame not an English doctor, but a subject of lesser professional, disciplinary
         aptitude, a tender of horses; upper-class English girls—not men, women or even boys—would
         find Indian astronomy comical. Indian history and geography are so self-evidently
         ridiculous, they deconstitute themselves. Consisting of “false taste and false philosophy,”
         Indian literature, the product of a barbaric condition, of a people with limited,
         imperfect imagination, is not “just”—reasonable, well-founded, proper; it cannot interpellate
         the English; and should not (continue to) the Indian, either, whose “monstrous superstitions”
         (“unreasoning awe of something unknown, mysterious or imaginary,” OED) must be eradicated
         in order for her to become a rational, civilized modern subject, fully human.[11]   From its moment of emergence, othering, hierarchy, epistemic violence mark the
         discipline: English literature “stands preeminent even among the languages of the
         West . . . more valuable than that of classical antiquity” (MI: 241, 243). The entirety of the Indian (and Arabian), as noted in a prior chapter,
         cannot compare to a single shelf of this magnificent, world-historically unique object.
         
      

       

      Unlike Macaulay, who finds literature beneficial, utilitarian, Shelley’s interlocutor
         Peacock holds it an amusement, critiquing poetry as irrelevant to his moment, to modernity,
         given the achievements of the scientific, utilitarian disciplines. English poetry
         had its “golden age” in the past, with Shakespeare; since then it has deteriorated
         steadily: 
      

      
         While the historian and the philosopher are advancing in, and accelerating, the progress
            of knowledge, the poet is wallowing in the rubbish of departed ignorance . . . [Poetry]
            can never make a philosopher, nor a statesman, nor in any class of life an useful
            or rational man. It cannot claim the slightest share in any one of the comforts and
            utilities of life of which we have witnessed so many and so rapid advances.[12]  
         

      

      Measured against the rational disciplines, Peacock finds poetry wanting; indeed, he
         damns it as unable to produce the slightest intellectual or social good, to inspire
         history, philosophy, ethical politics. In response, Shelley claims philosophers—Plato,
         Herodotus, Francis Bacon (among others)—for poetry (and Shakespeare for philosophy)
         by conceptualizing it not in a formal sense, as verse—“the popular division into prose
         and verse . . . [is] inadmissible in accurate philosophy”—but as “the expression of
         the Imagination,” an intellectual capacity superior to reason. Put differently, DP, which stages itself as philosophy or, as we might put it, theory, makes a rational
         argument for the superiority of imagination to reason. It gives pleasure and makes
         beauty; but its overdetermining compulsion, that which grounds Shelley’s claim, is
         the production of order, harmony. Literature, in such a framing, cannot but poach
         or incorporate authors whose work could also be deemed beautiful, ordered, from what
         other disciplines would claim their turf; and serves a higher, more valuable function
         than making its reader “charmed, moved, excited, affected and exalted,” as Peacock
         defines its limit, utility or lack thereof. It “produce[s],” causes, promotes a pre-eminently
         useful, indeed “divine” end, “the moral improvement of man,” provides a transformative,
         quasi-religious mission for a secular moment. In so holding, Shelley doesn’t dismiss
         the contribution of reason to improvement, progress. It abets advancement too, for
         instance through the “schemes and . . . examples of civil and domestic life” generated
         by “ethical science.” But reason can only aid development as a supplement to poetry;
         the schemes and examples depend upon “elements which poetry has created.” Something
         ethics, or political economy, cannot achieve without poetry’s cause, imagination,
         which enables not just the reformation of the individual subject, but social change:
         “A man, to be greatly good, must imagine intensely and comprehensively; he must put
         himself in the place of another and of many others; the pleasures and pains of his
         species must become his own” (DP: 517). That being Shelley’s cardinal claim, his theoretical innovation—if there is
         such a thing—which Tylor and Macaulay iterate. (The resonance of Macaulay and Shelley
         is especially striking because the former echoes the latter’s understanding, even
         though DP was not published till 1840.) Imagination enables not just poetry, or art in the
         broad sense; these are effects, the consequence of empathy, an auto-displacement of
         the subject; not, of course, a physical move but an ethical one, an acknowledgement
         of desire heterogeneous to the self.[13]   To produce extensive social improvement, such a move must be comprehensive, unlimited,
         universal, at first glance an exemplary ethical position. Though it begs many questions:
         what happens to the other when the poet/imaginer assumes her place? Does she speak
         through, with or alongside the author, or is she displaced, spoken for, pushed aside,
         effectively silenced? Does she lose an element of her subjectivity, her difference,
         as in the Macaulayan iteration? Doesn’t universalism seek, by definition as it were,
         the eradication, or at best repression, of heterogeneity?
      

      
      Consistent with such expansive, extravagant possibility for imagination, Shelley advances
         a robust, elitist definition of its subject, one that can encompass Shakespeare, Christ
         and Plato (as producers of pleasure, beauty, order, harmony): “Poets, or those who
         imagine . . . are not only the authors of language and of music, of the dance and
         architecture and statuary and painting; they are the institutors of laws and the founders
         of civil society” (DP: 512). Once again, this responds most immediately to Peacock but, even if it sounds
         hyperbolic, is coherent. Our historicist moment may understand civil society as the
         consequence of social evolution, of long, slow progress; to Shelley it gets authored,
         found, instituted abruptly. Such framing suggests agency—authors, founders—and a discrete
         outside, a prior, asocial, anarchic, noncivil condition before civil society, an ordered,
         harmonious and therefore beautiful, pleasurable, improved state. Shelley’s essay doesn’t
         discuss either condition in any detail, but the text allows divulging his theory of
         the institution of civil society. By deploying the term and thereby signifying its
         differance, he directs the reader to those who have addressed them: most authoritatively
         within the Anglo-U.S. episteme, of course, Hobbes and Locke, both of whom term that
         prior condition the state of nature. In Hobbes, as discussed before, some subjects
         in its vanguard, an elite, conceive civil society as alternative, a superior condition
         to insecure, miserable, intolerable nature. Shelley calls these subjects poets; imagination
         enables him to theorize the(ir) conceptualization, production of civil society, an
         object that does not (yet) exist but must be designed: the differance of the state
         of nature could only have been conceived through displacement to a realm without referent,
         one that exists exclusively “in thought,” as Tylor phrases it. Allowing this is one
         reason, as it were, that makes imagination an intellectual faculty superior to reason
         (which attends exclusively to extant objects, the verifiable). Without it, the savage
         condition would remain universal, transhistorical, the human without history. At stake
         in Shelley’s conceptualization of imagination, then, isn’t just poetry, literature,
         however broadly understood, but the very possibility of change, improvement, progress.
         Without imagination, no civilization. 
      

       

      Leviathan, as we’ve seen in a previous chapter, has a different account of the establishment
         of civil society. It, too, understands this condition as found, instituted, as a consequence
         of the exercise of reason, which holds the state of nature, although one of freedom
         and equality, untenable, anarchic, indistinguishable from one of war, requiring stability,
         supervention: “The finall Cause . . . of men . . . in the introduction of that restraint
         upon themselves [civil society] . . . is the foresight of their own preservation”
         (LN: 93). Not auto-displacement, identification with the other, but foresight, a disciplinary
         method authorized by reason, suggests social and political order as a stable end to
         the state of war, rupture with nature and the founding, institution of civil society,
         of a secure condition that would terminate anarchy, preserve life. However, every
         natural subject, though equal, doesn’t possess foresight in its most exacting, methodical
         form, science. Indeed, the trait, “applying the sequels of actions Past, to the actions
         that are Present,” is exclusive, if not unique, could in the strict sense “belong
         onely to” the transcendental subject. (As argued before, LN is a secular text, but cannot escape the mark of the theological.) For, unlike the
         past, which “has a being in the Memory,” being produced by an object, or referent,
         “things to come have no being at all,” having no referent. The past is real; whereas “the Future . . . [is] a fiction [creation, not lie] of the mind.” Hobbes rigorously finds the
         “best Prophet”—predictor, not divinely-interpellated subject—to be nothing more than
         the “best guesser,” not even the best reasoner (LN: 18). (Something sportscasting knows, even as it disseminates statistics, prediction
         to the contrary; something that contemporary political science might want to consider.)
         This suggests that civil society, rather than a guarantee of security, is the product
         of guesswork, however carefully reasoned. Or, as argued before, it emerges in the
         text as the hegemony of an industrious, scientific, male elite. 
      

      
      But what relation does imagination bear to foresight? Its significance to LN emerges from the fact that Hobbes treats it in the second chapter of the book; it
         determines the argument that follows. Hobbes finds imagination “nothing but decaying sense,” the capacity to “retain an image of the thing seen . . . [after] the object is
         removed.” In other words, “Imagination and Memory are but one thing.” At the most basic level, imagination is homonymous with memory,
         a passive element of the mind, a mechanical capacity to retain images that fade over
         time, a repository of ruins. It abets retention, not creation. At this level, “found
         in men, and many other living Creatures,” it does not distinguish human from animal
         (LN: 13). Despite being mechanical, it is foundational to reason, since it makes possible
         “Consequence, or TRAYNE of thoughts . . . Mentall Discourse” (LN: 16). A peculiar empiricist, Hobbes holds that “wee have no Imagination, whereof
         we have not formerly had Sense” (LN: 16). Sense, defined in the very first chapter of LN, is the “Representation . . . of some quality . . . of a body without us; which is commonly called an Object. Which . . . worketh on the Eyes, Eares, and other parts of mans body . . . [T]here
         is no conception in a mans mind, which hath not at first . . . been begotten upon
         the organs of Sense” (LN: 11). The movement of cognition proceeds step by discrete step: the object, a discrete
         entity outside the subject, is an agency that works, acts, leaves a representation,
         likeness of itself upon one of the senses of the subject; this produces an image (in
         the imagination/memory/repository); the image enables thought, which—one notes, again,
         that despite being an insistent critic of Aristotelian method, Hobbes cannot avoid
         syllogism—in turn enables speech, “the most noble and profitable invention . . . [which]
         transferre[s] our Mentall Discourse, into Verbal” (LN: 20). In the last analysis, while the subject may produce knowledge, through language,
         the object initiates, authorizes it. 
      

      
      To this framing, imagination facilitates, in order, thought, speech, reason, science.
         Hobbes classifies thought itself into two forms, “Unguided [and] . . . regulated by some desire” or end (LN: 17). The latter, ordered, rule-governed thought, gets taxonomized, divided discretely
         once again, into two further kinds: that which investigates cause—again shared by
         human and animal—or the past, is prompted by objects; and effect, the future, that
         which, “when imagining any thing whatsoever, wee seek all the possible effects, that
         can by it be produced . . . we imagine what we can do with it” (LN: 17). Imagination, in this second case no longer decaying sense, allows science,
         civil philosophy, rigorous speculation, consideration of possibility, rational guesswork
         directed towards a specific end. Peculiar to the human alone, indeed to the industrious,
         scientific male, ordered thought, upon contemplating what the subject can do with
         miserable, narcissistic nature, how it could be improved, conceptualizes, or imagines,
         civil society, the inaugural imagined community. If one finds in this text, this intersection,
         the emergence of the modern subject, the human as free, rational, self-conscious,
         agential and so on, it must be stressed that that such subject is constituted as an
         element of a community, as social, civil/ized and English. Opposed, as noted in a
         previous chapter, to a savage, individualistic, narcissistic American other that,
         being human, has imagination but, lacking industry, is outside the possibility of
         science; and opposed, also, to the animal. The subject is always already marked by
         community; which, to repeat, is enabled not by the identification of subject with
         other, as in Shelley, but by the hegemony of a scientific, masculine elite. By the
         conscious, rational deployment of memory, the past, images caused by tangible objects,
         this subject produces the future, a fiction, an image without referent. (Tylor iterates
         this sense of imagination in his account of the transformation of raced tribes into
         nation, savage to civilized.) In the case of civil society, an image that, upending
         empiricism, authorizes the production, institution of its referent. This concept,
         or effect in Hobbes’s terminology, does not originate from an object, but originates
         one, leads to the production—mimicking the divine, or perhaps the big bang—of civil
         society, something from no thing.[14]  
      

       

      In sum, as James Engell has noted, imagination facilitates the institution of civil
         society in both Hobbes and Shelley. As accessory to reason, mechanical repository
         of images, and also enabler of foresight, therefore hegemony, in the former; sovereign,
         supreme agency, active enabler of auto-displacement, empathy and social order, harmony,
         in the latter. Shelley calls Hobbes to account, as it were; could be read as opposing
         not just Peacock, but the conceptualization of imagination by the humanities in its
         first iteration; as effectively arguing that, if the appurtenance is indispensable
         to the institution of civil society, indeed to any conception of the future, to the
         production of novelty, change, improvement, as Hobbes himself admits, it should not,
         cannot be conceived as secondary, accessory to reason. That, consequently, a capacity
         of such value must be understood in more robust terms, its significance properly acknowledged.
         In other words, Shelley recharges imagination. Where the humanities in its first iteration
         found it merely catalytic, to take a set of terms from Roland Barthes, he finds it
         cardinal, an agency not just equal to reason, but superior, since social change could
         not happen without it. In so doing, Shelley contributes to the critique of reason;
         not, of course, in the poststructuralist sense—DP works within reason, finds the (thinking) subject indispensable and so on: to this
         position, unlike the humanities in its first iteration, reason alone cannot account
         for all intellectual production.
      

      
      DP holds that, without imagination, reason might even abet exploitation; Shelley warns
         the disciples of mechanism and political economy to: 
      

      
         beware that their speculations, for want of correspondence with those first principles
            which belong to the imagination, do not tend, as they have in modern England, to exasperate
            . . . the extremes of luxury and want. They have exemplified the saying, “To him that
            hath, more shall be given; and from him that hath not, the little that he hath shall
            be taken away.” The rich have become richer and the poor have become poorer . . .
            such are the effects which must ever flow from an unmitigated exercise of the calculating
            faculty (DP: 529). 
         

      

      Despite its universalism or, rather, because of it, DP is marked, as noted before, by the particular, the national: even as he assembles
         his list of poets from across (only) western Europe, Shelley limits his care, concern,
         conscience, on the question of poverty, to the English indigent. As for the citation
         in that semanteme, the Bible attributes it to Christ, staged as a social reformer,
         a poet who put himself in the place of many others (if not as a 99%er, an Occupier
         of Wall Street, or perhaps Saint Paul’s cathedral). Unlike disciplinary reason, which
         produces cold, disinterested, indifferent knowledge, poetry animates—Macaulay, one
         recalls, finds literature “lively,” lifelike—“reproduces all that it represents,”
         allows the poet, and thereby the reader, to “feel that which we perceive”: a literary
         treatment of an event, person, situation would make the reader enter, experience it
         (DP: 517, 533).[15]   (Thus enabling, for instance, the Indian to experience Englishness.) The rational
         disciplines, which exacerbate already untenable inequality—Shelly describes the English
         social as characterized by luxury, not mere wealth, at one end, and want, deprivation
         at the other—must be mitigated, tempered by poetry, the exclusive prompter of social
         change, which inspires by making its reader “imagine that which we know . . . [provoking]
         the generous impulse to act” (DP: 530). Knowledge, the product of reason, cannot prompt action if unaided; imagination
         induces intervention. Thus its effect demands epistemological overdetermination: “all
         science must be referred” to, overseen by poetry, given its socio-ethical potential,
         capacity to grant the self knowledge of the other (DP: 531).
      

      
      Or, perhaps, in the final analysis, only of the self. Shelley finds the good that
         imagination enables through auto-displacement “durable, universal, and permanent,”
         against the particular, transient utility of reason (DP: 528). But he also argues that poetry “of the highest order . . . teaches . . . self-knowledge
         and self-respect” (DP: 520). Which raises, once more, the question of universalism. We’ve seen Macaulay,
         while claiming that the Indian must be exposed to the best “representations of human
         life and human nature,” nevertheless desiring to instruct her only in the English
         canon, not even the broader western. Locke and Hobbes stage nature and civil society
         as universal human conditions—but they are marked by America, the lesser, and England,
         the better, respectively. To Shelley, “A Poet participates in the eternal, the infinite
         and the one; as far as relates to his conceptions, time and place and number are not.
         The grammatical forms which express the moods of time, and the difference of persons,
         and the distinction of place are convertible with respect to the highest poetry without
         injuring it as poetry” (DP: 513). Poetry, at least at its most exemplary, escapes the mark of history, geography
         and gender. Universalism, in this articulation, as in every, doesn’t just seek to
         overcome difference, but institutes the very heterogeneity it then represses, violates
         and, perhaps also, must fail to. For difference doesn’t disappear. Macaulay may desire
         the transformation of the barbarousness of the Indian, but her blood and color would
         remain unaltered; neither does civilization compel the erasure of English intellectual
         difference, or superiority. Indeed, universalism in these texts emerges as an argument
         for English eminence: read with the grain, these texts make universalist claims; a
         symptomatic reading divulges their particularism. 
      

      
      In Shelley, every subject, regardless of age and address, is convertible, transformable,
         to every other, as is the future and past to the present, female to male. Shelley
         may pierce, penetrate, possess the other, confront alterity, as Deborah White puts
         it; at the outcome of that process, the other is reduced to the self; her desire,
         turned into that of the poet/imaginer. Out of the many, Shelley produces one. But
         one, to the deconstructive reader, carries the trace of two (and three . . .); the
         subject of imagination must have its differance; in DP, it isn’t only the practitioners of disciplinary reason. In its second paragraph,
         Shelley narrates, emplots the history of poetry as evolutionary, containing two concatenated
         but distinct strands, both temporal, developmental. The first strand situates the
         development of poetry in a filial, generational (and effectively national) frame:
         “The child at play by itself will express its delight by its voice and motions; and
         every inflexion of tone and every gesture will bear exact relation to a corresponding
         antitype in the pleasurable impressions which awakened in it; it will be the reflected
         image of that impression” (DP: 511).The child, an ungendered term but, nevertheless, the father of the man, effectively
         English, at most European, can only imitate, not imagine, reflect not re-create. Like
         the poet, “it” seeks to produce pleasure (but not order, harmony, beauty), which begins
         in individual, uninstructed, “natural” play. A conscious, if immature, underdeveloped
         subject, it both finds pleasure in objects and desires to reproduce such pleasure
         by making reflected images, exact copies of those impressions without alteration,
         emendation. At stake in this counter-intuitive formulation—the empiricist might ask
         if any child, even the infant Thegreatestwriterever, could actually do this, reproduce
         exactly—is that the child adds no value to the images it makes. They are merely imitative,
         mimetic, not creative, transformative. The child cannot put itself in the place of
         other subjects, only copy objects. But, then, it is just a child, narcissistic. 
      

      
      The second strand situates the development of poetry in a global, historical frame;
         the semanteme cited above continues: 
      

      
         The savage (for the savage is to ages what the child is to years) expresses the emotions
            produced in him by surrounding objects in a similar manner; and language and gesture,
            together with plastic or pictorial imitation, become the image of the combined effect
            of those objects and of his apprehension of them. Man in society, with all his passions
            and his pleasures, next becomes the object of the passions and pleasures of man (DP: 511). 
         

      

      As Spivak has noted, responding to an analogous argument in Sigmund Freud, a formulation
         like this suggests that savages are childless.[16]   (Spivak draws upon Shelley across her more recent work; she does not, however,
         attend to this semanteme.[17]) Before addressing this semanteme, it bears notice that Shelley, while breaking considerably
         from Aristotle—to whom, to summarize crudely, poetry/tragedy is an imitation of action
         that enables catharsis—also iterates him. Aristotle holds that “Imitation is natural
         to man from childhood . . . And it is also natural for all to delight in works of
         imitation.”[18]   The point here is not so much to notice the resonance as to stress that the episteme,
         as Jacques Derrida would insist, is old, older than modernity. As a concept, modern
         Anglo-U.S. episteme is not, strictly speaking, rigorously defensible. Nevertheless,
         the texts read here produce a difference, solicit such a conceptualization. To return,
         then, to Shelley; at first glance iterating the intersection of Locke/Hobbes, he produces
         human history as consisting of two discrete, universal stages, the savage and (civil)
         society, with imagination making the latter superior to the former. However, DP instantiates the humanities in its second iteration: imagination here, as in Tylor,
         is symptomatic of human development—a process understood after Darwin as evolutionary,
         and Tylor as raced/cultured—signified by the homology of savage and child, which situates
         the former’s backwardness globally, historically, stages imagination as a transformation,
         advance on (mechanical) imitation. (Besides, the barbaric is not entirely outside
         this regulative structure; DP finds Homer’s Greece “a semi-barbarous age”: it produced great poetry, but subordinated
         women and maintained slaves. If the latter situates Greece within the barbarous condition,
         the former takes it out; thus its liminal status.) Like the child, the savage reproduces
         the effect of objects; but uses diverse media, including painting and sculpture; and,
         most critically, adds some value, his “apprehension,” perception, understanding of
         them. He doesn’t merely imitate (though he doesn’t do much more). Which makes the
         savage, even though infantilized, heterogeneous to, not homonymous with, the child.
         Indeed, if imagination enables the subject to feel the pleasures and pains of his
         species, the savage, lacking it, emerges as an entirely different species of human.
         At another level, however, the analogy is exact: the savage, too, cannot put herself
         in the place of another, is just like a child, human, but barely so and certainly
         not subject. As in Tylor and Hobbes, he emerges in Shelley as effectively bound to
         nature, narcissistic, asocial, if not anti-social. Without imagination, he lacks the
         capacity for moral, social improvement, is condemned to an eternal present.[19]  
      

      
      Imagination, then, may be conceived as an appurtenance of the individual, but its
         sphere is the social; something suggested, of course, in its conceptualization as
         enabling a relation to, knowledge of the other, even if that other gets transformed,
         reduced to the self, in Shelley, or must be, in Macaulay. Foundational to the very
         institution of civil society, an object understood within a national frame, it is
         indispensable to its betterment, improvement, for it induces social change, justice.
         Foundational, too, to the institution of English literature, it is equally indispensable
         to improvement within a larger, global frame, in this case enabling civilization.
         It binds the discipline, from its moment of emergence, with the social, national and
         the global, colonial. Like the other concepts read here, with which it gets networked,
         imagination emerges not as an attribute of every human, but taxonomic, axiological,
         ideological. Recharged by the humanities in its second iteration, the concept allows
         the modern subject to (re)constitute itself, in this intersection, as creative, literary,
         give itself another marker in Macaulay and Shelley, in opposition, again, to the savage
         and barbarian, the first outside the possibility of literature, the second, with her
         monstrous superstitions, barely within it. A cardinal signifier of modern subjectivity,
         imagination enables the Anglo-U.S. episteme to reinforce the distinction not just
         between European self and colonized other but, buttressing the work of culture, race,
         civil society, nature, between subject and human. A distinction that literature, a
         humanity in the narrow sense, doesn’t produce, authorize exclusively, of course, but
         in alliance with its accomplice, anthropology. 
      

       

      The second paragraph of Tylor’s Anthropology, as noted in the first chapter, stages an imaginary journey: “let us suppose ourselves
         standing at the docks in Liverpool or London, looking at groups of men of races most
         different from our own” (AI: 1). Tylor asks the reader to situate, imagine, auto-displace herself elsewhere,
         in/to a(n un/familiar) space containing racial, civilizational others, a solicitation
         possible only after the Shelleyan theorization of imagination as enabling such movement.
         At the very beginning of his text, Tylor reminds his reader that these others, the
         effective object of anthropology, though absent from her everyday, could be encountered
         at a place nearby or, at least, not too far afield. Bronislaw Malinowski makes an
         analogous, a similar and different, move in Argonauts of the Western Pacific,[20]   a text of culture in the plural that, nevertheless, cannot break completely with
         the singular, universal, a text that insistently stages itself, and the discipline,
         as scientific, in opposition to the amateur, when he also appeals to the reader’s
         imagination, understood in the Shelleyan sense, just a few pages into the book: 
      

      
         Imagine yourself suddenly set down surrounded by all your gear, alone on a tropical
            beach close to a native village while the launch or dinghy which has brought you sails
            away. Since you take up your abode in the compound of some neighboring white man,
            trader or missionary, you have nothing to do but to start at once on your ethnographic
            work. Imagine further that you are a beginner, without previous experience, with nothing
            to guide you and no one to help you. For the white man is temporarily absent, or else
            unable or unwilling to waste any of his time on you. This exactly describes my first
            initiation into fieldwork on the south coast of New Guinea (AWP: 4). 
         

      

      Malinowski could, of course, have narrated the entirety of this experience of alienation,
         of unhomeliness, in the first person, as he does its last sentence. But so doing would
         keep the reader out of the picture, as it were, whereas he is compelled to draw her
         in. Unlike Tylor, who requests his reader to accompany the anthropologist, in thought,
         to the scene of the other, to a place within, if liminal to, England (and the white
         race), Malinowski establishes a distance. His reader remains at home, protected, while
         the anthropologist alone travels, travels alone—and physically, not imaginatively,
         to an exotic place distant, different from England, a hot, tropical, unhomelike space
         of alterity, inhabited by non-white natives, also called savages, and very few whites.
         A place where the white finds herself insecure, unaccompanied, friendless, helpless,
         maybe even trapped (her transport, return ticket has disappeared), not just alone,
         but lonely.[21]   (“[T]he native is not the natural companion of the white man”; nature itself produces
         these two groups as different, indisposed towards each other.) In so doing, as the
         Anglo-U.S. discipline records, if not celebrates, its history, Malinowski doesn’t
         quite inaugurate a new object for anthropology, other cultures (in the plural, relativist,
         displacing the universalist, “man and civilization,” Tylor’s subtitle); as we know,
         it reserves such recognition, honor for Franz Boas. Rather, Malinowski’s innovation
         is methodical: he theorized “field” as that distant, discrete location where the anthropologist,
         a trained, scientific ethnographer not amateur traveler, finds culture, hunts and
         gathers her evidence for it firsthand, through a method Malinowski isn’t credited
         with actually inventing, since Alice Fletcher and Boas also traversed fields, as we
         will see in another chapter. Rather, with effectively conceptualizing, even if he
         didn’t exactly nominate the method: “participant observation” or, as Matthew Arnold
         might have put it, “seeing things as they are.”[22]  
      

      
      Out there, homonymous with native village, opposed to home, Europe, town, city, civilization,
         affined with distance, the exotic, but also the secretive, ritualistic (Malinowski
         is “initiated” into working in it), field emerges in AWP not as a signifier of the singular, a mere descriptor of place, but a polysemic,
         eurocentric concept, and the term continues, of course, to carry the trace of that
         constitutive moment. (Empiricism holds that field refers to places that, indeed, lie
         out there, could be pointed to, bound on a map, travelled, surveyed, pissed upon if
         nature calls; deconstruction, that the concept accomplices the constitution of differance,
         in this case of native subjectivity: the civilized white is found at home, in the
         city, the savage native in the field, the tribe.[23]) Field enables the distinction pivotal to the discipline after Tylor, between ethnography,
         the observation and collection of empirical evidence, and anthropology, its writing,
         scientific treatment. (Tylorian anthropology, as noted before, emerges as writing
         about writing.) Like that between history (what really happened in the past, the empirical)
         and historiography (its writing), which deconstruction finds untenable, this one,
         too, doesn’t bear scrutiny: the product of disciplinary reason, it requires the empirical—what
         really happens in other places/cultures—to ground its authority, produce its writing
         as not writing but, as Barthes might remind us, “the referent speaking for itself.”[24]   Field removes culture from time, as in the Tylorian, stagist, evolutionary schema,
         and secures it in place, an/other place. As such, eurocentrism must also mark field
         activity, participant observation, and does: “Soon after I had established myself
         in Omarakana . . . I began to take part, in a way, in the village life . . . to wake
         up every morning to a day presenting itself to me more or less as it does to the native.
         I would get out from under my mosquito net, to find around me the village life beginning
         to stir” (AWP: 7). One does not need descriptive semantemes like this to critique participant-observation,
         an oxymoronic concept that requires, if not reifies, the subject (white)/object (native),
         inside/outside, active/passive oppositions, even as it seeks, or perhaps just purports,
         to transcend them: the subject/anthropologist/outsider enters the inside/object/savage
         culture, penetrating, going beyond the boundary; but does not stay—dare I say abide
         by the place—long enough to become an insider, for that would prevent, preclude “scientific”
         observation. Malinowski’s formulation does not question the distinction between subject/knower/outsider
         and object/known/insider—so doing would make anthropology as we know it impossible—but
         reinforces it. However, in staging the insider as mere participant, and the outsider/scientist
         as observer-cum-participant, it fails to realize, as Derrida might suggest, that you
         cannot participate, in anything, without observing it (first), learning the rules.[25]   The native, in other words, also observes, analyzes. (Anthropology likes to think
         of itself as a theoretical discipline; it is a testament to the blinding force of
         ideology that no disciplinary practitioner has realized that the distinction between
         participant and observer does not hold.[26]) Nevertheless, such semantemes help further the critique; as does, one must concede,
         Malinowski’s candor, if not irony. At the risk of raising the obvious: how many bug-bitten
         natives would it take to screw in a mosquito net? Doesn’t the net signify, reinforce
         difference? What does it mean to claim participation in a culture “more or less,”
         incompletely, in a limited, liminal fashion, and from a distance, armed in this case
         with an exclusive, protective, inoculative shield? 
      

      
      But then, at stake in the concept is precisely the maintenance of distance, proper
         distance, the policing, disciplining of a boundary, even if one that will be crossed
         constantly, albeit only by the inoculated/scientist. The anthropologist must exit
         her culture temporarily, make herself a privileged subject within the other, “be really
         in touch with the natives [more] than any other white resident,” all of whom live
         in a sanitized space away from the village. Whereas she will pitch her canvas (one
         presumes) tent, as illustrated by the photograph on the book’s cover, beside the cadjan
         huts on the beach; will inhabit the place, not merely reside in it. If this passes
         for participation “in a way”—but what way, exactly, the great white?—since the image
         doesn’t only, transparently, reveal the anthropologist’s abode near the natives, but
         the difference between the two types of dwelling, the tent being bigger, taller, no
         doubt more waterproof, she cannot, nevertheless, “enter . . . into active relations
         with the native . . . to transform or influence [missionary] or make use of him [trader],
         [for] this makes a real, unbiased, impartial observation,” the second, overdetermining
         element of that phrase, conceptualization of method, “impossible” (AWP: 17). It would, of course, be redundant to labor the critique of impartial observation;
         the discipline, with the exception of the usual outliers, has itself ceased making
         the claim, producing itself as interpretive, more or less, after Clifford Geertz.
         (But this begs the question of the epistemological coherence of field, a concept grounded
         by the empirical, which anthropology cannot do without; and, consequently, of interpretive
         anthropology itself—indeed, of all hermeneutics: if field is real, empirical, should
         it not be described, rather than interpreted? If it is interpreted, or could be so
         approached, does it not cease to be real, stable, but change with every interpretation?)
         However, one must note that observing the native, producing disciplinary knowledge
         of her culture, gets staged here as outside instrumentality, unlike mercantile capitalism,
         the activity of the trader, deemed to use, exploit the native. The anthropologist
         merely observes, doesn’t use, take; and, of course, occasionally interrupts: 
      

      
         it is good for the Ethnographer sometimes to put aside camera, note book and pencil
            and to join in himself in what is going on. He can take part in the natives’ games
            . . . follow them on their visits and walks, sit down and listen and share in their
            conversations. I am not certain if this is equally easy for everyone—perhaps the Slavonic
            nature is more plastic and more naturally savage than that of Western Europeans—but
            though the degree of success varies, the attempt is possible for everyone. Out of
            such plunges into the life of the natives—and I made them frequently not only for
            study’s sake but because everyone needs human company—I have carried away a distinct
            feeling that their behavior . . . [and] manner of being . . . became more transparent
            and easily understandable (AWP: 22). 
         

      

      Malinowski holds that “everyone”—that is, every trained white person (ethnographer
         is capitalized)—can plunge into, enter, penetrate the life of the native, the savage
         other. Cultural difference, here understood in the plural, relativist, could be transcended;
         the other known, anthropologized. But he also harbors a doubt, a suspicion familiar
         to identity politics at our moment (it’s a savage thing, you don’t understand) that,
         perhaps, only those more or less from the same stage of culture, savage/Slavonic,
         now understood in the universal—intersections are not clean breaks—could comprehend
         others in that stage. In which case, of course, cultural difference could not be overcome,
         the boundary not crossed. Since holding such a position would negate the very possibility
         of knowing the other, of anthropology, the thought—made parenthetically—gets repressed
         quickly.
      

      
      That semanteme also reveals the arenas of native life open to participant penetration:
         games, walks, visits, conversations, quotidian objects that reveal “behavior and manner
         of being.” Unlike such ostensibly transparent, easily interrupted activities—for the
         anthropologist, surely, is better understood as interrupting, temporarily, rather
         than participating—the “organization of the tribe, and the anatomy of its culture”
         require observation, scientific description; the anthropologist cannot, and should
         not, for instance, participate/interrupt kinship networks, even temporarily. That
         boundary must be maintained. However, capturing another essential element of culture,
         not the rules but the exceptions, what Malinowski calls “the imponderabilia of actual
         life,” those intangible elements of culture beyond measure, demands active relations
         with the native. AWP’s most immediate object, that which drives its call upon the reader’s imagination,
         is “bringing home”—Malinowski repeats the phrase over and over again—to that (white,
         British?) reader, the unhomely, “the native as he is.” (And yet he calls them Argonauts,
         a term that both honors, equates Trobrianders with heroes of Greek mythology and comprehends
         them not on their terms, as is, but the eurocentric.) It seeks to reproduce, apart
         from the “skeleton . . . of the tribal constitution,” which the discipline, having
         scientized, deamateurized itself through fieldwork, no longer reliant on untrained,
         unprofessional informants, courageous enough to brave the uncertainties of the field,
         is now well equipped to produce, but the “flesh and blood,” the “intimate touches
         of native life,” an endeavor at which “amateur[s] . . . often excel” (AWP: xv, 17). In so desiring, even though Malinowski doesn’t actually say so—he couldn’t,
         for the position would negate the discipline’s claim upon science—he effectively demands
         that ethnography be more lively, literary, help its reader feel, imagine, what the
         anthropologist discovers, knows; that it be as compelling as the best amateur memoir,
         a literary genre.[27]   In so desiring, Malinowski divulges that writing, well before the question was
         posed by James Clifford and company, has always been a problem for anthropology or,
         at least, for anthropology that understands culture, even if inconsistently in this
         case, in the plural; that field and its content, culture, is the product of writing,
         not just observation. (Though in Malinowski’s empiricist framing, notebook and pencil
         produce ethnographic observation, not writing.) That anthropology, as we will see
         in Boas, too, understands field by confusing cause and effect: the discipline constitutes
         its object, but stages itself as finding, constituted, compelled by it. Like Tylorian
         anthropology, Malinowskian ethnography emerges as writing about writing. 
      

      
      In addressing this question, AWP exemplifies the extimate relation between anthropology and literature. The discipline
         may, insistently in this text—methinks it protests too much—produce itself as science,
         avowedly opposed to untrained, amateur travelogue; perhaps it even harbors a doubt
         about the claim to scientificity of its method. But it cannot work without what Shelley
         calls elements of poetry. They come together to enable AWP’s reader to auto-displace, imagine herself in the place of the native, enter her
         culture—and, in so doing, not just increase her knowledge (of the exotic) but serve
         a larger, ethical purpose: by “grasp[ing] the native’s point of view, his relation
         to life . . . realis[ing] his vision of his world . . . there may emerge a feeling
         of solidarity with the endeavors and ambitions of these natives . . . Perhaps through
         realizing human nature in a shape very distant and foreign to us, we shall have some
         light shed on our own” (AWP: 25). The ambition here is both consistent with, and a break from, Tylor. Understood
         universally, Malinowski constitutes the human as an evolutionary continuum, with the
         (Trobriand) savage, a distant, foreign, unhomely shape, at its beginning, founding;
         observed in the present, the native is (still) placed in the past, denied coevalness;
         cultural relativism, anthropological space, as Johannes Fabian reminds us, cannot
         escape the trace of time. But the discipline, now, merely seeks to capture—Malinowski
         calls the ethnographer an “active huntsman”—not reform, transform the native. Imagination,
         in this iteration, induces solidarity, a certain unity of interest, not intervention;
         it also results in self-knowledge: the significance of the contemporary native lies
         in her being an iteration, a less developed incarnation, of the white (subject). Of
         course he is different, radically so, but the two groups share humanity, which emerges
         here as a graded, measured universal. Malinowski produces the native as less natural,
         having more human traits than Tylor’s savage; he even has morality and the capacity
         to provide companionship to the white man; but, like Shelley and Tylor, he cannot
         conceive him as subject. Cultural relativism does not escape the trace of universalism.
         
      

      
      Malinowski insists that the complexity of the native way of life should not, to coin
         a word, be misunderestimated; the Trobriander is not Tylor’s carefree, careless savage,
         lolling in a hammock: 
      

      
         The word “savage,” whatever association it might have had originally, connotes ideas
            of boundless liberty, of irregularity . . . In popular thinking, we imagine that the
            natives live on the bosom of Nature, more or less as they can and like . . . Modern
            science, on the contrary, shows that their social institutions have a very definite
            organisation, that they are governed by authority, law and order in their public and
            personal relations (AWP: 10). 
         

      

      Every break in anthropology produces itself as scientific, anti-racist, in opposition
         to the amateur, or incompletely scientific, and racist past of the discipline. We
         might recall Tylor, who found the Negro—called a familiar figure, yet othered—to stink
         singularly, enabling her to be identified even in the dark by her stench, stages AI as scientific, non-axiological: “the student of history must avoid . . . judging
         the customs of nations at other stages of culture by his own modern standard” (AI: 252). Effectively responding to the Tylorian production of the savage as barely
         distinguishable from the natural, even as he claims Tylor for science, Malinowski
         deems his object an ordered, not lazy, lusty native. (Though some tribes, as it turns
         out, are sexually “lax.”) He actually has social institutions, which are complex,
         rule-governed, make his inter-subjective conduct not driven by passion and temptation,
         the id, but constrained by a superego. He is, in this iteration, a moral being. However,
         even as one acknowledges the difference, one must note the repetition; Malinowski’s
         savage is still characterized by lack: to paraphrase Karl Marx—or is it Edward Said—she
         does not understand herself and so must be understood:
      

      
         The natives obey the forces and commands of the tribal code, but they do not comprehend
            them; exactly as they obey their instincts and their impulses, but could not lay down
            a single law of psychology. The regularities in native institutions are an automatic
            result of the interaction of the mental forces of tradition, and of the material conditions
            of environment. Exactly as a humble member of any modern institution . . . has no
            vision of the resulting integral action of the whole . . . The difference is that,
            in our society, every institution has its intelligent members, its historians, and
            its archives and documents, whereas in a native society there are none of these (AWP: 12). 
         

      

      Malinowski does not produce the native—a term he consistently prefers to savage, though
         he cannot completely avoid the latter—as analogous to the European child, but subaltern,
         the humble. Cultural relativism stages its emergence, in Boas and Malinowski, as representing
         a break with the discipline’s racist, universalist origins. But, in semantemes like
         these, one notices that it cannot, does not. Malinowski’s savage may live an organized
         life outside the bosom of nature; he has not, however, travelled far from it. His
         institutions have two levels, “the material conditions of environment,” in other words
         the natural; and the traditional—a term that signifies stasis, repetition without
         difference, backwardness—which interact automatically, mechanically, to produce his
         culture. Devoid of any agency, his actions being driven by instinct and impulse, not
         thought, reason, and therefore effectively devoid of culture, Malinowski’s objects
         obey, don’t create, follow, don’t comprehend; which suggests that they, too, must
         lack imagination.
      

      
      The relevant semanteme occurs in the course of an instruction, not to the reader at
         home but the budding ethnographer, on grasping the “abstract, general rules” of native
         culture. The observer—or is it participant—should not, of course, pose such questions
         in the general or abstract; they couldn’t be comprehended by a people without intellectuals.
         Rather, “an imaginary case, or still better, a real occurrence, will stimulate a native
         to express his opinion and to supply plentiful information” (AWP: 12). One might wonder, if only in passing, whether asking the native questions—“interrogation,”
         as George Stocking (1992) suggests—counts as participation or observation; whether
         the method does not involves another practice, concept. (Indeed, Stocking, though
         he doesn’t use the term himself, also suggests that bribery was essential to Malinowski’s
         method: tobacco, for instance, not only procured information, but even privilege,
         status, for the Ethnographer.) Regardless, Malinowski’s native emerges here as not
         that different, fundamentally, from Tylor’s savage: he can imagine, but poorly. More
         adept at addressing the real, he cannot effectively put himself in thought in the
         place of another. 
      

       

      If literature and anthropology worked together, at the intersection of the Anglo-U.S.
         humanities in its second iteration, to produce culture as a signifier of subjectivity,
         English literature, at this same iteration, (re)theorized imagination and anthropology
         appropriated the concept. To say which is not to find the latter derivative of literature
         but to emphasize the extimate relation between the two. The one may produce itself
         as science, attempt to police its boundary, keep the amateur/memoirist at the border;
         it cannot accomplish its object—even as it mutates that object from singular to plural,
         displaces it from a grounding relation to time, to one to space, and stages itself
         as actually travelling to that space to study it—without a concept foundational to
         literature, one theorized as providing the self access to the other. Anthropology
         deploys this concept to reinforce the distinction between self and other in a global
         frame: in Tylor, (the lack of) imagination differentiates savage from civilized; Malinowski
         iterates, reinforces this move, not only by finding the savage/native with limited
         imagination, but by appealing to the white subject’s imagination, without which she
         cannot auto-displace herself to the situation of the scientist, put herself in the
         place of the participant-interrupter of native culture/s, achieve solidarity with
         difference. Here, too, imagination distinguishes savage/native from white/civilized.
         Literature makes the move in reverse, deploys the concept to erase the distinction
         between self and other, globally and nationally: to Macaulay, it allows the conversion
         of the barbarian to civilization; to Shelley, the conversion of the other to the self.
         Both, of course, also find the savage lacking imagination: Shelley avowedly, Macaulay
         effectively. Imagination enables anthropology to produce difference out of sameness;
         and literature, sameness from difference. 
      

       

      If literature and anthropology accomplice each other, then anthropology must also
         leave its mark on texts claimed by literature as the product of imagination. If literature
         isn’t a harmless, diversionary discipline but a politico-epistemological formation,
         such texts must demonstrate this. One finds an exemplary instantiation of the ideological
         function of literature in Rudyard Kipling’s Kim.[28]   An adventure story if one attends solely to its plot, Kim’s narrative reinforces Bernard Cohen’s claim that the “conquest of India was a conquest
         of knowledge”: through many characters at best incidental, sometimes even irrelevant
         to the plot, like the curator who knows the history of Buddhism, it presents the producers
         and production of British colonial knowledge of India.[29]   An early chapter finds Kim, the Irish boy, walking along the Grand Trunk Road,
         “the backbone of all Hind . . . seeing all India spread out to left and right” (K: 105, 111). The phrase “all India” gets iterated often in the first third of the
         book, where Kim and the lama go walkabout, signifying that Kim seeks to produce a metonymic account of India; the story may be set exclusively in
         the north, but it captures the essence of the country and its people: as rural, quarrelsome,
         religious, constantly in motion but directionless. Most importantly, perhaps, as at
         peace with British colonialism: not a single Indian character opposes or resists it;
         the events of 1857—whether mutiny, rebellion or something else, let historicism decide—are
         called “a madness” by an Indian character, a former soldier. Indeed, Kim finds British colonialism so benevolent that “the Government fed its prisoners better
         than most honest men could feed themselves” (K: 100, 109). Equally significantly, the narrative produces caste as the overdetermining
         signifier of Indian subjectivity, identifying—Arjun Appadurai would suggest “incarcerating”—most
         of its Hindu characters by caste: an unnamed “market-gardener” with no role in the
         plot is called “Arain by caste”; on the Road, on which all “castes and kinds of men
         move,” Kim beholds “new people and new sights at every stride—castes he knew and castes
         that were altogether out of his experience,” including lizard-eating, “long-haired,
         strong-scented Sansis” and “changars . . . the caste whose men do not count” (K: 90, 105, 109, 110). Iterating Henry Sumner Maine, anticipating Louis Dumont, caste
         signifies specific Indian difference, makes Kim a text of culture in the plural. (Unlike in Macaulay, the natives here are different
         and peculiar, not barbaric, comparable to others in a similar condition.)[30]  
      

      
      Kim produces caste practices, in orthodox ethnographic fashion, as both knowable to the
         outsider and reproducible by her; in other words, amenable to participant observation,
         if only by the experienced interpreter. The spy cum ethnographer, Lurgan, ancillary
         to the plot, being an extraordinary exponent: “He was a Sahib in that he wore Sahib’s
         clothes; the accent of his Urdu, the intonation of his English, showed he was anything
         but . . .” (K: 199). Lurgan passes for native; he not only speaks Urdu like an Indian, he could
         speak English like one, too, having put himself in the place of the other, learned
         their ways. As part of their training in espionage, Lurgan teaches Kim, and another,
         a nameless Hindu boy, how to infiltrate castes: “how such and such a caste talked,
         or coughed, or spat, or sneezed, and, since ‘hows’ matter little in the world, the
         ‘why’ of everything” (K: 207). One could overlook the essentialism of this semanteme, or at least not make
         too much of its ridiculousness: an Indian’s caste could be identified by how she spits
         or sneezes. It does, though, signify Lurgan’s familiarity with what Malinowski termed
         the “intimate touches of native life.” Thus Lurgan: 
      

      
         could paint faces to a marvel . . . Kim was appareled variously as a young Mohammedan
            of good family, an oilman, and once . . . as the son of an Oudh landholder in the
            fullest of full dress . . . The Hindu child played this game clumsily. That little
            mind, keen as an icicle where tally of jewels was concerned, could not temper itself
            to enter another’s soul (K: 207). 
         

      

      To temper means both to restrain, regulate and to mingle, mix. The Indian lacks the
         capacity to auto-displace, empathize, transform herself; imagination—and, consequently,
         ethnography, too—eludes the native, remains the province of the white. Shelley confines
         such lack to the savage in general, whereas Macaulay finds the Indian/barbaric with
         some imagination. By Kipling, culture in the plural, this has changed.
      

      
         Kim’s only educated Indian character, Hurree Babu, also displays a version of this lack.
         Though employed as a spy, he desires recognition as an ethnographer, even membership
         of the Royal Society. Another of Kim’s many mentors, he encourages the boy to attend
         university: 
      

      
         Was Kim going to school? Then he, an MA of Calcutta University, would explain the
            advantages of education. There were marks to be gained by due attention to Latin and
            Wordsworth . . . Also a man might go far, as he himself had done, by strict attention
            to plays called Lear and Julius Caesar, both much in demand by examiners. Lear was not so full of historical allusions as Julius Caesar; the book cost four annas, but could be bought second-hand . . . for two. Still more
            important than Wordsworth . . . was the art and science of mensuration. A boy who
            had passed his examination in these branches—for which, by the way, there were no
            cram books (K: 210). 
         

      

      If one reads solely for the plot, one would repress the significance of such semantemes,
         their ideological function. With two degrees from the oldest Indian university, Hurree
         is an educated person from one frame. In the other sense of the term, refined, he
         fails the test as it were: he studies to pass exams, advance himself, doesn’t cathect
         learning as an end in itself; isn’t interested in building a private library (you
         can’t do so with used, other people’s books); and almost certainly hasn’t actually
         read Shakespeare, just the CliffsNotes. Macaulay, one might say, failed to civilize,
         interpellate him, something the narrative underlines. While witnessing a demonstration
         of magic, if that’s the right word, Hurree takes notes like any good ethnographer,
         observes without participating. As the disorienting proceedings continue, he gets
         increasingly agitated, even quoting Herbert Spencer to maintain (his) distance, reason.
         Eventually, Hurree succumbs to his fear. Kipling judges the educated Indian unequivocally:
         “It is an awful thing still to dread the magic that you contemptuously investigate—to
         collect folk-lore for the Royal Society with a lively belief in all Powers of Darkness”
         (K: 228). A text of culture in the plural, even if Kipling doesn’t use the term but
         anticipates it, must hold that the Indian native cannot transcend superstition, be
         transformed into a fully rational, modern being, improved even by the best English
         literature. Her own culture will prevail.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Anderson, 1994: 5. 

            

         

         
            2. Anderson: “What . . . made the new communities imaginable was a half-fortuitous, but
                  explosive, interaction between a system of production and productive relations (capitalism),
                  a technology of communications (print), and the fatality of human linguistic diversity”
                  (1994: 42). The “fatality,” determination by chance, of the geographic limit of linguistic
                  groups established the boundaries of communities, which print and capitalism then
                  consolidated. Calling this a “sociological determinism,” Chatterjee, one of the few
                  to read Anderson closely, argues that it leaves no work for imagination (understood
                  as a creative faculty). Like Tylor, Anderson opposes “imagined” communities to real
                  ones (like tribes perhaps) in which “most of the . . . fellow-members” of the community
                  know one another (1994: 6). Chatterjee also points out that, in Anderson’s eurocentric
                  schema, the colonized merely imitate a prior European model. One of the many strengths
                  of Chatterjee’s own book, of course, is that it demonstrates otherwise. 
               

            

         

         
            3. Hereafter, DP. 
               

            

         

         
            4. Shelley’s, of course, is not a text that signifies the break so much as one that iterates
                  it; the conceptualization of imagination as active is a cardinal feature of what historicism
                  calls the enlightenment or, rather, Enlightenment. 
               

            

         

         
            5. Attending responsibly to the itinerary of imagination, even only in the Anglo-U.S.
                  episteme, would require a whole book, not just a chapter. Indeed, a book could be
                  written on the books that have been written on imagination. This chapter necessarily
                  restricts its focus to the theorization of imagination as enabling auto-displacement,
                  empathy (and, therefore, moral improvement). 
               

            

         

         
            6. Deborah White’s observation of William Hazlitt could be made of Shelley, too: “A defense
                  of a performative imagination turns into a defense of an always already constated
                  England” (2000: 14). Her excellent reading of Shelley addresses questions different
                  from those raised here. The third mention of the word in DP refers to the “revival of the study of Greek literature.” 
               

            

         

         
            7. Viswanathan points out that English had been taught in India “as early as the 1820s”
                  (3). It wasn’t, of course, institutionalized until “the 1835 English Education Act
                  of Governor-General William Bentinck, which swiftly followed Macaulay’s . . . minute”
                  (41). 
               

            

         

         
            8. This is to be distinguished from state-sponsored efforts in the American colonies,
                  Virginia in this instance, that sought “the most towardly [Indian] boys in wit and
                  graces of nature . . . [to] be brought up in the first elements of literature,” as
                  Alice Fletcher cites a resolution of “the first Assembly held in James City, July
                  30, 1619” (Fletcher, 1888: 32). As other, analogous texts from that moment that Fletcher
                  also cites explain it, literature—unmarked by nationality—signifies reading, writing
                  and “vulgar arithmetic.” 
               

            

         

         
            9. Richard Crawford and the other contributors to The Scottish Invention of English Literature persuasively argue that belles lettres and rhetoric, taught in Scottish universities
                  since the eighteenth century as an object that enables (the) improvement (of the Scot),
                  could be understood as a precursor to English literature, if not its origin. Being
                  empiricist and historicist, however, they are blind to the possibility that the very
                  concept literature displaces belles lettres and rhetoric, produces a different object,
                  defined as the product of imagination, a creative faculty. An itinerary of the discipline,
                  not a goal of this book, would have to attend to the Scottish “invention.” 
               

            

         

         
            10. The most forceful recent discussion of this question remains Terry Eagleton’s “Introduction”
                  to Literary Theory. 
               

            

         

         
            11. One could, of course, read Macaulay as a response, in part, to Rammohun Roy’s desire
                  that the English “plant . . . in Asia the arts and sciences of Modern Europe,” especially
                  given Roy’s dismissal of Sanskrit as “well known to have been for ages a lamentable
                  check to the diffusion of knowledge” (Ghose, 1982: 472). But it should be stressed
                  that Roy sought intellectual improvement, not civilizational transformation, a gain,
                  supplement, not loss of subjectivity. 
               

            

         

         
            12. Peacock, 1820; accessed 7 April 2011. 

            

         

         
            13. If this formulation produces the poet as an agent that that could auto-displace herself,
                  later in the essay Shelley deems poetry “not like reasoning, a power to be exerted
                  according to the determination of the will,” but the consequence of a transcendental
                  calling, “inspiration” (DP: 531). 
               

            

         

         
            14. Empiricism must allow for this; otherwise, it could have no account of change. However,
                  so allowing signifies that some “mental conceptions” would, in fact, not be generated,
                  authorized by objects. In so doing, of course—and if the reader will overlook what
                  may sound like formulaic repetition—it deconstitutes itself. 
               

            

         

         
            15. A century or so later, as F. R. Leavis theorized literature as enhancing the possibilities
                  of life, he wasn’t doing very much more than reformulating Shelley. 
               

            

         

         
            16. Spivak, 1993: 20. 

            

         

         
            17. Spivak understands imagination as “the ability to think absent things.” She concedes,
                  in the very next sentence, that “this is almost indistinguishable from thought itself”
                  (2008: 4). In which case, of course, the question arises: doesn’t this require a more
                  robust concept of imagination? Re Freud, she points out that “if the analogy between
                  primitive people and children were not scientific, the fundament of the science would
                  be blown away” (1993: 21). The same should hold, of course, for Shelley’s concept
                  of imagination. 
               

            

         

         
            18. Aristotle, 2001:1457. 

            

         

         
            19. Once again, like with Hobbes/Locke, the question arises: if imagination is essential
                  to the institution of civil society, and savagery is the original human condition,
                  how could some savages, lacking imagination, condemned to imitation, transform, supervene
                  that condition, institute civil society? 
               

            

         

         
            20. Hereafter, AWP.
               

            

         

         
            21. James Clifford holds that the “predominant mode of modern fieldwork authority is [first]
                  signaled [by Malinowski]: ‘You are there . . . because I was there’” (1988: 22). Never
                  a close reader, Clifford fails to notice the significance of imagination to Malinowski,
                  despite the fact that the latter iterates the phrases “imagine yourself” and “imagine
                  further” repeatedly. Clifford’s formulation could be rephrased thus: you are not (t)here,
                  but can imagine yourself in my place. It perhaps bears mention here that Clifford
                  finds it “hard to conceive of human diversity as inscribed in bounded, independent
                  cultures”; yet, just three sentences later, holds it “more than ever crucial for different
                  peoples to form complex concrete images of one another” (23). If it isn’t culture,
                  what makes peoples different? And doesn’t the plural, peoples, imply some kind of
                  boundary, outside? 
               

            

         

         
            22. George Stocking points out that a few anthropologists had, actually, done what would
                  get conceptualized as fieldwork prior to Malinowski, though he doesn’t mention Fletcher
                  or other feminists. According to him, the term came to anthropology from (evolutionary)
                  biology, the work, in other places, of “field naturalists.” In this account, Malinowski
                  transformed the practice into “the central ritual of the tribe” of anthropology (1992:
                  16). In so arguing, Stocking uses the terms of the discipline to critique it, thus
                  making no effective critique. Fieldwork grounds anthropological othering, enables
                  epistemic violence. By staging it as ritual, and anthropologists as a tribe just like
                  any other—an exemplary relativist move—Stocking removes any consideration of force
                  from disciplinary activity. Anthropologists, here, are a harmless bunch, akin to those
                  they study. 
               

            

         

         
            23. If literary theory calls generic categories to question—could one distinguish rigorously
                  between novel, novella and short story, for instance?—it follows that similar questions
                  must be posed of other naturalized taxonomies, like village/town/city. 
               

            

         

         
            24. Barthes, 1986: 132. In the same essay, Barthes argues that history and anthropology
                  resonate, both “collect . . . an elsewhere of [its] . . . discourse” (128). 
               

            

         

         
            25. Addressing ritual, the distinction between the scholar/analyst and the participant,
                  Derrida points out that “precisely so as to perform properly in it, to avoid mistakes
                  and transgressions, one must to some extent be able to analyze it” (Derrida, 1994:
                  3). 
               

            

         

         
            26. This position is not exclusive to anthropology. Susan Hegeman argues that “getting
                  absorbed into the culture of the other . . . would entail losing one’s capacity to
                  explain and contextualize” (Hegeman, 1999: 30). Quite apart from reinforcing othering,
                  Malinowski’s statement implies that the native cannot explain or contextualize her
                  own culture. 
               

            

         

         
            27. Significantly enough, in his “Preface” to AWP, J. G. Frazer argues that Malinowski “takes full account of the complexity of human
                  nature,” comparing him to canonical literary figures: not Molière, whose “characters
                  are seen only in the flat,” but Cervantes and Shakespeare (AWP: ix). Given that literature is fiction, Fraser might have thought through the comparison.
                  
               

            

         

         
            28. Hereafter, K.
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            30. In an important account that resonates with many of the arguments of this book, Karuna
                  Mantena finds that British imperialism abandoned (Macaulayan) improvement after, if
                  not in reaction to, 1857, in favor of “indirect rule” (Maine), which staged itself
                  as respecting, conserving Indian tradition. Put differently, where Indian subjectivity
                  was once seen as barbaric, therefore transformable, and necessarily so, it was now
                  produced as “traditional,” immutable. As she astutely observes, Maine, though an evolutionist,
                  anticipates cultural relativism, which Mantena doesn’t understand as the recognition
                  of real (Indian) difference, but an alibi for the continuance of empire.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

      Culture/s

      
         
         
         
         
         Williams, Leavis, Spencer

         
      

      
      Jacques Derrida suggests in “Differance,” an essay that radically questions the grounds
         of our assumptions about language, one whose lessons we’ve forgotten a little too
         quickly, that history—the actual formulation is more nuanced—“convey[s] the motif
         of a final repression of difference.”[1] He might have added, if only to make things explicit: it cannot abide by differance.
         Simply put, any work of history, and thus the method of the discipline as such, can
         only narrate, emplot an account of a single subject, whether it be an individual,
         group, period or even a natural object; others may get mention in passing, sometimes
         in a little depth, but the story of just one subject, understood as discrete, will
         dominate the text. From which it follows that other stories, possible accounts of
         that subject, are marginalized, deferred, repressed, just impossible. (The brilliance
         of Shahid Amin’s Event, Metaphor, Memory lies in his staging of such impossibility: he attempts, painstakingly and rigorously,
         to narrate the story of the destruction by Gandhian volunteers of a police station
         in colonial India, the consequent deaths of twenty-three policemen and its aftermath
         from the perspective of many possible “subjects”—the attackers, victims, police and
         judiciary—and fails, quite memorably, to emplot it. He consults the record [archive]
         and interviews survivors [oral history], but the protocols of the discipline itself
         prevent him from producing a narrative centered on many subjects. What works for Rashomon, a fiction, doesn’t for history.) If this book, which seeks to address one object,
         culture, finds the historical method unpersuasive given the critique of history, of
         which Derrida’s essay and Amin’s book are just two instances, and which cannot be
         rehearsed here, it also learns, while reading the itinerary of that object, that that
         object, as subject, in turn solicits a different approach (and, in so doing, makes
         this writer its object): intricately reticulated, as we have seen, with a bundle of
         concepts that are inside and outside it, culture itself, concatenated with terms like
         race and nature, pushing others aside, insists that history, or historicism if you
         prefer, cannot responsibly account for it. Addressing culture requires addressing
         a networked set of concepts, their distribution, movement across the episteme. That
         said, this book must now turn to arguably a canonical contemporary attempt—though,
         in the nonhistoricist sense, since we still read them, John Locke, Alice Fletcher,
         Rammohun Roy, Percy Bysshe Shelley and Aristotle are also our contemporaries—from
         the discipline of literature to treat culture within historicism: the writing of Raymond
         Williams. Writing that found itself compelled by that very discipline to move away
         from it and institute, though not single-handedly, another discipline that also claims
         culture as object, effectively in opposition both to literature and anthropology,
         cultural studies.
      

      
      Williams addresses culture, a signifier that never ceased to puzzle, trouble, perhaps
         even unsettle him—that he consistently found, to use a word that recurs in his writing,
         difficult—in many books: to keep the list short, from Culture and Society, through Keywords and Marxism and Literature, to Culture (published in the United States as The Sociology of Culture).[2] Taking only these books into consideration, they contain both an account of the history
         of the term and, with the exception of KW, instantiations of his own deployment, the latter consistently following from the
         former, even as his understanding of the term and its history changes from text to
         text. For instance, the second edition of KW significantly revises the account of culture in the first, published just seven years
         earlier, and in ML. (One sometimes wishes he’d had the patience to complete research before publication.)
         In what he calls its modern usage, KW finds culture to have three senses, two authorized by literature, the other by anthropology,
         taken as discrete disciplines that don’t shape each other. CS, his early attempt at coming to terms with the concept, understands culture in the
         relativist sense, as a “way of life.” Williams critiques, effectively rejects this
         understanding, which KW identifies as anthropological, broadly social scientific, in ML. In turn, ML and SC cathect the literary sense of culture, but only after extending it and reformulating
         its approach from Marxism. The method now associated with Williams, “cultural materialism,”
         a phrase he uses interchangeably with “sociology of culture,” follows from such critique
         and reformulation. This chapter addresses these arguments. However, the entry “Culture”
         in the second edition of Keywords, a book surprisingly ignored by the large critical corpus on Williams—perhaps because
         it’s considered to be uncontroversially “true,” so unworthy of interrogation—contains
         his most sustained historicist account of the development, his word, of the term,
         one that addresses its deployment in both literature and anthropology (the other texts
         barely address the latter).[3] If itinerary, as claimed here, enables a more attentive account of culture and its
         extimate accomplices, to and from post-coloniality/structuralism, then this book must
         read Williams’s entry.
      

       

      Williams opens Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, a text so many of us on the academic left depart from, yet haven’t departed from
         enough, by narrating an experience of estrangement. He returned to the University
         of Cambridge in 1945, “after the ending of the wars with Germany and Japan,” to find
         a “new and strange world . . . [in which he didn’t] speak the same language” (KW: 11).[4] He explains the latter, colloquial phrase—that is to say, at least in this instance
         he understands the colloquial as enabling misreading—as signifying, ultimately, “a
         process quite central in the development of a language when, in certain words, tones
         and rhythms, meanings are offered, felt for, tested, confirmed, asserted, qualified,
         changed.” This sounds more like the pretheoretical Williams of Culture and Society than the more rigorous one of Marxism and Literature: it doesn’t specify how, for instance, rhythm, an undefined if not nebulous term,
         affects meaning, the cardinal concern of the book. Or, for that matter, how meaning
         could be felt for, another colloquialism.[5] More immediately to the point, in this different, altered—as we will see, Americanized—England,
         or Anglo-U.S. episteme, Williams became “preoccupied by a single word . . . [which
         he] was hearing very much more often” after the wars. That word, which would occupy
         him the rest of his career, had not only increased in presence, audibility as it were,
         but changed in signification. Prewar, it had two senses, both reported, staged, as
         heard, encountered in speech rather than read in texts, in particular, discrete, socio-economic
         spaces, one central, the other peripheral: “at the fringes, in teashops and places
         like that . . . [it indicated] a kind of social superiority”; and “among my own friends
         . . . it was an active word for writing poems and novels, making films and paintings,
         working in theatres” (KW: 12).[6] The effective imprecision of this seemingly most precise, detailed statement, which
         describes rather than theorizes, opposes friend and fringe, provokes a series of questions,
         the first three being whats: at the fringes of what center, exactly, does Williams
         place teashops? What particular kind of social superiority does that usage signify?
         Precisely what does Williams seek to imply by the reference to his friends, evidently
         occupying a space not on the fringe? Two whys: why use the peripheralizing word fringe,
         not a neutral descriptor? Why assume that “the general reader” the book is avowedly
         written for would, to turn to a colloquialism myself, be on the same page, know what
         Williams’s friends were, not take umbrage at the placement of teashops on the periphery?
         And one for the road: did Williams never, not once, hear the word uttered in that
         second sense in a teashop, or someplace like that? The schematic, taxonomic, essentialist
         formulation, which stages the two spaces as not only discrete but disconnected, suggests
         that Williams’s friends did not visit teashops, or places like that; that, if they
         did, they didn’t speak of culture there; and that he had no friends at the fringes.
         This may or may not actually be the case; it points, however, to the dangerousness
         of descriptive prose, which assumes a transparent relation between signifier and signified.
      

      
      After the wars, culture also had two senses, one again encountered in speech, the
         other not: “in the study of literature . . . [it indicated] some central formation
         of values,” which resonates with the prewar usage among Williams’s friends; and an
         entirely new sense, “in more general discussion . . . almost equivalent to society:
         a particular way of life” that, presumably, does not pertain to value. The significance of the second part
         of this statement cannot be stressed enough: the history of anthropology (George Stocking)
         may decisively locate the relativization of culture in Franz Boas, at the turn of
         the nineteenth century, but Williams detected culture in that sense in England only
         after the wars. His preoccupation with the term in that sense, of course, produced
         Culture and Society, a study of a broadly literary English “tradition,” a term that resonates with Frank
         Raymond Leavis (as does the concern with value). Prompted initially by a series of
         quasi-anthropological encounters, if not method—a word he kept hearing, observing,
         no longer in two particular spaces, but generally, everywhere—a literary text reinforced
         his desire to address the problem of culture, its change in signification: T. S. Eliot’s
         Notes Towards the Definition of Culture, “a book I grasped but could not accept.” Though he does in CS, Williams does not here (re)articulate his critique, rejection of Eliot, who also
         understands culture in this new sense, as a way of life.[7] Still, the narrative continues, he “began exploring the word” in his teaching. Eventually,
         “almost casually,” he discarded anthropological method (fieldwork, which would amount
         to participant observation if he drank tea in those shops, while listening to the
         folk who inhabit places like that) for the literary and consulted the OED, whereupon
         he realized that “the changes of sense I had been trying to understand had begun in
         English . . . in the early nineteenth century. The connections I had sensed [of the
         word culture] with class and art, with industry and democracy, took on . . . not only an intellectual but an historical shape”—a formulation that,
         not incidentally, distinguishes, in exemplary empiricist fashion, the historical,
         or real, from the intellectual, writing that captures the real (KW: 13). A formulation that suggests, in fact, that history isn’t intellectual. Ironically
         enough, it divulges that Williams first sensed the necessity of a historical approach
         to the problem of culture not from prior theoretical conviction, from being a historicist,
         but inductively, after reading the dictionary. Or, rather, it stages itself as such,
         as prompted towards historicism by the evidence, not a prior frame; a staging, of
         course, consistent with historicism, which understands evidence as unmarked, unframed.
         It also connects words, suggests they cannot be understood as discrete, but in relation
         to others.
      

      
      Twenty or so years later, Williams realized the argument about culture of Culture and Society required revision.[8]  KW, though it contains no auto-critique, informs the reader that he now found himself
         in a better position to:
      

      
         explain what I believe was happening. Two important traditions were finding in England
            their effective formations: in the study of literature a decisive dominance of an
            idea of criticism which, from Arnold through Leavis, had culture as one of its central terms; and in discussions of society the extension to general
            conversation of an anthropological sense . . . which now, with increased American
            influence and with the parallel influence of such thinkers as Mannheim, was becoming
            naturalized (KW: 12).
         

      

      Like the KW entry, this book attends to the production of culture by the disciplines of literature
         and anthropology. Williams’s concern, however, is meaning, explanation, not the disciplinary
         authorization of concepts, abetment of interpellation, production of subjectivity,
         othering. This semanteme implicitly critiques the naturalization of the anthropological
         sense of culture; the term naturalization, after all, signifies that an unnatural,
         foreign object has been made to appear natural, even true. He also doesn’t call anthropology
         and literature disciplines but traditions, “a general process of handing down,” a
         word the entry on the term finds “particularly difficult” (KW: 319). Williams fails to explain what exactly he understands by the signifier difficult,
         but the entry contains this: 
      

      
         When we look at the detailed processes of any . . . traditions, indeed when we realize
            that there are traditions (real plural . . . ), and that only some of them or parts
            of them have been selected for our respect and duty, we can see how difficult Tradition
            really is . . . [T]he word tends to move towards age-old and towards ceremony, duty and respect. Considering only how much has been handed
            down to us, and how various it actually is, this . . . is both a betrayal and a surrender
            (KW: 319).
         

      

      One could, of course, read tradition as emplotment, staging of continuity (not the
         same thing as finding it invented, a concept that needs the real to ground it). Williams,
         however, accepts the reality of tradition, the objects handed down—they are “actually”
         various—and critiques the deployment of Tradition (capitalized) as that which requires
         deference (respect, duty), even veneration, not on such grounds, or that the very
         concept is elitist but, though he doesn’t use these terms, that it excludes, represses
         difference, heterogeneity (traditions, plural). (One should note the passive formulation,
         “have been selected”; it refuses to nominate the agent of selection, presumably the
         British or just English elite.) While it is difficult to figure out from this what
         makes Tradition a difficult word, the semanteme divulges Williams’s ethical position:
         the repression of difference is critiqued, implicitly but strongly, as nothing short
         of a betrayal, presumably—but why is this not specified?—of the excluded (fringe?),
         a surrender to the dominant, infringement of the periphery.[9] Suggesting that difficult, here, means difficult to accept, work with, not an intellectual
         problem, which is the sense in which the word is most consistently used in KW, even ML. Williams also finds traditions discrete, and identifies two of significance to his
         preoccupation: the first in the study of literature; the second, discussion of society.
         Originating in anthropology, the latter had penetrated general conversation (including
         the teashops?); the former had not. Unlike Williams, this book finds disciplines imbricated,
         extimate accomplices. They may stage themselves as circumvallated, vigilantly protect
         their borders, but cannot prevent infiltration, being contoured, informed by, even
         reliant upon other disciplines. In that semanteme, Williams also identifies “American
         influence” (and that of Karl Mannheim) as responsible for the establishment, naturalization
         in England of the relativist sense of culture (though he prefers the humanist formulation
         “particular way of life”). Significantly enough, the actual entry in KW does not discuss such influence, another nebulous term, nor mention a single U.S.
         anthropologist that relativized culture, even Boas, despite individual, authorial
         agency being a pivotal concept to Williams. If tradition signifies continuity, a handing
         down, as Williams holds, then this suggests, as does the history of anthropology,
         that cultural relativism was received from the United States, necessitating the conceptualization,
         in this book, of Anglo-U.S. episteme. In a not very strong reading one could characterize
         Williams’s preoccupation with culture as a response to, certainly prompted by, the
         Americanization of the English episteme and the alienation it produced; symptomatically,
         though, this remains unaddressed.
      

      
      KW, as noted before, taxonomizes culture as “one of the two or three most complicated
         words in the English language,” nature being “perhaps the most complex.” Like difficult,
         Williams does not explain what he understands by a complicated or complex word. (Quite
         apart from its consistent deployment of colloquialisms, its imprecise, descriptive
         prose, placement of quotation marks around words without explanation, Keywords is frustrating, if not difficult to read because it turns on many signifiers, assumed
         to be transparent, that are not defined and often used in different, sometimes even
         contradictory, senses: difficult, complex, decisive, central, extension, innovation.
         It needs its own keywords.) Culture is granted this status “partly because of its
         intricate historical development, in several European languages, but mainly because
         it has now come to be used for important concepts in several distinct intellectual
         disciplines and in several distinct and incompatible systems of thought” (KW: 87). One could read the semanteme as suggesting that a complicated word has (at
         least) two elements: an intricate (“perplexingly entangled,” OED) history, or past;
         and a multi-disciplinary present (“now”); the disciplines, not traditions in this
         formulation, again being understood as discrete, and distinguished here, without clarification,
         from systems of thought. After an etymology, the entry moves to a history of the word,
         which “passed into” English from the French in the fifteenth century: “in all its
         early uses [it] was a noun of process: the tending of something, basically crops or
         animals” (KW: 87).This suggests French influence upon the Anglo-U.S. episteme, and could be rephrased
         as stating that, from the moment of its emergence, culture is distinct from but bound,
         opposed to nature, its differance. (Williams finds some words to take their sense
         in opposition to others, but not all.) The word basically also requires notice: it
         divulges that, even if culture tended overwhelmingly to crops and animals, the term
         was applied to other objects too, objects too insignificant to mention. Williams may
         have effectively critiqued the repression of difference elsewhere, but he deploys
         that (essentialist) method here, as he does in the phrase “teashops and places like
         that.” A century or so later came the “important next stage of meaning, by metaphor
         . . . the tending of natural growth was extended to a process of human development”
         (KW: 87). Consistent with his historicism, Williams finds the change in meaning an extension,
         stretching, rather than say mutation, or targeting of a new object. One points this
         out not to be cantankerous or suggest that he is, somehow, wrong; rather, that there
         are serious stakes, as Williams himself acknowledges in Marxism and Literature, in the difference between a historicist/empiricist and (post)-
structuralist understanding of language, force and semantic change. However, to Williams,
         even if connected, words ultimately remain discrete. If not, Keywords could not take the taxonomic form it does, organized, ordered, regulated into listings
         on individual words. Williams admits a problem with such a method: “I have often wished
         that some form of presentation could be devised in which it would be clear that the
         analyses of particular words are intrinsically connected” (KW: 25). He could, of course, have let words interrupt each other; but his formulation
         divulges, reinforces his empiricism: ultimately, words are particular; only their
         analyses, plural, needs connection. The problem is merely one of presentation, form.
      

      
      The entry then notes instances of movement towards culture in the “modern sense”—instantiations,
         perhaps, of meaning being felt for, tested and so on—in three canonical literary figures,
         John Milton, Jane Austen and William Wordsworth; such emplotment signifies that the
         process of change in meaning of the word took place gradually, “before the decisive
         effects of a new social and intellectual movement,” Romanticism (KW: 88):
      

      
         But to follow the development through this movement . . . we have to look also at
            developments in other languages and especially in German.
         

         
         . . . the word was borrowed from the French . . . Its main use was still as a synonym
            for civilization: first in the abstract sense of becoming ‘civilized’ . . . second, in the sense which
            had been already been established for civilization . . . [in] universal histories, as a description of the secular process of human
            development (KW: 89).
         

      

      The reader probably doesn’t need reminding that CS restricts its frame to the English episteme. One of the revisions made in KW (and ML) is the extension of that frame to the wider (northern) European, accompanied by
         an understanding of languages, unlike disciplines, as both discrete and, if not quite
         networked, in contact. The semanteme also suggests that languages “borrow” words from
         each other, though the passive voice (again) makes the location of agency difficult.
         Irregardless, as Silvio Dante loved saying on The Sopranos, the use of borrow requires comment, regarding the imprecision, if not dangerousness,
         of the colloquial; something Williams himself signifies awareness of when specifying
         the meaning of “speak the same language.” (OED, borrow: “to take [a thing] on credit
         with the understanding of returning it.”) If languages “borrow” words, of course,
         they cannot be held to return them, even metaphorically, as Williams must have known.
         In which case, why resort to the term? Is the loss of precision negated by some gain
         from the colloquial sense (as homonymous with take)? Williams’s phrasing may be irritatingly
         difficult to decipher, on occasion, at least to the poststructuralist; nevertheless,
         the close reader will also notice a precision in the imprecision, as it were. Despite
         the loss of what a certain perspective would consider elegance, good style, creativity,
         he does not—like Leavis, as we will see—hesitate to repeat words, no doubt deliberately,
         in the same sentence—decisive being one such, development another (not to mention
         towards in that sentence on Tradition, and several, used three times in another).
         One cannot accuse Williams of producing thoughtless prose. Why, then, say German borrowed,
         an active verb, the term when, earlier, it was said to “pass on,” passively, from
         the French into English? Given Williams’s propensity to repetition, one senses a distinction—which
         is difficult to divulge. Such prose may appeal to those who conflate theory with jargon,
         but writing that stages itself as transparent produces its own confusions, makes its
         own demands, could be as difficult to read as polysyllabic prose, though not necessarily
         for the same reasons. Reading theory only requires familiarity with a set of concepts,
         something that could be acquired with time and patience, though a good teacher and
         access to the Internet (unequally distributed across the globe) also help. Descriptive,
         untheorized statements always remain vague, open to (mis)reading. So, one wonders,
         somewhat in jest: unlike the English, does the German take things and not return them?
      

      
       The argument that follows moves from what the German language, in general, did with
         the word to an account of the originality, cortical significance of an individual
         German author, Johann Herder, the only one discussed at any length in, if not heroized
         by the entry. It must be cited fully:
      

      
         There was then a decisive change of use in Herder. In his unfinished Ideas on the Philosophy of the History of Mankind (1784-91) he wrote of culture: ‘nothing is more indeterminate than this word, and
            nothing more deceptive than its application to all nations and periods’. He attacked
            the assumption of the universal histories that ‘civilization’ or ‘culture’—the historical
            self-development of humanity—was what we would now call a unilinear process, leading
            to the high and dominant point of C18 European culture. Indeed he attacked what he
            called European subjugation and domination of the four quarters of the globe, and
            wrote:
         

         
         Men of all quarters of the globe, who have perished over the ages, you have not lived
            solely to manure the earth with your ashes, so that at the end of time your posterity
            should be made happy by European culture. The very thought of a superior European
            culture is a blatant insult to the majesty of Nature. 
         

         
         It is then necessary, he argues, in a decisive innovation, to speak of ‘cultures’
            in the plural: the specific and variable cultures of different nations and periods,
            but also the specific and variable cultures of social and economic groups within a
            nation. This sense was widely developed, in the Romantic movement, as an alternative
            to the orthodox and dominant ‘civilization’ (KW: 89).
         

      

      Williams finds Herder’s intervention in what this book calls the itinerary of culture
         an innovation, novelty, not a mere extension of meaning; though, of course, Herder
         could be read as stretching culture from singular to plural. (But then, how does one
         tell extension from innovation? Could they be rigorously distinguished? Novelty to
         one frame could very well be iteration to another.) Herder conceptualizes culture
         not as process but possession or signifier of subjectivity; as Arnold puts it, as
         having (opposed to becoming). In so doing, Herder delinks the term from civilization,
         to which it now was, at least in the German episteme, as Norbert Elias points out,
         and Williams iterates, opposed (a link of a different kind). His deployment is also
         termed decisive, conclusive, final. One could, then, read Williams as effectively
         arguing that linguistic or semantic development occurs through four modes: some words
         pass into a language from another, osmotically; others are borrowed; some, again,
         emerge in a language as a consequence of influence. If these happenings have no identifiable
         human agent, in several instances authors innovate, decisively, conclusively, producing,
         if not new words, original meanings. The individual subject/author effects linguistic
         change. (In contrast, this book finds Arnold and others not authors but symptoms of
         the work of the episteme.)
      

      
      But Herder as staged by Williams does not create this novelty as a consequence of
         recognizing the empirical reality of the thing itself, culture in the plural; he did
         no fieldwork. Rather, as a consequence of politics, anticolonialism: “he attacked
         [Williams’s term, used twice] . . . European subjugation and domination of the four
         quarters of the globe.” Even though Williams doesn’t actually say so, this suggests
         that the relativist sense of culture emerged in the German episteme together with
         oppositional politics; politics, here, accompliced an epistemological claim: Europe
         should not constitute the frame that comprehends the rest of the world. Unfortunately,
         however, Williams does not develop this truly powerful insight into the relation between
         politics and epistemic mutation; or, perhaps more accurately, his frame disables posing
         the question of eurocentrism, what in crude terms is understood as the relation between
         (European) power and knowledge. The entry then turns to another, different development
         in the German episteme, this time in anthropology, which CS also doesn’t attend to, another omission requiring revision in KW:
      

      
         On the other hand, Kultur was being used in very much the sense in which civilization had been used in C18
            universal histories. The decisive innovation is G. F. Klemm’s Allgemeine Kulturgeschichte der Menschheit—‘General Cultural History of Mankind’ (1843-52)—which traced human development from
            savagery through domestication to freedom. Although the American anthropologist Morgan,
            tracing comparable stages, used ‘Ancient Society,’ with a culmination in Civilization, Klemm’s sense was sustained, and was directly followed in English by Tylor in Primitive Culture (1870). It is along this line of reference that the dominant sense in modern social
            sciences has to be traced (KW: 90).
         

      

      One is constrained to note that Primitive Culture was first published in 1871; nothing, however, hinges on that except perhaps poor
         research assistance. Its writer is said to “follow” Klemm, directly, straightforwardly,
         here and in another semanteme. Which makes one wonder (given that we’ve noted Williams
         doesn’t use words thoughtlessly): how exactly is following different from borrowing,
         and are the two to be distinguished from influencing? More significantly, the question
         arises as to how Klemm could be deemed innovative if he deployed culture in the same
         developmentalist, unilinear, eurocentric sense as the universal histories; he isn’t
         claimed to have even extended its meaning. An innovator, in this iteration, need not
         be original. Irregardless, the difference in Williams’s treatment of Herder and Klemm
         divulges Williams’s own sympathies, commitments. Both are termed, in a phrase reminiscent
         of a patent holder, or a Sanath Jayasuriya, one that pivots around the concept author/creator,
         decisive innovators; only the humanist scholar, the recognizer of diversity, the anti-colonialist
         is actually quoted, approved of. Williams cannot be claimed for postcoloniality; his
         anticoloniality, however, is not in question.
      

       

      This brings into play the problem of KW’s relation to eurocentrism. Williams’s repression of the concept, even though only
         then emergent, is symptomatic rather than willful. As can be seen, for instance, in
         “Racial,” a rare entry on an adjective:
      

      
         serious physical anthropology, from Blumenbach (1787), was indeed tracing broad differential
            groups among humans . . . largely based on the measurement of skulls, [which] distinguished
            the Caucasian, the Mongolian, the Malayan, the Ethiopian and the American (Indian),
            also marked by skin color—white, yellow, brown, black, red . . .
         

         
         This serious scientific work became radically confused, in C19, with other ideas derived
            from social and political thought and prejudice. One landmark is Gobineau . . . [who]
            proposed the idea of an ‘Aryan race’ (KW: 249).
         

      

      Significantly enough, this entry was added to the second edition of Keywords, as were those on anthropology, development, ethnic and western (among sixteen other
         words). The “Preface” to this edition states that some of these words, though he doesn’t
         say which, “are reintroduced from my original list; others have become more important
         in the period between that original list and the present time” (KW: 27). Williams, alas, does not address the question of how (some) words become important,
         impress themselves upon him, in this case at the turn of the seventies—but why do
         only centuries turn, not decades—the moment of emergence both of postcolonial and
         ethnic studies.[10] It is also noteworthy that, as late as 1983, that is to say long after anthropology
         critiqued the method, Williams finds phrenology serious and scientific, as he does
         the category “skin color,” both held to be untainted by prejudice, unlike “Aryan race.”
         (Boas, not incidentally, effectively deconstructed the racial “type” as early as 1911.)
         In this account, prejudice emerges from social and political thought; science is immune
         from such contamination:
      

      
         the very vagueness of race in its modern social and political senses is one of the
            reasons for its loose and damaging influence. It has been used against groups as different
            in terms of classification as the Jews (culturally specific Europeans and North Americans,
            in the most usual context), American Blacks (a mixed minority within the heterogeneous
            population of the United States), ‘Orientals’ (as in the projection of ‘the Yellow
            Peril’), ‘West Indians’ (a mixed population identified by geographical origin, but
            with the term persisting when this has ceased to apply), and then, in different ways,
            both Irish and Pakistanis, where the ‘Aryan’ (Indo-European) assumption is stretched
            literally to its limits, but in excluding ways . . . The prejudice and cruelty that
            then often follow, or that are rationalized by the confusions, are not only evil in
            themselves; they have also profoundly complicated, and in certain areas placed under
            threat, the necessary language of the (non-prejudicial) recognition of human diversity
            and its actual communities (KW: 250).
         

      

      If the previously cited semanteme from the entry avowedly locates racial prejudice
         in a nineteenth-century German writer, this descriptive statement suggests, but only
         suggests, its occurrence in twentieth- (but not nineteenth-) century Britain and the
         United States. (One presumes the word hasn’t been “used against” Pakistanis in Pakistan.)
         Significantly enough, the charge is of prejudice, not racism; and, once more, the
         passive formulation represses the agent of racism—or, rather, prejudice: the word
         has been “used against” different groups, but we are not told by whom. Indeed, and
         quite remarkably, Williams holds the “very vagueness” of the word itself responsible
         for some of the “damage” it causes. Of course the semanteme divulges its agent: that
         group, and there’s only one, which produces its subjectivity in opposition to Jews,
         Blacks, “Orientals,” “West Indians” and people like that. Symptomatically, though,
         Williams cannot nominate the agent; the white remains unmarked, it has to be. Williams
         doesn’t use the word anywhere in the entry. The descriptive formulation cries out
         for theorization, in this case of those the term has been used against, as others,
         othered. Once again, one notes the inadequacy of description; it explains far less
         than it appears to; indeed, it becomes an alibi for the lack of explanation. On the
         other hand, such a conceptualization of these groups would also require a consideration,
         theorization of the self—not just as marked, but as the agent of marking. But race,
         here, pertains purely to the other, not the self; it is only used against, not for.
         The point is not to accuse Williams of racism; that would be absurd given his condemnation
         of the cruelty of prejudice. Rather, at stake is his inability, seen also in his discussion
         of Herder, to connect the political and the epistemological; a move, or lack thereof
         also enabled by the categorization of racism as evil, a moral deficiency. In turn,
         this enables him to delink what he deems legitimate (social) scientific inquiry from
         complicity with racism, rather than, if not producing, at least authorizing it.[11] A close look at Tylor, mentioned several times in KW but never once (even) called prejudiced, might have convinced Williams otherwise;
         surely the term there is “used against” blacks, browns and yellows—in the nineteenth
         century. Thus the possibility arises that Williams never actually read him; though
         the question of repression as sanctioned ignorance also arises. Williams finds Gobineau
         transposed a linguistic group with a racial one, then “combined . . . [that] with
         ideas of a pure stock, of the superiority of the ‘Nordic strain’ . . . [leading to]
         the general notion of inherent racial inequalities” (KW: 249). An analogous claim could be made regarding Tylor, who also concatenates racial
         and cultural development. Williams, however, does not find a connection between culture
         and race.
      

      
      Other questions must be posed: if the concept race as a signifier of subjectivity
         emerged in the German episteme, when did it pass on to or get borrowed by the Anglo-U.S.?
         Is there a decisive innovator in this case, or even a landmark text, Robert Knox for
         instance? (Williams’s repugnance of Gobineau clearly prevents him from finding the
         German innovative which, from a non-judgemental, non-moralist perspective, he would
         and should, be. To this frame, the prejudiced cannot innovate.) The repression of
         these questions reinforces the implication that the term was never deployed in Britain
         in the course of the nineteenth century, and even the early twentieth, until it is
         used against those specified groups. The critical question, however, concerns the
         lack of an entry on, or at least sustained attention to, the noun, racism. “Racial”
         contains just one statement on racism: a “hostile word . . . to describe the opinions
         and actions of the proponents of racial superiority or discrimination” (KW: 250). One wonders, surely: should a leftist be anything other than antagonistic
         towards proponents of racial superiority? More significantly, racism cannot be reduced
         to the opinions and actions of the proponents of racial superiority or discrimination,
         just as Marxism cannot be reduced to the opinions and actions of Marxists. In Williams’s
         terms, it would, or at least should, constitute a system of thought, one that is not
         discrete, limited to the prejudiced, but traverses disciplinary reason, suffuses the
         episteme. However, such an understanding, acknowledgement would put the English “tradition”
         and the authors that produced it to question, make it difficult, if not impossible,
         to cathect. (Paul Gilroy calls Williams’s “understanding of ‘race’ . . . restricted
         to the social and cultural tensions surrounding the arrival of ‘new peoples.’ . .
         . [He] does not appear to recognize black as anything other than the subordinate moment
         in an ideology of racial supremacy . . . and is notable for . . . [his] refusal to
         examine the concept of racism which has its own historic relationship with ideologies
         of Englishness, Britishness and national belonging.”[12] ) Just as much as the agent of racial marking has to remain unnamed, racism must
         be sanitized, whitewashed as prejudice, a lesser evil, consigned to the fringe of
         intellectual production, not found, though eurocentrism is the better term, a structuring
         ground of the episteme.
      

      
      Which makes it possible for the entry to hold that, “In its gross forms . . . [the]
         doctrine of inherent racial superiority interacted with ideas of political domination
         and especially IMPERIALISM” (KW: 249). This formulation refuses to deploy the hostile word racism to capture a phenomenon
         it describes as a belief in “inherent racial superiority,” despite finding such belief
         a doctrine (OED, “a body or system of principles . . . theoretical system”). The doctrine
         is said to have both a gross, or crude, repulsive and therefore, implicitly, also
         a purer, acceptable manifestation. It situates racism as a discrete object outside
         imperialism; the two may have interacted, but the former isn’t foundational to the
         latter. However, as the entry “Imperialism” informs us, it couldn’t be. The term has
         two discrete senses, one political, the other economic: “a political system in which
         colonies are governed from an imperial center”; “an economic system of external investment
         and the penetration and control of markets and raw materials” (KW: 139). To this frame, political systems have no intellectual or epistemological accomplice.
         The itinerary of the term, the inability of imperialism—which could be applied, of
         course, to many other empires—to carry an epistemic sense, among other things, necessitated
         the neologism eurocentrism, the positing of a different object.
      

      
       In the last analysis, Williams cannot not cathect its subject, a position symptomatic
         both of his humanist Marxism and its accomplice, his peculiarly English eurocentrism.
         We will return to the question of Williams’s relation to the subject; but it bears
         iteration that we’ve noted an instance of it already, in his position that individual
         authors innovate decisively, affect linguistic change. What remains to be said here
         is that, in the entry “Western,” he confronts the possibility of eurocentrism, only
         to effectively foreclose it. The entry mentions the understanding of:
      

      
         the West as Christian or Graeco-Roman (not always the same things) by contrast with an East defined as Islam or, more generally, as the lands stretching from the Mediterranean
            to India and China. Western and Eastern (or Oriental) worlds were thus defined from C16 and C17. The development of systematic geography,
            in Europe, then defined a Near (Mediterranean to Mesopotamia), Middle (Persia to Ceylon) and Far (India to China) East, evidently in a European perspective. A British military command designation before
            World War II overrode this old designation, making the Near into the Middle East (KW: 333).
         

      

      Near East, a term that’s effectively disappeared from the episteme, included the Balkans—in
         the nineteenth century, when they were within the Ottoman empire. One could, therefore,
         argue that the 1930s change wasn’t merely in designation or nomination: the entirety
         of what was once the “Near” “East” wasn’t transformed into the “Middle”; a part of
         it, now unmarked by the Islamic, was (re)admitted to Europe. Williams’s own statement,
         that the British military, apparently single-handedly, turned the Near into the Middle
         might have, again, provoked a theoretical consideration of, to resort once more to
         the crude phrasing, the relation between power and knowledge. (Why is such a formulation
         deemed crude? It could be misleading; from one frame, Williams attends to such relation:
         KW addresses itself to the general reader, if there is such a thing, precisely in order
         to empower her with knowledge. Though one could read the refusal to make a demand
         upon the reader as patronizing. On the other hand, those who make such a demand, use
         “difficult” prose, face the counter-charge of elitism, even eurocentrism if they cite
         European theorists, the latter charge a consequence of the refusal to distinguish
         between European and eurocentric, geography and episteme.) However, the term that
         demands attention in that semanteme is evidently, an ambivalent word that signifies
         both obviously and seemingly, certainty and uncertainty. It raises the possibility
         that some of the categories of at least one social science, geography, might be, if
         not quite tainted by prejudice, at least marked by a European frame. But it doesn’t
         affirm so unequivocally. If it did, it would have to take the same question to other
         disciplines, beginning perhaps with anthropology, wonder whether categories like savage
         and barbarian, not to mention civilized, were produced from a European—not just unilinear—perspective,
         too. From there, the possibility of disciplinary reason, including literature, itself
         being eurocentric, would have to be addressed. The movement of the semanteme suggests,
         but again ambivalently, that systematic geography followed (“then defined”), was a
         consequence of, the prior distinction between west and east Edward Said theorized
         in/as Orientalism. (Is it stretching things to find the trace of Said in this semanteme?)[13] Williams, however, doesn’t hold the prior distinction the product of a European frame,
         even though his own argument suggests it should be read thus.[14] 
      

       

      To return to the entry, “Culture”; in sum, it identifies six cardinal moments in the
         history of the word: first, as a tending to nature; second, an extension, tending
         to the human, which eventually leads to the third, sense (i) below, a developmental
         process centered around the individual subject (the emergence of which, Williams states,
         is difficult to date); fourth, perhaps again an extension of the second sense, though
         he doesn’t make the claim, from some limited activities of the individual human to
         the wider social (Klemm); fifth, Herder’s innovation; and, sixth, as used by Williams’s
         friends, the objects produced by the individual participant in that developmental
         process. (Dismissed to the fringe, the teashop sense doesn’t get further attention.)
         The first two senses are no longer “active”:
      

      
         The complexity of the modern development of the word, and of its modern usage, can
            then be appreciated . . . [W]e have to recognize three broad active categories of
            usage . . . (i) the independent and abstract noun which describes a general process
            of intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic development, from C18, (ii) the independent
            noun, whether used generally or specifically, which indicates a particular way of
            life, whether of a people, a period, a group, or humanity in general, from Herder
            and Klemm. But we also have to recognize (iii) the independent and abstract noun which
            describes the works and practices of intellectual and especially artistic activity
            . . . In English (i) and (iii) are still close; at times, for internal reasons, they
            are indistinguishable as in Arnold, Culture and Anarchy (1867); while sense (ii) was decisively introduced into English by Tylor, Primitive Culture (1870), following Klemm (KW: 91).
         

      

      KW revises the significance of Arnold to CS; the earlier book, as noted before, finds Arnold introduced the term to the language
         following a solicitation of John Henry Newman, if not the tradition as a whole: Arnold
         “at last gives the tradition a single watchword [“guiding principle,” OED] and a name,”
         the formulation suggesting that Arnold represents both innovation and continuity,
         that the tradition was always already addressing culture, even when lacking the concept
         (CS: 115). This, too, gets revised in KW, and Arnold downgraded, his influence not being regarded as decisive, though he initiated
         that tradition in the study of literature, one that led to Leavis. More perplexing,
         difficult to comprehend is Williams’s categorization of both Herder and Klemm as having
         the same conception of culture, as a way of life, when Williams himself stages Herder
         as producing his concept, innovation, in opposition to universalist, unilinear, eurocentric
         history, and Williams, again, deems Klemm a universalist historian. Klemm understands
         culture, in the singular, as a developmental process; Herder does not; indeed, he
         didn’t just critique, but “attacked” such an understanding, targeted its eurocentrism
         forcefully and, consequently, was compelled to pluralize the term. Williams also distinguishes
         Herder’s innovation from developments in anthropology. Why, then, conflate the two?
         The problem here, apart from Williams’s surprising ignorance of the anthropological,
         ahem, tradition, turns on his deployment of the not very rigorous concept, “particular
         way of life,” which could refer not only to a people or period, but humanity “in general,”
         a formulation that conflates the particular and the universal, collapses the distinction:
         if the particular could refer to a general object, it loses its specificity.
      

      
      Other questions also arise: if Tylor followed Klemm, decisively introduced culture
         only in the universalist sense to the Anglo-U.S. episteme, who followed Herder, introduced
         the relativist? Did it simply pass on, osmotically? But at which intersection? Or
         is this, too, difficult to date? However, as noted before, Williams states he detected
         this sense in England only after the wars. Should that not be accounted for? This
         suggests that the relativist sense of culture is a recent introduction, that the concept
         simmered, as it were, in the German episteme for over a century and a half before
         the Anglo-U.S. required it. First in the United States, with Boas; then in the United
         Kingdom, in the work of Williams himself, who, responding to what he identified as
         the elitism of the tradition in Culture and Society, reconceptualized culture, in opposition to Eliot/Leavis. The “Introduction” also
         states that, when writing CS, Williams connected the emergence of culture with that of class, industry, art and
         democracy; this connection disappears in the entry, gets effectively revised: the
         emergence of the term/s—culture and cultures—in the German episteme did not coincide
         with that of industry and democracy but, in Williams’s narrative, accompliced with
         universalist, eurocentric history (Klemm) or its critique (Herder), though Herder
         preceded Klemm. Even if one disregards its epistemological grounds—empiricism, humanism,
         historicism—and the limitations they impose, given its at best superficial familiarity
         with anthropology, its inability to see disciplines working together, the concatenation
         of race and culture, the ideological work of science and to locate the emergence of
         its object within eurocentrism, together with its inconsistencies, imprecisions and
         colloquialisms, make Williams’s account of culture in Keywords inattentive, deficient, ultimately unproductive, if not misleading. But, of course,
         the epistemological assumptions abet the deficiency.
      

       

      Where Keywords opens with a narrative of estrangement, disconnection, Marxism and Literature produces one of connection, association. Williams finds the book “the result of .
         . . an international [Marxist] context in which I have had the sense, for the first
         time in my life, of belonging . . . at home” (ML: 4). Grounded by Marxism, perhaps by people who spoke the same language, Williams’s
         most rigorous book moves away from a cathexis of culture in the relativist, anthropological,
         if not also U.S., sense and towards “a theory of the specificities of material cultural
         and literary production” that he calls, interchangeably, both “cultural materialism”
         and “sociology of culture,” and would articulate in the book published under that
         title in the United States (ML: 5). Since the new concept, and method, follow a “review,” as Williams puts it, of
         earlier positions, ML requires its own chapter on culture. Significantly, a book addressing Marxism and
         literature opens with that chapter, not one on either of these objects, thus producing
         ML as an extension, though it contains a dramatic revision, of Williams’s writing on
         culture. Its “Introduction,” however, addresses Marx/ism, critiques “the orthodox
         tradition . . . of fixed and known Marxist positions” that cannot be questioned, departed
         from (a “tradition” better called dogmatic). In contrast, Williams prefers to see
         the work in the wake of Marx as heterodox, “interactive with other forms of thinking”
         (ML: 3, 5). Consequently, the “Culture” chapter does not restrain itself from confronting
         Marx. It cites a semanteme from the Communist Manifesto, “the bourgeoisie . . . has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries dependent
         on the civilized ones,” which it finds the product of an “inherited perspective,”
         one “still largely contained within the assumptions . . . of a broadly unilinear development”
         (ML: 18). Such an evaluation signifies both a break, in fact a quite radical one, from
         the teleological narrative of orthodox Marxism, and Williams’s incapacity to work
         avowedly with a concept of eurocentrism as structuring the episteme. His critique
         of universalism follows from its inability to recognize a reality, the fact of non-hierarchical
         diversity; “unilinear,” universalist history is simply untrue. At stake here is the
         status of Marx himself, who cannot be called prejudiced. Williams feels compelled
         to cite this semanteme, and in so doing signifies a discomfort with Marx, but effectively
         situates it as external, heterogeneous to Marxism by deeming it the product of an
         inherited perspective, an attempt at inoculating Marx from contamination by eurocentrism.
         (Though there were, after all, many other “perspectives” Marx “inherited,” including
         the dialectic.) Marxism, and the writing of Marx, may have several problems, some
         of which Williams criticizes forcefully; being contoured by eurocentrism isn’t one
         of them.[15] 
      

      
      More affirmatively, and taxonomically, Williams finds Marx’s “emphasis on ‘man making
         himself’ through producing his own means of life . . . the most important intellectual
         advance in all modern social thought,” a categorization that bears an affinity with
         finding nature the most complicated word in the language (ML: 19). However, even this was tainted by “the assumption of progressive unilinear
         development . . . [which, instead] of making cultural history material,” dismissed
         it as superstructural. “Thus the full possibilities of the concept of culture as a
         constitutive social process, creating specific and different ‘ways of life,’ which
         could have been remarkably deepened by the emphasis on a material social process,
         were for a long time missed” (ML: 19). This might suggest that the sociology of culture would actually address the
         problem, propose or produce a materialist theory of “ways of life,” a new, perhaps
         even decisively innovative theorization of culture in the plural (as alternative to
         the anthropological). But, unexpectedly enough, ML finds hegemony, as conceptualized by Antonio Gramsci, a more accurate term with which
         to capture this process:
      

      
         ‘hegemony’ is a concept which at once includes and goes beyond . . . ‘culture’ as
            a ‘whole social process’ . . . and . . . ‘ideology’ . . .
         

         
         A lived hegemony is always a process. It is not, except analytically, a system or
            structure. It is a realized complex of experiences, relationships, and activities
            . . . [I]t does not just passively exist as a form of dominance. It has continually
            to be renewed, recreated, defended and modified. It is also continually resisted,
            limited, altered, challenged by pressures not all its own (ML: 108, 112).
         

      

      This semanteme underlines Williams’s cathexis of the agential subject, of the man
         that makes himself and society, opposition to structuralist Marxism.[16] If hegemony supersedes culture, of course, the latter concept must be abandoned,
         at least in its relativist, anthropological sense; and is. Cultural materialism, and
         this cannot be stressed enough, does not take “ways of life” (sense ii in KW) as its object. After two decades or so of studying, advancing culture in the relativist
         sense, Williams finds that Marxism prevents him from continuing to do so. As he reaches
         home, he loses culture, leaves it at the door, for Marxism provides a superior concept.
         Ultimately at stake in this object is not a discrete way of life, or ways, but the
         relation between lives and power, between real human beings, domination—understood
         exclusively in class terms—and the resistance to it. Consequently, ML limits the attention of the sociology of culture to “the specificities [objects] of
         material cultural and literary production,” literary being understood as an instance
         or species of cultural production in general, and culture as both a developmental
         process and its products (senses i and iii, from KW). The book identifies the object/s of cultural studies as “the press . . . cinema
         . . . radio and television,” a list to which SC adds “journalism, fashion and advertising,” (ML: 14, 136, SC: 13). From one perspective, this constitutes a critique of the discipline of literature,
         which insists on restricting its attention to an object it cannot define. Williams
         effectively challenges the discipline to extend its ambit to a series of other objects
         he nominates, though does not rigorously conceptualize, as “sign-systems.”[17] However, English literature rejected this potential broadening of territory: reconceptualizing
         its object—text suggests itself as the most potent alternative, which can accommodate
         all these objects—would grant film, fashion, advertising the same status as literature;
         in which case the discipline would not only no longer recognize itself, have to rename
         itself, it would fail to perform its ideological function. One could therefore locate
         the emergence of English cultural studies, and affined disciplines like film and media
         studies, at least in part in the reluctance, perhaps inevitable, of English literature
         to such a reformulation of its object. A reluctance that seeks to conserve the status
         not just of that undefinable object, but of author, canon and (European) civilization.
      

       

      Well before the emergence of cultural studies, in a sense anticipating, even prompting
         it, Frank Raymond Leavis identified the stakes, for English literature, in circumvallating,
         protecting its eponymous object and the concepts imbricated with it from dual threats:
         that posed by other, emergent “cultural” objects—specifically film, radio, the press,
         advertising—and an associated one from a unrefined place effectively lacking culture,
         the United States of America. Mass Civilisation and Minority Culture, a book written in an apocalyptic register, which finds English culture itself in
         danger of disintegration, holds films:
      

      
         now the main form of recreation in the civilized world; and they involve surrender,
            under conditions of hypnotic receptivity, to the cheapest emotional appeals, appeals
            the more insidious because they are associated with a compellingly vivid illusion
            of actual life. It would be difficult to dispute that the result must be serious damage
            to the “standard of living” . . . The standardising influence of broadcasting hardly
            admits of doubt, but since there is no Hollywood engaged in purely commercial exploitation
            the leveling-down is not so obvious. But perhaps it will not be disputed that broadcasting,
            like the films, is in practice mainly a means of passive diversion, and that it tends
            to make active recreation, especially active use of the mind, more difficult.[18] 
         

      

      One might at our moment be tempted to dismiss this position as absurd, archaic, something
         we’ve overcome, like Tylor, but it lurks within the unconscious, perhaps the preconscious
         of the discipline which, despite the emergence, challenge of cultural studies and
         poststructuralism, hasn’t departed from the elitist humanism of Leavis—with the exception
         of a department here and there—in any radical sense.[19] (Does one need reminding that Harold Bloom’s The Western Canon was published just the other day? To our moment, book reviews, whether in the New York Times or Salon.com proceed as if the critique of the author never took place.) Where Shelley
         conceptualizes literature, the product of imagination, enabler of empathy, as the
         differance of childlike/savage imitation, an advance upon it, Leavis opposes it to
         new media. In his formulation, literature, a long-established advance, an ordering
         of a corpus that doesn’t require scrutiny, demands active intellectual re-creation;
         film and broadcasting make no such demand, induce passivity, divert attention from
         the intellect, as do advertising and the popular press. The book adopts a contradictory
         take on civilization: an inferior object to culture within a national frame, it (“the
         civilised world”) requires cathexis within a global, in comparison to an unnamed,
         implicitly uncivilized other portion of it. Civilization itself, coextensive with
         Europe, is also at stake in the defense of English literature. Leavis does not read
         film closely. (Nor does he fiction; The Great Tradition cites long passages from novels without attending to their use of language.)[20] That would necessitate a film or three being analyzed, an argument about how the
         images, dialogue, music, editing/camerawork induce hypnosis, surrender—but to what,
         exactly—in, for want of a better term, the cinema-goer. (One cannot strictly say viewer,
         for one cannot see sound/music, something integral to film/television, even the programs
         of the U.S. Food Network.) Rather, he makes a series of contestable assertions as
         indisputable, substituting declaration, declamation for argument.
      

      
      The semanteme identifies Hollywood, which narcotizes, exploits its audience by preying
         on their affect, as the dominant agent of “leveling-down,” debasement of English culture.
         The text blames the United States, a place lacking both standards and social cohesion,
         apart from culture, or the process of “Americanization” more generally. Its critique
         of the United States turns not, as one might expect, on an analysis of the country’s
         literature—if it actually produced any, thus demonstrating its civilization, it would
         not be a threat—but on “a remarkable work of anthropology, dealing . . . with a typical
         community of the Middle West,” Middletown by R. S. and H. M. Lynd, sociologists by training, demonstrating, again, that disciplines
         infiltrate, accomplice each other; MCM may work predominantly with culture in the aesthetic sense, but it requires what
         Williams deems the anthropological, too. A single, essentialist account, taken as
         true, of a typified small U.S. town, its singularity repressed, serves as metonym
         for a whole society, a warning of the future to come if Americanization, “at work
         in England and the western world generally,” is not successfully restrained:
      

      
         There we see in detail how the automobile . . . has, in a few years, radically affected
            religion, broken up the family and revolutionised social custom. Change has been so
            catastrophic that . . . parents are helpless to deal with their children . . . [T]he
            delicate traditional adjustments, the mature, inherited codes of habit and valuation
            [are disappearing] . . . [I]t is a breach in continuity that threatens (MCM: 6, 7).
         

      

      Leavis rarely gets specific, usually makes his case with resort to banal generalities
         like “delicate traditional arrangements” and “mature, inherited codes of habit” that
         are difficult to decipher, though his celebration of tradition, continuity, habit
         and inheritance, not to mention aversion to film and so on, signifies a rejection
         of change, the new. This semanteme, however, identifies the general problem addressed
         by MCM, the “Americanization” of England, as a particular threat, not just to English literature,
         but to the—presumably bourgeois, nuclear, heterosexual, civilized—family as such.
         It finds the United States, in the 1920s, in the throes of disastrous change, a social
         revolution, characterized by a loss of authority: parents no longer enjoy control
         over their children; a happening caused, incredibly enough, by a technology, the automobile;
         a happening Leavis, like Arnold, whom he cites often, comprehends from above. (The
         children in question would probably see the automobile differently, as enabling.)[21] 
      

      
      In the face of such a “catastrophe”—Jon Stewart might suggest catastrofuck—literary
         criticism alone could save the English, English culture from being overwhelmed, losing
         its identity. An axiological practice, criticism, which insists upon the maintenance
         of standards, opens its reader not to a form of writing but something larger, “the
         possibilities of fine living,” an opportunity available exclusively to a “minority
         capable not only of appreciating Dante, Shakespeare, Donne, Baudelaire, Hardy (to
         take major instances) but of recognizing their latest successors constitute the consciousness
         of the race.” A nebulous writer if there ever was one, Leavis reduces life, or rather
         the best possible life—the differance of the “actual life” of the masses—to literary
         discernment, discrimination in all its senses. Life is to be found not among the living,
         but the dead, only in the best pages of the best, the latter once again a categorization
         to be asserted, not argued, explained. The semanteme then moves to define culture:
      

      
         Upon this minority depends our power of profiting by the finest human experience of
            the past . . . Upon them depend the implicit standards that order the finer living
            of an age, the sense that this is worth more than that . . . that the centre is here,
            rather than there. In their keeping . . . is the language, the changing idiom, upon
            which fine living depends, and without which distinction of spirit is thwarted and
            incoherent. By “culture” I mean the use of such a language. I do not suppose myself
            to have produced a tight definition, but the account . . . will be recognized as adequate
            by anyone who is likely to read this pamphlet (MCM: 5).
         

      

      One might mention in passing, since one did the same with Williams, that Leavis uses
         forms of the word fine in each of the first three sentences of this semanteme. As
         he locates the subject (the finest human) within a particular race—which one could
         name white, or European, not English, given his references—Leavis cannot anticipate
         being read by postcoloniality, or anybody opposed to the canonical understanding of
         literature. Culture emerges, in this deliberately vague formulation, as homonymous
         with literary criticism, a “use of language” that pivots not around reading, attention
         to actual language, as it were, but value, judgement.
      

      
      If this assumes an enormous burden on the part of the critic, it nevertheless produces
         him as supplementary to, completing the work of the author, the privileged subject.
         Leavis cites I. A. Richards from The Principles of Literary Criticism: “To set up as a critic is to set up as a judge of values . . . The artist is concerned
         with the record and perpetuation of the experiences which seem to him most worth having
         . . . [H]e is also the man who is most likely to have experiences of value to record”
         (MCM: 4). This formulation iterates Shelley: “Poetry is the record of the best and happiest
         moments of the happiest and best minds” (DS: 532). It also enables divulging another difference between film and literature/art:
         the former presents an illusion of quotidian life; the latter—not to be conflated,
         as we will see, with books—a record of the most superior experience. (This ridiculous
         assertion denies the fictionality of fiction: could any novelist have the “experiences”
         of all her characters? At least some part of any novel—actually, all of it—has to
         be made up. In that sense, fiction, if one wants to use the term, is an illusion or,
         better, staging. Fictional characters never lived.) In so distinguishing between artist/author
         and critic, Leavis/Richards institute a vertical schema which places the latter, albeit
         indispensable to it, beneath the former. The author experiences; the critic judges.
         More precisely, the author, an extraordinary subject, has extraordinary experiences
         (not available, for instance, to the mass of hypnotized cinema-goers); a derivative,
         relatively inferior subject, an author of a different kind, not a producer of originality,
         the critic does not have such experiences of life, at least not directly, but possesses
         the capability to distinguish between quotidian and cherishable experience, dismiss
         that which is to be disdained and authorize that which must be conserved. Given the
         commitments of this book, it bears emphasis that poststructuralism understands reading
         as a collaboration between writer/text and reader, who writes with texts, her accomplice,
         not so much about them, which in so doing horizontalizes this relation, refuses to
         accord the author privileged status. As Roland Barthes famously pronounced, it recognizes
         author as a—modern, hierarchical—concept to be critiqued, deauthorized, presumed dead;
         the work, not as a discrete object but networked with other texts.[22] It does not understand (fictional) text as a record of individual experience for,
         as this book has been doing, it puts the very concept of the modern subject to question.
         It wonders by which criteria one might distinguish between fiction and nonfiction
         in the first place. Quite apart from the obvious instances—the Bible would be fiction
         to an atheist—as argued in the previous chapter, colonialist anthropology, another
         fiction, contours Kim; the discipline may like to see the novel as the product of individual genius; the
         text demonstrates its intersection with the non-literary, stages the problem of the
         conquest of India being a conquest of knowledge. As the readings in this book hopefully
         demonstrate, the writers of texts do not control everything in it. The episteme leaves
         its imprint. Shelley may have thought—though we’ll never know—he was only defending
         poetry/literature; in producing the poet/author’s subjectivity in opposition to that
         of the savage, his text gets networked with those of Tylor, Macaulay, Locke, Hobbes
         that iterate such differance, becomes a symptom of the modern episteme. Deconstruction
         rattles the self-identity of the text.
      

      
      As he distinguishes between author and critic, Leavis vigorously polices this boundary.
         Arnold Bennett, both novelist and canonizer, “for some years now . . . the most powerful
         maker of literary reputations in England,” emerges in MCM as an almost equal threat to English culture, the authority of proper literary criticism,
         as Americanization; he receives longer diegetic attention (MCM: 14). Leavis cites a statement of Bennett’s where, after disparaging the “sterile”
         criticism of an unnamed professor, an evaluation Leavis accepts, Bennett observes:
         “It simply made creative artists laugh. They knew” (MCM: 13). Leavis finds this statement “ominous,” portending ruin. Though he doesn’t feel
         obliged to explain why, one could divulge its logic: it reverses disciplinary order,
         places the artist in a position to judge the critic, a disastrous potentiality because,
         in making these reputations, Bennett levels down, “turns many bad books” every year
         “into literature,” dilutes the canon. In other words, the novelist—not just Bennett,
         but as such—has, could have, no sense of value, only poor judgement, if any at all;
         Richards/Leavis, we’ll recall, limit the sphere of the artist to recording experience,
         not discrimination. One sees here the work, the iron fist of disciplinary reason:
         the novelist, though exalted, will be barred from infiltrating the territory of the
         critic, who must assert this privilege exclusively. The critic alone can evaluate,
         decide whether a mere book achieves the status of literature, a body of venerable
         work. Or, for that matter, who is entitled to laugh at poor criticism. Thus Leavis
         laments: “there is no longer an informed and cultivated public . . . to break into
         a roar of laughter when Mr Bennett tells us that R. H. Mottram, like James Joyce,
         is a genius, or that D. H. Lawrence and R. H. Mottram . . . are the two real British
         geniuses of the new age” (MCM: 17). Once again, one must note MCM’s refusal to make an actual argument about the superiority of a particular novelist
         over the other. And while Leavis here, if you’ll indulge the citation, hoists Bennett
         with his own petard, that does not make laughter an intellectual response but, in
         this instance, a dismissive, derisive, insulting one.[23] If he wrote at our moment, one expects Leavis to oppose the Internet, a leveling-downer
         which makes critics of us all; he would, however, have made an outstanding troll.
         With a propensity to overuse LOL.
      

       

      In The Great Tradition, Leavis seeks to fix, definitively, the fictional English canon, distinguish the
         best authors and works from the rest, though without rigorous explication of his criteria.[24] He defines his object tautologically: “by ‘great tradition’ I mean the tradition
         to which what is great in English fiction belongs.” One must, therefore, divulge his
         understanding of both terms; and, in so doing, hopefully demonstrate the difference
         between close reading and Leavis’s method. Tradition signifies the production, narration
         of a history, an emplotment of continuity (and difference) where authors—conscious
         subject-agents—of varying quality “learn” from or recite each other aesthetically;
         though Leavis, characteristically, finds the process difficult to define (GT: 16). He cites a long passage from George Eliot, after which he states, “This kind
         of irony is plainly akin to Jane Austen’s,” without citing anything from Austen herself,
         making it impossible for the reader to decide if the analogy bears merit, leaving
         her no choice but to trust Leavis, the authority (GT: 19). Austen, despite being the “inaugurator” of the superior tradition, a great,
         also learned from her predecessors, including Samuel Richardson, a not-great. Establishing
         a hierarchy, of course, requires such categorization. Again, however, neither the
         influence nor the basis of the distinction gets demonstrated, but the text reveals
         the latter. One might think such a frame would account for the difference in terms
         of innate talent, but Leavis’s explanation lies outside the individual subject: the
         “social gap between them was too wide . . . the more he tries to deal with ladies
         and gentlemen, the more immitigatingly vulgar he is” (GT: 13). In other words, biography—social class, bourgeois origin and experience—accounts
         for one element of the canonical writer. Correspondingly, her product, the great novel,
         must be dominated by similar, bourgeois characters, not the vulgar, subaltern. (GT, which rigidly taxonomizes English fiction, categorizes Charles Dickens, whose texts
         feature many subaltern figures, as an “entertainer,” with the exception of Hard Times, classifies Emily Brontë’s Wuthering Heights as a “sport,” another term lacking explanation, and dismisses Henry Miller as “doing
         dirt,” whatever that means, “on life.”) Austen’s other difference lies in her superego,
         “an intense moral interest of her own in life that is in the first place a preoccupation
         with certain problems that life compels on her as personal ones. She is intelligent
         and serious enough to be able to impersonalize her moral tensions as she strives,
         in her art, to become more fully conscious of them, and to learn what, in the interests
         of life, she ought to do with them” (GT: 15). Life, or at least that take on it that the canon accommodates, gets reduced
         here to a question of morality, bourgeois values; and not as a response to these questions
         at the level of the real, or actual, but in writing. Great fiction is the “impersonalization”
         of biography, bourgeois experience (which Richardson could not have had). But there’s
         more. Leavis stages Henry James, another great, as effectively un-American: “he belonged
         by birth and upbringing to that refined civilization of the old European America .
         . . History . . . [in the form of the family-destroying automobile, perhaps] was already
         leaving him deracine in his own country . . . [T]he congenial soil and climate were
         in Europe” (GT: 20). An individual, however aesthetically gifted, with the most impeccable bourgeois
         pedigree and moral sensibility, could not produce a great novel if born in Asia or
         Africa—or, for that matter, the midwestern United States. S/he must also be shaped
         by an old, continuous civilization, synonymous with Europe. A great novel could only
         be written by a civilized bourgeois European author, and it would stage the moral
         dilemmas of such subjects, transformed into fictional characters. The critic distinguishes
         those—decisive innovators?—of serious moral purpose from the rest. Fiction, to Leavis,
         isn’t something made but the disciplining of life, something outside the author who,
         being an exceptional subject, alone possesses the capacity to bring it inside, onto
         the page. Who, in so doing, conserves European civilization. Macaulay, at least, conceded
         that Indians had a literature, albeit of no substantial value; Leavis eliminates the
         possibility.
      

       

      In his case, Williams finds English literature unequivocally “ideological”: “the specialized
         concept of ‘literature’ developed in precise forms of correspondence with a particular
         social class” (ML: 45, 54). The formulation is careful: the economic base, or the interest of a dominant
         class, is not claimed, as in more orthodox Marxism, to determine the concept; rather,
         they are held, in a truly brilliant insight, use of language, to correspond, not just
         be in accord, also write to each other. (Williams does not produce thoughtless prose;
         but he might have explored the multivalency of the term: what does it mean, exactly,
         to find two objects writing to each other?) But, surely, if literature, though a body
         of work characterized by formal composition to Williams, is also a conceptualization
         of that corpus, the same must hold for anthropology? It, too, must be a corpus—and
         concept. If concepts, as Williams argues in the very first paragraph of the chapter
         on culture, “are suddenly seen to be not concepts but problems, not analytical problems
         either but historical movements,” what historical movement/s or social processes correspond
         with the conceptualization of culture by anthropology (KW: 11)? Leaving aside the conflation of history and concept, one must ask: even if
         Tylor merely followed Klemm, derivatively, shouldn’t his writing be understood as
         not just the production of an individual, but marked by some English class interest?
         In posing such questions of one discipline but not another, Williams once again locates
         science outside the social process. His Marxism enables only a critique of literature,
         not of anthropology. Consequently, a book that calls for a materialist sociology of
         cultural production doesn’t sociologize the concept itself: it doesn’t attend to the
         social conditions and processes that inform the work of either Vico or Herder. ML insists that all ideas have to be understood as enabled by a social process: “‘consciousness
         and its products’ [ideas] are always, though in variable forms, parts of the material
         social process” (ML: 61). But some ideas, apparently, are less social than others, escape the impress
         of this process. In this connection, it bears recall that CS produced a sociology of the concept, even if an unsatisfactory, undertheorized one:
         it relates the emergence of culture, in Arnold and the tradition, to the industrial
         revolution and emergence of democracy in England. ML doesn’t even attempt something comparable with regard to Herder and Vico (who wrote
         before the rise of democracy and industrial production). The problem here, to go only
         by Williams’s own, albeit limited, discussion of Herder in Keywords, is how to account for a German author producing a concept in opposition to colonialism
         when Germany was not a colonial power, when a colonial relation, as Gayatri Spivak
         has noted, could not have marked the German social formation or any class within it,
         at least not if one writes within historicism. Williams thus avoids the question:
         what social process, as opposed to political, ethical or epistemological imperative,
         shaped the production, pluralization of the concept in Herder? A question that must
         be answered for the claim that ideas are always, inescapably, a part of the material
         social process to be anything but a banal mantra.
      

      
      This chapter has been charging Williams, until the 1983 edition of Keywords, with ignorance of anthropological writing on culture; although, even in the later
         book, his familiarity is most limited. But, in the last analysis, at stake here isn’t
         poor scholarship; rather, of Williams’s commitment to disciplinary reason and lack
         of critique of eurocentrism. If his ignorance of anthropology is sanctioned, as Spivak
         might suggest, then the sanctioning agent would be disciplinary reason, which holds
         that literature and anthropology are discrete and need not be informed by each other,
         a position Williams iterates repeatedly. In turn, such ignorance corresponds with
         the repression of the eurocentrism of his Marx/ism, of the questions: given the concatenation
         of race with the anthropological concept of culture, is it possible that a dominant
         racial interest, rather than a classed one, compels anthropology (even if not every
         element of that group, but a classed segment, shares such interest)? Is it possible
         that the dominant class that cathects English literature might also be raced? Williams,
         however, holds classes, affirming the most orthodox of orthodox Marxist pieties, to
         be the exclusive agents within any social formation or hegemony. Races may be a sociological
         fact (taxonomized by Blumenthal, among others); but they cannot be seen as social
         agents. This argument, of course, deconstitutes itself. Williams implies, as we’ve
         seen in at least in one instance, that a group that could only be nominated white
         “uses” race against others. Which is not to suggest that all Marxism is necessarily
         eurocentric (no reader of Spivak could make that claim). Confronting this problem
         through the different instances of colonial plantation slavery and apartheid South
         Africa, Stuart Hall proposes articulation as a Marxist concept that could productively
         theorize the relation—which, like Williams, Hall insists is always historical, changing—between
         race and class, racism and capitalism. Williams, however, despite a commitment to
         a heterodox Marxism interactive with other forms of thought, does not entertain this
         possibility.
      

       

      The question remains of reading Williams’s final move, his embrace of sociology—SC finds “‘cultural studies’ . . . a branch of general sociology”—and not just Marxism,
         as he departs from literature to revitalize the study of cultural products (SC: 14). A move that doesn’t seek to establish an interdisciplinary space for such study
         but to relocate, bind it from the confines of one (discrete) discipline to those of
         another. Leaving aside the question of interdisciplinarity, this requires turning,
         if only briefly, to the work of sociology, an imperative this book has not so far
         addressed. In the KW entry, “Anthropology,” Williams both connects and opposes that discipline to sociology:
      

      
         in mC20, there were still the longstanding physical anthropology; the rich and extending
            anthropology of ‘primitive’ peoples; and, in an uncertain area beyond both, the sense
            of anthropology as a mode of study and a source of evidence for more general including
            modern human ways of life. Of course by this period SOCIOLOGY . . . had become established
            . . . as the discipline in which modern societies (and, in some schools, modern cultures) were studied (KW: 40).
         

      

      The semanteme draws attention to the extimate relation between sociology and anthropology,
         their amorphous division of labor as it were (that, as we will see in the next chapter,
         African-Americanists are particularly attentive to): Williams finds the dominant object
         of sociology modern society; of anthropology, primitive peoples. But the disciplines
         (inevitably) fail to emerge as discrete; anthropology also attends, or perhaps just
         senses it could, somewhat uncertainly, hesitantly, to the modern and sociology to
         culture, thus conflating the distinction between culture and society. Williams, however,
         fails to explore the consequences of his own statement, which suggests that (at least
         these two) disciplines may not be distinct. Nevertheless, the formulation implies
         that the primitive—another word placed within quotes, but again without explanation
         of the inadequacy of the term—is not just not modern, but lacks society; anthropology
         studies “‘primitive’ peoples.” (If a word in quotes signifies a problem, as Christopher
         Bracken argues, why not address it? If primitive is a prejudicial term, why not deploy
         another, do the work necessary to produce one? But such a concession would demand
         an exploration of the possibility that the disciplines that use, authorize the term
         are also prejudiced, might require a rethinking of the category science, of the relation
         between language and force. Thus Williams eats his primitive and has her, too.) And
         distinguishes moderns from these peoples, two groups both effectively contemporaneous,
         coeval and not. In so doing, Williams iterates a founding, grounding opposition of
         the Anglo-U.S. episteme, between modern, social subject and backward, undeveloped
         other, that this book reads as emergent at the intersection of Locke/Hobbes (which
         nominated, taxonomized that other as savage, not primitive) and repeated with a difference
         at Arnold/Tylor. The disciple of Williams might cry foul at such characterization,
         insist that he simply describes the distinction between sociology and anthropology,
         not affirms or colludes with it. But, quite apart from the deployment of primitive,
         ML makes clear that the sociology of culture could be applied exclusively to “developed
         complex societies,” which implies that some societies are not as complex, less developed
         than others (ML: 119). SC, too, holds the sociology of culture pertinent only to “more complex and more open
         societies,” leaving anthropology to attend to the simple, closed, peoples presumably
         without significant cultural products or, again presumably, not open to change (SC: 42). Peoples that, despite Williams’s internationalist Marxism, cultural studies
         could ignore. (Of course it hasn’t, but that’s another story.) To hold so is not to
         deny Williams’s consistent cultural relativism: we’ve noted that KW applauds “the (non-prejudicial) recognition of human diversity,” heroizes Herder,
         and SC, in the semanteme above, the anthropology of the non-modern primitive. However, like
         not only Boas and Fletcher but Locke and Hobbes, Williams taxonomizes what he deems
         discrete human groups into two unequal, not just different, classes.
      

      
      Since even Williams, despite understanding disciplines as distinct, finds it difficult
         to decisively distinguish anthropology from sociology, the questions arise (though
         they would regardless): how does one account for the emergence of two separate if
         not quite distinct disciplines to treat what, at least from our epistemological moment,
         appears to be the same object, groupings of humans understood as discrete? Could empiricism
         rigorously distinguish society and culture? If the answer is implicit above, turning
         to Herbert Spencer’s The Study of Sociology, which Williams effectively iterates, will help consolidate the argument, for there’s
         an itinerary to be read here, too. The dominant figure in emergent Anglo-U.S. sociology,
         Spencer writes at the moment of Tylor. Put differently, sociology and anthropology
         emerge together, are joined at the hip as it were, need each other to demarcate not
         only their object but, crucially, method. Indeed, as does Tylor, Spencer calls attention
         to the novelty of his discipline, makes the case that his object, not just society
         but politics, could and must be studied scientifically. Thus the text opens by arguing
         that society is, in fact, ordered, in ways comparable to the order discovered in nature
         by the natural sciences, a claim required to establish the scientific basis of sociology.
         Unlike those disciplines, where the subject is evidently both heterogeneous to and
         outside her object, thus enabling objectivity, “biases”—theological, patriotic, classed—have
         hitherto prevented the discovery of social order, make sociology a particularly difficult
         practice. Every citizen, rails Spencer, has political opinions and doesn’t hesitate
         to express them; they are not, however, the consequence of the application of rigorous
         method. Neither are the two then dominant understandings of social events and change,
         the theological, which Spencer treats dismissively, if not contemptuously, and what
         he calls “the great-man-theory of History,” treated similarly:
      

      
         Along with the whole generation of which he [the great man] forms a minute part—along
            with its institutions, language, knowledge, manners, and its multitudinous arts and
            appliances, he is a resultant of an enormous aggregate of forces that have been co-operating
            for ages. True, if you . . . ignore all that common observation, verified by physiology,
            teaches—if you assume that two European parents may produce a Negro child . . . you
            may assume that the advent of the great man can occur anywhere and under any circumstances.
            If, disregarding those accumulated results of experience which current proverbs and
            the generalizations of psychologists alike express, you suppose that a Newton might
            be born in a Hottentot family . . . then you may . . . explain social progress as
            caused by the actions of the great man. But if all biological science, enforcing all
            popular belief, convinces you that by no possibility will . . . out a tribe of cannibals,
            whose chorus in preparation for a feast of human flesh is a kind of rhythmical roaring
            . . . [appear] a Beethoven . . . then you must admit that the genesis of the great
            man depends on the long series of complex influences which has produced the race in
            which he appears, and the social state into which that race has grown . . . Before
            he can re-make his society, society must make him.[25] 
         

      

      Society is an assemblage of institutions, language, knowledge, manners, arts and appliances,
         not much different from Tylor’s definition of culture. Unexpectedly enough from an
         argument for scientific method, this finds common observation, popular opinion and
         proverbs coincident with the insights of science, a conclusion that vitiates the necessity
         for science. Indeed, if popular opinion actually holds these positions, Spencer becomes
         redundant. Even as this semanteme resonates with Tylor, one must note that the latter
         never charged any tribe with cannibalism. But the point, of course, is not to compare
         the anthropologist’s sources with those of the sociologist. Rather, that one sees,
         yet again, the work of ideology. The (eurocentric) subject cannot produce itself without
         also producing its differance. As is the case with Shelley on imagination and poetry,
         Spencer does not need the savage—a term not deployed in the semanteme above, but consistently
         used throughout the text—to make a purely intellectual argument, if there is such
         a thing, about the relation between the exceptional individual and the social: that
         only highly evolved societies could produce genius. The episteme, however, will leave
         its impress. For at stake here is not just the claim that the individual is shaped
         by society, but that different races have developed, or not, strikingly different
         social conditions. Making it impossible for the undeveloped Hottentot, lacking institutions,
         language and arts, to produce an outstanding scientist, or artist for that matter.
         Once more, the savage, one could also say black African, given Spencer’s examples,
         though found in the present, is situated in the past, a prior stage of civilization;
         she is not the “resultant of an enormous aggregate of forces that have been co-operating
         for ages.” Universalist sociology works with the understanding of the savage authorized
         by anthropology.
      

      
      Inhabiting tribes, the savage races “live in a mere assemblage,” an inchoate gathering,
         not the “organized union with division of labor” one finds in the civilized races,
         who inhabit nations (SS: 45). The pivotal difference between the two conditions lies in the order, the regulated
         formation of the latter.[26] This makes the subject of society an altogether different kind of being from the
         savage; since her society is ordered, her behavior is predictable: “the simple volitions
         determining ordinary conduct, are so regular that prevision having a high degree of
         probability is easy. If, in crossing a street, a man sees a carriage coming upon him,
         you may safely assert that, in nine hundred and ninety nine cases out of a thousand,
         he will try to get out of the way” (SS: 34). One is tempted to interject here that, unlike the sociologist, the literary
         critic wonders about that thousandth case. Why would he not avoid getting run over,
         injured? Through this fictional example, Spencer’s sociologist commands prevision,
         foresight; his object has evolved over a long period of time into a condition that
         makes prediction possible. Which, of course, suggests that the savage is not just
         outside evolution, history, as we’ve seen above, but also unpredictable; presumably,
         if he sees not a carriage, since his condition would lack transport, but some ferocious
         beast approaching her in the jungle, Spencer would not be able to predict how he would
         react. Whereas its regularity enables the subject of society to be measured, grasped
         through the statistical method. In contrast, quite apart from its undeveloped, static
         condition, its unpredictability, wildness, makes the savage a radically different
         kind of being altogether. Consequently, he solicits a different method entirely, one
         demanding fieldwork, observation, close looking as it were, and thus a different,
         distinct discipline. A method anthropology, as noted earlier, would not theorize till
         Bronislaw Malinowski, whom Spencer anticipates. When read against sociology, not just
         anthropological universalism (Tylor) but relativism (whether in Fletcher, Boas or
         anyone else) recites, reaffirms the distinction between modern subject and un(der)-
developed other foundational to the Anglo-U.S. episteme. Given that the episteme taxonomizes
         what it produces as humans accordingly, two disciplines are required to account for
         them: anthropology, and this is by no means a novel claim, to attend to the other,
         and sociology, as Spencer insists, the subject:
      

      
         We need but to glance . . . at the varieties of uncivilized men and the structures
            of their tribes, and . . . at the varieties of civilized men and the structures of
            their nations to see inference verified by fact. And thus recognizing, both a priori
            and a posteriori, these relations between the phenomena of individual human nature
            and the phenomena of incorporated human nature, we cannot fail to see that the phenomena
            of incorporated human nature form the subject matter of a science (SS: 53).
         

      

      Even as this resonates with Locke/Hobbes, in staging human subjectivity as either
         incorporated/social or individual/natural, Spencer’s text is of the humanities in
         its second iteration; in arguing for the superiority of the self it accounts for the
         inadequacy of the other. Where universalist anthropology finds the savage’s black
         race causing its lack of culture, sociology emphasizes the lack of society, or incorporation,
         again determined by race. These disciplines did not emerge, as empiricism would have
         it, to study existent objects; they produce, authorize differance, interpellate. If,
         as argued earlier, savage—and all its affines, including nature—is an instance of
         epistemic violence, Spencer makes it clear that so is its extimate accomplice, modern.
         Postcoloniality cannot only critique the production of concepts like savage; it has
         no choice but to confront modern. If savage makes modern possible, and has been discarded
         given its eurocentrism, could we continue to cathect its differance?
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            1. Derrida, 1982: 11. 

            

         

         
            2. Hereafter referred to as CS, KW, ML and SC, respectively. KW refers to the second, revised edition of Keywords.
               

            

         

         
            3. This is the case even in John Higgins’s admirably and exhaustively researched work,
                  which appears to have read not only everything written by Williams, but about him.
                  
               

            

         

         
            4. This iterates a formulation in CS, of a “strange, unsettling and exciting, [post-war] world” (CS: xii). 
               

            

         

         
            5. Williams is not alone in so holding among writers on culture. Alfred Kroeber and Clyde
                  Kluckhohn argue that “In his Researches [1865] Tylor uses the term culture at least twice . . . as if trying it out, or feeling
                  his way” before settling upon the term in Primitive Culture (Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952: 14). 
               

            

         

         
            6. To deem this a staging is not to call Williams’s veracity into question; rather, to
                  hold that every report is a staging, even if reportage would not so hold. 
               

            

         

         
            7. Eliot finds culture about development, improvement, “the incarnation . . . of the
                  religion of a people,” and requiring “the persistence of social classes” (Eliot, 1962:
                  28, 14). It does not surprise that Williams would reject this position. 
               

            

         

         
            8. E. P. Thompson—in a disciplinarily conservative review that sought to contain the
                  emergent field of cultural studies, direct it towards more orthodox, though still
                  humanist, Marxist historicism—called Culture and Society to account for, among other things, its lack of attention to power/conflict in its
                  discussion of “the tradition,” its failure to read “an historian, an anthropologist,
                  a sociologist of major stature” and to situate English intellectual developments in
                  a wider European frame. Keywords clearly responds to some of the criticism. One must note here that Thompson, towards
                  the end of a review that, for the most part, disagrees intellectually and politically
                  with many of Williams’s positions and assumptions, while admiring others, cannot restrain
                  himself from the personal, the ad hominem: he patronizes Williams as the “scholarship
                  boy” who, despite an abiding commitment to his class and the left, was nevertheless
                  seduced by Oxbridge. However, at stake here isn’t some personal failure on Williams’s
                  part, but the work of the episteme. Thompson’s humanism disables the possibility of
                  making that connection, just as it enables his insulting Williams. 
               

            

         

         
            9. As Williams notes, the word once signified both betrayal and surrender. 

            

         

         
            10.  Orientalism, of course, was published in 1978. In an important essay that first appeared in 1980,
                  Stuart Hall speaks of “euro-centeredness,” and of both “postconquest” and “postcolonial”
                  social formations. Incidentally, or perhaps not, the latest text cited in KW’s bibliography is from 1980. It bears mention here that, in another essay, Hall (1989)
                  identifies the emergence of the British “New Left” around two crises of 1956: not
                  only the Soviet invasion of Hungary, but also the Anglo-French of the Suez Canal.
                  
               

            

         

         
            11. Take this symptomatic passage, on philology: “Methodological decisions, substantially
                  similar to those being developed in the closely related new science of anthropology,
                  followed from this . . . On the one hand there was the highly productive application
                  of modes of systematic observation, classification and analysis. On the other hand
                  there was the largely unnoticed consequence of the privileged situation of the observer:
                  that he was observing (of course scientifically) within a differential mode of contact
                  with alien material: in texts, the records of a past history; in speech, the activity of an alien people in subordinate (colonialist)
                  relations to the whole activity of the dominant people within which the observer gained
                  his privilege. This defining situation inevitably reduced any sense of language as
                  actively and presently constitutive” (ML: 26). Occupying a dominant, unequal position in relation to her object, the scientific
                  observer cannot produce untainted knowledge of language. If this is the case with
                  philology, would it not hold for anthropology, too, a question the semanteme raises
                  and represses? 
               

            

         

         
            12. Gilroy, 1991:50. 

            

         

         
            13. In a 1986 public conversation, the appendix to Politics of Modernism, Said repeatedly acknowledges his debt to Williams; Williams, however, though evidently
                  familiar with (at least some of) Said’s positions, does not return the compliment.
                  
               

            

         

         
            14. In a related argument, Gauri Viswanathan holds that Williams cannot see imperialism
                  “as a condition for . . . [the] generation nor as a determinant of . . . [the] content
                  of culture” (Viswanathan, 1993: 228). 
               

            

         

         
            15. In a truly superb instantiation of literary reading, Williams critiques this semanteme
                  from The German Ideology: “We do not set out from what men say, imagine, conceive, nor from men as narrated,
                  thought of, imagined, conceived, in order to arrive at men in the flesh. We set out
                  from real, active men, and on the basis of real life-process.” Williams’s response:
                  this is at “worst an objectivist fantasy: that the whole ‘real life-process’ can be
                  known independently of language (‘what men say’) and its records (‘men as narrated’).
                  For the very notion of history would become absurd if we did not look at ‘men as narrated’
                  (when, having died, they are hardly likely to be accessible ‘in the flesh’) (ML: 60). 
               

            

         

         
            16. Since it emphasizes the systematic, synchronic, denies history and human agency, “the
                  specific, unique [creative] human being, who cannot of course be in doubt,” a “fully
                  Marxist position . . . [must] profoundly oppose” structuralism, whether in linguistics
                  or elsewhere (ML: 32, 35). If this is consistent with Williams’s humanism, his treatment of Althusser
                  bears attention: he is not mentioned in the chapter on ideology; elsewhere, Williams
                  calls Marx’s use of base and superstructure figurative, metaphorical—but it was Althusser
                  who made the argument, something Williams does not acknowledge. SC actually claims that Althusser understands ideology as false consciousness. 
               

            

         

         
            17. To Williams a sign is a “genuine fusion of a formal element and a meaning” (ML: 39). What he understands by system is, well, difficult to figure out; Catherine
                  Gallagher finds “his use of the word ‘system’ practically incomprehensible” (Gallagher,
                  1992: 85). ML insists that systems are produced by real, active men. 
               

            

         

         
            18. Leavis, 1930: 10; hereafter, MCM. 
               

            

         

         
            19. As Terry Eagleton puts it, colloquially: “English students in England today are ‘Leavisites’
                  whether they know it or not” (Eagleton, 1983: 31). The same holds in the United States.
                  
               

            

         

         
            20. To cite just one instance of Leavis’s poor reading capacity: “Heart of Darkness is told . . . by the captain of the steamboat” (Leavis, 1967: 203); hereafter, GT. It is, quite straightforwardly, not. Charlie Marlowe tells his story to four others
                  on a yawl. One of them (re)narrates it and, in so doing, authorizes Marlowe’s narrative.
                  
               

            

         

         
            21. The Wikipedia entry, “Middletown Studies,” notes that “one local preacher referred
                  to the automobile as ‘a house of prostitution on wheels.’” https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Middletown_studies; accessed 22 June 2014. The formulation isn’t just conservative, but patriarchal:
                  the reference, presumably to teenagers having sex in cars, insults only the female.
                  
               

            

         

         
            22. Martha Woodmansee points out that, before the nineteenth century, or humanities in
                  its second iteration, reconceptualized “writer,” if one could put it thus, as “author,”
                  with the right to intellectual property, etc., “writer” was understood as a “craftsman.”
                  
               

            

         

         
            23. Leavis clearly takes pleasure in the calculated insult: “life isn’t long enough to
                  permit of one’s giving much time to Fielding or any to Mr [J. B.] Priestly” (GT: 11). One could only make such a judgement, of course, upon giving some time, however
                  little, to Priestly. 
               

            

         

         
            24. Rene Wellek, of course, famously called upon Leavis to “state . . . your assumptions
                  more explicitly and defend . . . them systematically” (Wellek, 1937: 376). Leavis
                  responded that he wouldn’t and couldn’t, not being a philosopher. Besides, “Words
                  in poetry invite us, not to ‘think about’ and judge but to ‘feel into’ or ‘become’—to
                  realize a complex experience that is given in the words” (Leavis, 1937: 61). 
               

            

         

         
            25. Spencer, 1900: 29; hereafter, SS. 
               

            

         

         
            26. Claude Lévi-Strauss repeats this with a difference: “the subjects of sociology . .
                  . are of a quite different magnitude from, as well as more complex than, those from
                  so called primitive societies . . . Sociology is concerned with the observer’s society,
                  or a society of the same type . . . anthropology . . . of strange and remote societies”
                  (Lévi-Strauss, 1993: 362). 
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      “Race”/Cultures

      
         
         
         
         
         Du Bois, Fletcher, Boas, Turner, “Jefferson”

         
      

      
      Cultural relativism, the conviction that cultures exist as real, discrete, unicitous
         objects, plural, that their insides could be distinguished from their outsides, that
         culture (as possession, having) is a vital, veridic element of our subjectivity, effectively
         stages itself as emerging—whether in the writing of Johann Gottfried Herder or, at
         a different politico-epistemological moment, Franz Boas—as a critique of the eurocentrism
         of universalism, culture/civilization in the singular (condition, becoming). Anthropology
         congratulates itself regularly, habitually, self-righteously upon its intervention,
         revision, what it stages as a correction, an ethical as much as a scientific intercession
         that recognizes and explains difference, while simultaneously repressing its constitutive
         role in producing, authorizing universalism. However, its claim to have done so autonomously,
         if not autocthonously, outside any political or extra-disciplinary pressure, has been
         challenged. Kamala Visweswaran persuasively argues that feminism, in the writing of
         Alice Cunningham Fletcher, Elsie Clews Parsons and other feminist anthropologists,
         also forced the pluralization of culture; and Lee D. Baker and other African Americanists
         point out, again persuasively, that Boas’s critique of race is impossible without
         W. E. B. Du Bois, a sociologist and, of course, anti-racist. (One should note that
         the terms themselves signify their heterogeneity: feminism is positive, for something,
         anti-racism in the strict sense defines itself in the negative, against an object.
         One could, of course, reduce Du Bois to an African Americanist; but that would negate
         his situating racism in a global frame.) Put differently, the third intersection in
         the itinerary of culture, its mutation from singular to plural, cannot be read as
         consequent to developments internal to one discipline, anthropology. Like at the second,
         politics, in this case opposition to racism and patriarchy, charged by ethics, contours
         the epistemological move, the critique of race, retheorization of culture, not just
         in Du Bois and Fletcher but Boas, too. Textuality doesn’t turn to biography for explanation;
         in fact, textuality predicates itself against such a move; nevertheless it is pertinent
         to note that all three, including Boas at Columbia, wrote in the face of formidable
         personal and professional obstacles. Writing in and to the United States, responding
         to problems particular to this politico-epistemological space, pivotally in Boas and
         Fletcher that of the Native American—a nomination that, let us not forget, recites
         Europe, Amerigo Vespucci—they put, as it were, the U.S. in Anglo-U.S. episteme; though
         it should be noted that Boas is never far from Europe. Indeed, named after a European,
         the United States of America always already bears Europe within it, is not identical
         to itself. Culture mutated to the plural, as Raymond Williams notes, though he doesn’t
         account for it, following a U.S. imperative. To this itinerary, it signifies the return
         of the Native. 
      

       

      Clifford Geertz, in “The Impact of the Concept of Culture on the Concept of Man,”
         opposes what he calls enlightenment “uniformitarianism” with the claim that “it may
         be in the cultural peculiarities of people . . . that some of the most instructive
         revelations of what it is to be generically human are to be found; and the main contribution
         of the science of anthropology to the construction—or reconstruction—of a concept
         of man may then lie in showing us how to find them . . . [T]here is no such thing
         as a human nature independent of culture.”[1]   One could say in response: it’s not credible to postulate that the modern, or enlightenment
         if you will, concept of the human is uniform, unmarked by difference or, better, differance
         (along the axes of gender and sexuality, apart from race). Crudely put: there’s no
         such thing as enlightenment uniformitarianism. Geertz cites Edward Burnett Tylor,
         but neglects to mention that his conceptualization of culture, though universalist,
         is avowedly evolutionary, hierarchical (something that doesn’t take close reading
         to realize); that Tylor, symptomatic of the modern episteme, produces the human in
         three radically heterogeneous classes. One could (re)cite Tylor yet again but, given
         the argument of this book about the disciplines shaping each other, English literature
         would be a more appropriate place to turn. 
      

      
      Joseph Conrad’s description of black Africans (there are white Africans, too) in Heart of Darkness is perhaps the most forceful canonical instantiation of the universalist framing of
         the savage, a text suffused or, as Claude Lévi-Strauss might suggest, “contaminated”
         by anthropology.[2]   From the many semantemes that offer themselves, just one, not the product of Conrad’s
         imagination, or genius, but the humanities in its second iteration: “they were not
         inhuman . . . They howled, and leaped, and spun, and made horrid faces; but what thrilled
         you was the thought of their humanity . . . of your kinship with this wild and passionate
         uproar.”[3]   Conrad’s natives—variously called cannibal, savage, even a bundle of acute angles—do
         not speak, they howl; do not walk, they leap; and do not dance, but spin. Their faces,
         elsewhere termed “grotesque masks,” are here merely horrid. Wild, uncivilized, emotional,
         the African is human but barely so, inseparable from the natural, aberrant. Working
         with the notion of “cultural peculiarities,” specificities—which really exist, anthropology’s
         contribution is methodological, it merely helps recognize them—Geertz whitewashes
         relativism’s emergence through a critique of universalism, not of the enlightenment
         as such but, as we’ll see in Boas, of the discipline.[4]   Put differently, he does not, cannot acknowledge that the anthropological concept
         of culture has an itinerary, one that intersects with literature and, even in the
         relativist instance, is eurocentric. 
      

      
      The speed-reader might find Nicholas Dirks so acknowledging in the “Introduction”
         to Colonialism and Culture, among the first to bring postcoloniality to bear on the problem of culture: “Even
         if . . . anthropology and its study of culture can be linked to the history of colonialism,
         from the perspective of the Western academy, anthropology does genuinely democratize
         and universalize (through the recognition of difference) the Arnoldian assumption
         that culture is a privileged domain of human expression.”[5]   As noted before, Matthew Arnold understands culture in both elitist and relativist
         terms; and not all who mention him feel obliged to actually read Culture and Anarchy. Repressing Tylor from the history of anthropology enables Dirks to stage it as essentially
         commendable, even admirable, an ethical project since it recognizes difference (non-hierarchical,
         he forgets to add, for Tylor recognizes difference too) despite its imbrication with
         colonialism. Or, rather, its link, a loose connection not a constitutive one: the
         “anthropological concept of culture might never have been invented without a colonial
         theater that both necessitated the knowledge of culture (for the purposes of control
         and regulation) and provided a colonized constituency that was particularly amenable
         to ‘culture.’”[6]   Dirks doesn’t explain why he places the term within quotation marks; or what made
         the colonized desire something they already possessed, unless it was English culture,
         a happening/conceptualization that could not, then, be characterized as democratic.
         Irregardless, the semanteme, like Geertz, understands culture as the product of human
         subjectivity/agency, and distinguishes, in exemplary empiricist fashion, between culture
         as a real object and its anthropological study, conceptualization. The latter may
         not—Dirks isn’t quite certain of this—have occurred without colonialism; or, rather,
         a colonial theater—a public, performative space, arena in which power sought knowledge
         for instrumental reasons (control and regulation). Knowledge, in this formulation,
         serves power, occurs in a subordinate relation, isn’t understood as an instantiation
         of it. Whereas this book argues that culture emerged at the intersection of Tylor/Arnold,
         concatenated with race, in response to a colonial solicitation, not to produce knowledge,
         if there is such a thing, but, accompliced by disciplinary reason, to abet interpellation,
         of the other and the subject. 
      

      
      Unable to repress Tylor, George Stocking, the dominant contemporary historian of the
         discipline—he describes himself, modestly, as “for several decades . . . its chief
         historian”—exiles him instead.[7]   In an essay that punctiliously canonizes the anti-racist Boas, and cannot acknowledge
         Fletcher or Du Bois, Stocking rejects Alfred Kroeber and Clyde Kluckhohn’s identification
         of Tylor as the originator of the anthropological concept of culture. (Like all history,
         the history of anthropology rewrites itself from intersection to intersection. Stocking’s
         argument corresponds, to take a term from Williams, with the most active, popular,
         successful phase of the U.S. civil rights movement.) Kroeber and Kluckhohn contend,
         contra Williams, that Tylor supervened, rather than merely followed, Gustav Klemm,
         who never defined culture: “Tylor substituted Klemm’s ‘cultur’ for the civilization
         he had himself used before, gave it formal definition, and . . . [put] the word into
         the title of his book. By his conscious explicitness, Tylor set a landmark.”[8]   While acknowledging—how could he not—that Tylor indeed produced a definition when
         Boas failed to till the 1930s, Stocking nevertheless finds Tylor’s lacking “certain
         elements crucial to the modern concept: historicity, plurality, integration, behavioral
         determination, and relativity.”[9]   As we’ve seen, however, historicism and determinism ground Tylor: evolution emplots
         human transformation as progressive development through time, her cultural condition
         determines, limits savage, barbaric and civilized behavior. In that semanteme, Stocking
         distinguishes, detaches a “modern” concept of culture from another, astonishingly
         called “preanthropological” elsewhere, evicting, banishing Tylor from anthropology
         proper, if not—in a move that would delight the savage, if only there were such a
         thing—modernity, inoculating the discipline from contamination by evolutionism, eurocentrism:
         “Preanthropological culture is singular in connotation, the anthropological is plural.”[10]   The brazenness of this move cannot be stressed too much; Stocking interdicts the
         first professor of the discipline at Oxford as alien, pushes him outside its border
         (a concept, as we will see, cortical to relativism). Anthropology, it would appear,
         cannot face its emergence in colonialism, or can only do so by repressing it. But
         Boas’s writing is not unproblematic, either; it, too, bears the impress of the “preanthropological,”
         asserts “the progress of civilization.” Having to account for this, Stocking finesses
         the problem by calling Boas a “transitional,” liminal figure between the pre and the
         proper, singular and plural, universalist and relativist. In the last analysis, though,
         Stocking rescues his hero in terms that echo Geertz: “the general effect of Boas’s
         argument was to show that the behavior of all men, regardless of race or cultural
         stage, was determined . . . by the particular ‘cultures’ in which they lived.”[11]   In short, no Boas, no relativism; and, since relativism recognizes, pluralizes
         difference, Boas’s limitations could, should be attenuated. 
      

      
      Stocking relates arguments to other arguments—as development, reaction, critique or
         some combination thereof; the intellectual, not the social or political—despite Boas
         himself, as we will see, framing his most disciplinarily acclaimed text, The Mind of Primitive Man, as compelled by, addressing a socio-political imperative—remains the only context
         provided. Supplying the latter, of course, would negate the discipline’s claim to
         science, which cannot be understood as a response to, corresponding with or determined
         by socio-political forces, only to intellectual problems. His account of Boas’s arrival
         at the concept is symptomatic. Writing against the argument that relativism was enabled
         exclusively by a change in method, by the anthropologist’s move from producing knowledge
         by reading travelers’ accounts in the metropolitan center—Stocking locates, glues
         Tylor in an “armchair” three times—to the field, by strict observation, empiricism
         alone, Stocking, as anybody given to reflection upon reflection within the modern
         frame must, holds intellectual production, the writing of an author, a discrete subject/agent,
         impossible without cogitation and its accomplices: “a modern anthropological concept
         of culture developed out of the interaction of Boas’ prior personal attitudes and
         intellectual orientation, the theoretical issues posed by contemporary anthropology,
         his experience in the field, and his own library and armchair interpretation of that
         experience.”[12]   An impeccably stagist, historicist account of intellectual production: in the beginning
         was the subject; in the middle, the discipline, which she interacted with, sent her
         to the field; and, finally, the writing. As with Williams, one must note the imprecision
         of description, colloquialism, the dangerousness of metaphor: what exactly does armchair
         signify? A place of contemplation, undoubtedly. But also a place of rest, comfort,
         not to mention restriction, distance from object and, of course, class. What about
         library? How does it differ from armchair interpretation? Did the libraries Boas relied
         upon have no armchairs? To continue along these lines: what precisely differentiates
         personal attitude from intellectual orientation? Does the former refer to Boas’s anti-racism,
         the latter to early training in Germany? Despite its nebulousness, however, Stocking
         stages Boas’s writing as not the consequence of pure fieldwork, a possibility this
         semanteme effectively deconstructs, but of interaction between the personal and impersonal,
         discipline and disciple (even if he understands discipline as not marked by force).
         The anthropologist doesn’t reach, encounter the field as a tabula rasa; rather, with
         baggage in hand, literally and metaphorically. 
      

      
      In a later, summary essay that revises the earlier position, Stocking addresses Boas’s
         intellectual production in relation to his politics, public engagement, active anti-racism,
         opposition to war and colonialism, “the closest I have come to a general treatment
         of his full career.”[13]   Surveying the corpus, he concludes that Boas “saw his work as the expression of
         a unified scientific and political position,” where the insights of science would,
         though gradually, help moderate white U.S. racism, something that could not be extinguished
         entirely. Stocking accepts the discipline’s claim upon science, implicitly endorses
         Boas’s conviction—even if, as we’ll see, Boas contradicts himself—that unbiased scientific
         practice, the discovery of truth, would compel social change. Thus the historian’s
         heroization—this essay amounts to more than a canonization—of Boas, who not only enabled
         the disciplinary recognition of non-hierarchical human peculiarity, but worked outside
         the limits of the academy to advance such acknowledgement more generally, to make
         it part of our common sense as it were. Put differently, Boas iterates Tylor, understands
         anthropology as a reformer’s science. (Policing the boundary of the discipline, acting
         as chief constable, Stocking cannot see the repetition with a difference.) On the
         other hand, Stocking admits, though not in these terms, that Boas’s opposition to
         racism was framed within eurocentrism: “Boas’ analysis . . . [was] heavily conditioned
         . . . by the very body of contemporary racial assumption he criticized.”[14]   He admits further that “Boas never abandoned entirely a nineteenth century liberal
         belief in a singular human progress . . . [and his] tacit Eurocentrism cannot help
         but offend many in a postcolonial world.”[15]   Strikingly, Boas’s eurocentrism—structural, overdetermining, not tacit—doesn’t
         “offend” Stocking himself, enabling him to “strongly identify with Boas.” Postcoloniality,
         as will be argued later, cannot; neither does it take offence at eurocentrism. Affect
         is not at stake here, nor the limitations of an individual anthropologist. (Though
         some would disagree. Ranajit Guha, not just another postcolonialist, famously said:
         “Whenever I read or hear the words colonial India, it hurts me.”[16]   His response, of course, was not to cry but direct Subaltern Studies.) Rather, the episteme, the question Stocking—and Geertz and Dirks, for that matter—cannot
         pose: is the relation between culture/s and eurocentrism all it is made out to be
         by the discipline, an adequate critique? 
      

      
      But it would be careless to take cultural relativism as a transparent signifier. In
         that listing of the elements of the modern concept, Stocking distinguishes relativity
         from plurality. The latter position horizontalizes—Susan Hegeman suggests spatializes—culture,
         whereas relativism bears an ethical charge: “Relativism . . . the withholding of judgment
         by any external or a priori standard . . . came in Boas’ work to be a fundamental
         premise of anthropological method, a necessary basis for accurate observation and
         sound interpretation.”[17]   (We have encountered this before, in Tylor: “the student of history must avoid
         . . . judging the customs of nations at other stages of culture by his own modern
         standard.” At least in this instance, it would appear, the chief historian of the
         discipline is unfamiliar with his history which, it also appears, repeats itself.)
         Though this suggests the possibility of pure description, objectivity, by Stocking’s
         own admission the eurocentric Boas fails to deliver. Indeed, it doesn’t account for
         prior personal attitudes. Or, on a more theoretical register, that the injunction
         to withhold judgement is itself a judgement, axiological: thou shalt not evaluate
         strange people (just describe them). Geertz, who does not stage himself as a relativist,
         takes the opposed view, critiques “Ruth Benedict’s Patterns of Culture . . . [for] its strange conclusion that anything one group of people is inclined
         toward doing is worthy of respect.”[18]   But Geertz, Benedict, Boas, Dirks, James Clifford, Bronislaw Malinowski and Lévi-Strauss
         for that matter, whatever differences they may have, especially with regard to the
         definition of culture and method—although, as Jacques Derrida (1978) points out, Lévi-Strauss
         fails to produce a coherent definition—share a position: all of them take their object
         in the plural, as a discrete, unicitous entity, possession, to be studied by a subject.
         Anthropology may have debated, quarreled over everything else in the course of the
         last century; it does not, cannot, call the veracity of its object to question. However,
         the seams of this overdetermined signifier have begun to sever. Disciplines relinquish
         their object with the greatest reluctance—indeed, Visweswaran desires to recapture
         race—but anthropology has harbored a suspicion, at least since Clifford, that it may
         not be able to cathect culture indefinitely. Following Clifford and Arjun Appadurai,
         Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson unmoor their object, offer a take on it as not bound
         to, circumvallated by place but linked “to a wider world,” a formulation that, while
         perhaps initiating a deconstruction of culture, which they themselves do not follow
         through upon, must be distinguished from textuality (which takes network/weave as
         metaphor).[19]   Ultimately, though, Gupta/Ferguson embrace disciplinary reason: they understand
         their object in the plural, as effectively discrete, signifying human difference—no
         longer as determining essence, rather as a “site of difference and contestation,”
         not in one place but all over the place—amenable to empiricism, “the characteristically
         anthropological emphasis on daily routines and lived experience,” more usually known
         as participant observation.[20]   For example, Gupta/Ferguson would not portray Sri Lankans, if they were to write
         about these—those?—people, as sharing every aspect of their culture, but contesting
         some; nevertheless, such disagreement would be bounded, take place only with other
         Sri Lankans, both in the country and outside. If culture signifies difference, it
         can only do so in relation to a heterogeneous object which would mark its outside
         (whereas network has neither beginning nor end). To phrase this as forcefully as possible:
         anthropology cannot concede this, but every theoretical move of the discipline since
         Boas, however radical its pose, whether it calls itself structuralism, functionalism,
         interpretation or writing, has merely entailed reworking relativism, doing the same
         thing differently. The object itself, culture/s, and the episteme/ideology that enables,
         authorizes it, remains unquestioned even as understandings of the work, meaning of
         that object and the proper method to identify such work—is it a structure, writing?—gets
         reconsidered, revised; albeit accompanied by an injunction regards the absolute necessity
         of fieldwork. The possibility that the object, the other, might be marked by the self,
         that there might be a problem with the modern episteme’s conceptualization of the
         subject, poststructuralist truisms, is not raised, even by those who situate themselves
         within the linguistic turn. This conviction, that culture is in the plural, which
         dominates the discipline in the wake of the intersection of Du Bois/Boas/Fletcher,
         is conceptualized here, following Boas, as cultural relativism. At the risk of complicating
         matters further, one must note that Tylor’s universalism, culture in the vertical,
         could also be called relativist: he understands the savage, barbarian and civilized
         stages in relation to each other. Inadequate terms, universalism and relativism are
         used for want of better. 
      

       

      If Raymond Williams frustrates the reader by incessantly revising his take on culture,
         Franz Boas provokes a similar response, not only by revising his on race, but republishing
         his views interminably. (Stocking calls much of his writing, not unfairly, “cut and
         paste.”) Again echoing Williams, who wrote his way out of one discipline, literature,
         to another, cultural studies, Boas changed disciplinary allegiance too; he initiated
         fieldwork within geography after a doctorate in physics, his move to anthropology
         coinciding, perhaps even corresponding, with his emigration from Germany to the United
         States. “The Indians of British Columbia,” a brief ethnography which Stocking excludes
         from his collection of Boas’s significant early writing, A Franz Boas Reader, an exemplary instantiation of cultural relativism, though it deploys the term culture
         just once, in its very final sentence, opens with an account of geographic alterity.[21]   Over a period of seven years, he had travelled “frequently to the coast of British
         Columbia, into the recesses of its deep fjords and to the storm-beaten shores of its
         islands . . . [a place of] overwhelming solitude and stillness.”[22]   Boas distinguishes (t)his British Columbia from that of “tourists . . . in commodious
         steamers . . . [who describe] the beautiful fjords, the snow-covered mountains . .
         . [etc] in vivid colors” (IBC: 229). Opposed to the pampered, superficial, even orientalist itinerant traveler,
         who captures this scene from outside, in flamboyant shades, not the dark tones they
         apparently suggest to the one who furrows, infiltrates inside, Boas produces himself,
         anticipating Malinowski, as an intrepid voyager “who in a small canoe passes through
         the intricate channels of the coast, tossed by tempestuous squalls . . . struggling
         against the rapid tides” (IBC: 229).[23]   Ethnography, reporting the “interesting customs” of a Native American/First National
         “tribe,” does not strictly require such an evocative, if adjectivally insistent preamble.
         It serves, however, to legitimize discipline and disciple, suggests that the production
         of scientific, as opposed to amateur, knowledge of the other requires intimacy not
         only with the people the discipline objectifies, but an exceptional subject with the
         temperament to tackle that discordant, dangerous terrain—do you have fjords in your
         neck of the woods?—the discipline would conceptualize as field. A place reached, in
         this instance, after braving, surviving the dramatic violence of nature itself (in
         a diminutive, insecure, premodern vehicle). This makes field, as noted before in Malinowski/Clifford,
         a eurocentric concept: anthropology/geography locates—or, as Appadurai puts it, “incarcerates”—its
         object, the primitive other, in it, a place out there, afar, unknown, unwhite, and
         then stages such incarceration as discovery.[24]   (“The History of Anthropology” disconnects “the science” of “field-work ethnologists”
         from “the speculative anthropology . . . of the nineteenth century.” After which Boas
         concludes that “the time is not far distant when anthropology . . . will deal with
         the customs and beliefs of the less civilized people only,” a formulation which breaks
         with Tylor, who identified the discipline’s object as “man”; that accepts the disciplinary
         division of labor between sociology and anthropology; one that, while granting its
         object some civilization, unlike Tylor, others the anthropological object, cannot
         recognize that an account of the other [“uncivilized”] always already bears one of
         the subject, implicitly civilized; anthropology abets interpellation of the self,
         too.[25]   A self produced in distinction to, thus marked by, the other.) Iterating the distinction
         read in Herbert Spencer/Williams, Benedict, Boas’s disciple, theorizes that object:
         “modern civilization has grown too complex for adequate analysis except as it is broken
         up for the purpose into small artificial sections . . . In primitive society, the
         cultural tradition is simple enough to be contained within the knowledge of individual
         adults.”[26]   Differance again; although Benedict reduces the primitive to the simple, easily
         accountable, an object that, unlike the civilized, could be captured whole, merely
         by interaction with a few, metonymically representative individuals who, opposed to
         the artificial, emerge as natural; they may not inhabit the state of nature, but are
         still located, as are Boas’s Indians, in nature, the wild. An object that, being simple,
         cannot write, must be written.
      

      
      Anthropological othering follows, accompanies the geographical; though, of course,
         the two cannot be definitively distinguished; the disciplines work together, reinforce
         each other, to produce the Native American as racially different, distinct. More precisely,
         to attempt such production for, despite asserting the existence of homogeneity, “the
         characteristic Indian face,” Boas finds the Native American heterogeneous: “We are
         accustomed to consider the Indians as possessed of black, straight hair, and as of
         a reddish complexion. The hair of the Indians of the North Pacific Coast is very frequently
         slightly wavy and brownish, his complexion is very light. There are even a few tribes
         among whom red hair and almost white complexions occur” (IBC: 230). As we will see, in the second edition of The Mind of Primitive Man, revised in response, opposition to Nazism, not just disciplinary concerns, Boas
         effectively deconstructs race. As Hegeman puts it, “it is only under the pressure
         of the wider social debate that Boas seems to have committed to a theoretical principle.”[27]   A pamphlet published around that moment, Aryans and Non-Aryans, summarizes his position:
      
 
      
      
         It is a fiction to speak of a German race. We should rather ask what types of physical
            build are represented among the Germans. Here we encounter a complete lack of unity.
            Blonds with long heads in the North, darker people with short heads in the South;
            broad faces here, narrow ones there . . . There is no “German race”; there are only
            local types which are very different one from another.
         

      

      
      The conclusion is unambiguous, decisive, final: what popular prejudice and Nazi propagandists
         understand by race has no scientific basis, must be deemed a fiction, concoction.
         In reality, a “race” amounts to nothing more than a collection of differences, a potluck
         if you will. The German example holds for the concept generally: “There is no more
         a Semitic than there is an Aryan race.[28]   Hindsight tempts one to find this semanteme in IBC anticipating the later critique; but only historicism could so emplot Boas’s intellectual
         trajectory, locate the roots of the present in the past, produce what we circumvallate
         as present—when, though, does the present begin and the past end—as an inevitable
         development. For, as we will see, his own texts suggest that politics, ethics drive,
         overdetermine his science, don’t follow as consequence. However, one should observe
         that Boas finds it difficult to sustain the categorical coherence of race. It has
         just two signifiers in this semanteme, hair and complexion; but the group does not
         meet even these minimal requirements for homogeneity; some Native Americans/First
         Nationals are indistinguishable from whites (and others, we are told elsewhere, resemble
         East Asians). Additionally, the eyes, noses and faces of the Native vary from tribe
         to tribe. “We”—but who exactly, whites in general, scientists, just geographers?—may
         have our preconceptions; evidence suggests they need reconsideration, transformation.
         (Boas’s ambiguous, symptomatic use of the plural personal pronoun, when closely read,
         will take us to the heart, as Geertz might suggest, of the compulsion driving his
         relativism. It enables identification without nomination, opposing racism without
         cathecting identity politics.) Close observation, scientific method produces truth,
         the real truth and nothing but, unlike tall travelers tales or anthropology derived
         thereof. Though it remains, as in Tylor, an account of them by us. The scientist alone
         writes, a happening that, if democratic, gives the word a new signified.[29]  
      

      
      However, Boasian ethnography may not be so uncontrived. The essay recounts a meeting
         with the chief of a “tribe who bore the proud name of the Kwakiutl, the ‘smoke of
         the world.’ This name . . . almost characterizes the Indian. The ‘smoke of the world’
         . . . means that their hospitality is such that the smoke of their fire at which the
         food is being roasted fills the whole world” (IBC: 232).[30]   (Eventually, the Native speaks back to this; from the website of the U’mista Cultural
         Society: “Ever since the white people first came to our lands, we have been known
         as Kwakkwelths by Indian Affairs or as the Kwakiutl by anthropologists. In fact we
         are the Kwakwaka’wakw, people who speak Kwak’wala but who live in different places
         and have different names for our separate groups.”[31]) One must note, if only in passing, Boas’s paternalism, essentialism, eurocentrism:
         hospitality characterizes not just the Kwagu’l—to use the politically correct spelling—but
         the Native American as such, the Kwagu’l being a metonym for the race, people who
         live in tribes, with strange, metaphorical names that, unlike ours, need explanation.
         (Which begs the question: does their name come before or after, describe or prescribe
         their behavior? Or, as Derrida [1995] might put it, with deceptive simplicity, are
         you your name?) Some of these people may look like us, but the Kwagu’l are different
         (they actually redistribute their property). While Boas does not nominate the leader,
         the Wikipedia entry “Potlatch,” without attribution, calls him O’waxalagalis.[32]   Boas’s visit coincided with “efforts of the Canadian Government to put a stop to
         certain dances and ceremonials, and every stranger was suspected as a Government agent
         with sinister designs.” We are told that he was told this “by the chief”:
      

      
         We want to know whether you have come to stop our dances and feasts, as the missionaries
            and agents . . . try to do. We do not want to have anybody here who will interfere
            with our customs. We were told that a man-of-war will come if we should continue to
            do as our grandfathers and great-grandfathers have done . . . Is this the white man’s
            land? We are told it is the Queen’s land; but no! It is mine! Where was the Queen
            when our God came down from heaven . . . [and] gave the land to my grandfather . .
            . [W]hen your man-of-war comes let him destroy our houses. Do you see yon woods? Do
            you see yon trees? We shall cut them down and build new houses and live as our fathers
            did. We will dance when our laws command us to dance . . . feast when our hearts desire
            to feast. Do we ask the white man, ‘Do as the Indian does’? No, we do not. Why then
            do you ask us, ‘Do as the white man does’? It is a strict law that bids us dance .
            . . that bids us distribute our property among our friends and neighbors. It is a
            good law. Let the white man observe his law; we shall observe ours . . .
         

         
         My words in reply to this speech seem to have been taken very kindly, for since that
            time I have never been made more at home than among this tribe . . . 
         

         
         On one of my later visits I . . . received an Indian name, Heiltsakuls, “The one who
            says the right thing” (IBC: 232).[33]  
         

      

      The speech recalls the horrific historical record—colonialism, dispossession, genocide,
         for a start—but one cannot let affect, though it is difficult not to be moved by this,
         occlude the staging. Boas speaks, not O’waxalagalis, as Gayatri Spivak (1988) might
         remind us, the scientist, not the subaltern. (Though much early Subaltern Studies, of course, predicates itself precisely upon the possibility of recovering an authentic
         Indian voice from the colonial record. Eventually, Shahid Amin figured out that the
         record—statements made before a magistrate, for instance—is overdetermined. An accused
         facing imprisonment, even death, does not necessarily make transparent statements.
         Which is not to suggest that transparent statements are possible in the first place.)
         The anthropological text overdetermines the other, makes the postcolonialist ask:
         what words did Boas translate as custom, law, command, property, missionary, dance,
         white, chief, man-of-war or yon, for that matter?[34]   We can never know. Nevertheless, an eloquent story, though not because it captures
         the authentic, resistant, anticolonial voice of the Native American/First National,
         otherwise lost to history; we may receive cultural relativism as the product of anthropology,
         disciplinary reason, Stocking of Boas’s genius, but Boas himself stages it as the
         desire of the other: “let the white man observe his law; we shall observe ours,” a
         formulation that opposes universalism, horizontalizes difference, produces culture
         as bound, as having, possession (“our” ways); although one wonders if the chief called
         his people Indian—perhaps the exemplary signifier of the epistemic violence of eurocentrism.
         Drawing upon Sigmund Freud, though without taking him literally, one could read this
         as an instance of projection: “An internal perception is suppressed and, by way of
         substitute, its content, having undergone a degree of distortion, is consciously registered
         as an external perception.”[35]   Put differently, the anthropologist’s desire gets reversed, projected, passed as
         the Kwagu’l’s, a move that further authorizes Boasian relativism. The theorization
         of culture in the plural coincides with the understanding of the other by the other
         herself: our laws, ways, ceremonies, feasts, (reasons for) dancing are different from
         yours.[36]   One single other, indeed, it should be stressed, an elite male other, is deemed
         representative of the group—and speaks metonymically for the group, except when claiming
         land as property, inheritance; he articulates the injunction to withhold judgement:
         we’re only different, not inferior; understand, respect, don’t try to change us. A
         male, elite other that comprehends himself as determined by his culture; the Native
         American/First National dances not as an act of agency, spontaneity, creativity or
         whatever, but without choice, following a juridical imperative—his laws so command.[37]   (One hopes the skeptical reader begins to suspect that the anthropologist’s voice
         indeed overdetermines the chief’s. If not, do read that last footnote.) An object
         that, staged as subject, one could even say coauthor—Boas anticipates not only Malinowski,
         but even Clifford or, rather, they iterate him, as does Geertz, and stage themselves
         as original—endorses, guarantees the scientist’s writing by nominating Boas/Heiltsakuls,
         welcomed, made at home by these people as veracious, kosher, unlike “sinister” missionaries
         and government agents. A respectful, noncolonizing, ethical subject who doesn’t seek
         to alter their customs; but also who, in this instance, doesn’t feel obliged to share
         his response to the chief with the reader, despite it leading to his acceptance by
         the group.[38]  
      

      
      Relativism cohabits IBC alongside universalism. In fact, it requires the latter for recognition, as this
         semanteme on Kwagu’l music demonstrates; it was published, one should note, two years
         after Fletcher’s analogous argument, which will be read below—a book that Boas actually
         reviewed:[39]  
      

      
         It has often been said that Indian music is no more than a meaningless and senseless
            howling, but to him who knows to listen to the music so imperfectly rendered by untrained
            voices the weird strains soon gain a curious attraction. As the musical phrases repeat
            themselves and appear in new and unexpected combinations, the art of the native composer
            becomes clearer and clearer. As new rhythmical forms are introduced into the song
            we recognize beauties which were at first obscured by their imperfect rendition. The
            words of the songs also prove a deep poetical feeling, although this becomes not so
            apparent in feast songs, which are made distasteful to the refined ear by an incredible
            amount of brag . . . [and] flattery (IBC: 233). 
         

      

      Resonating with his distinction between amateur and professional, itinerant tourist
         and honorary Native observer, Boas identifies three classes of auditor: the untutored
         who, like Conrad, only hears wild, bestial noise; the tutored, educated, who knows
         how to listen, read the signifier, differentiate noise from song; and the refined,
         not just a good listener but capable of judgement, who can tell singer from song,
         recognize that, despite the ineptitude of the untrained, neophyte performers, the
         song itself carries beauty. (In so doing, the pronoun changes from third to first
         person, “we,” attempts to interpellate the reader into consonance with Boas’s judgement
         of this music, transform her evaluation of the Indian. Though the passive voice of
         the first sentence—“it has been said”—allows Boas not to accuse the reader of prejudice.)
         As it further authorizes the anthropologist as a competent listener, not mere observer,
         the semanteme also marks him with a cardinal attribute of civilization, refinement.
         The relativist cannot avoid evaluation. Strict relativism, of course, should insist
         that the distasteful be described as merely different. On the other hand, Boas categorizes
         what he hears, listens to, as music, not howling, the composer as sophisticated artist—producing
         combinations unexpected even to the refined ear—not artisan, her lyrics, poetry. That
         could not be eurocentric, surely, for it refuses to denigrate, dismiss Native American
         practices, understands them on/with the same terms as the western, democratizes them,
         if you will. To postcoloniality, it could. For, perversely enough, such taxonomy doesn’t
         actually capture Kwagu’l difference or, better, singularity. The question turns on
         another: how did the Native conceptualize what Boas, following the Anglo-U.S., categorizes
         as music? Unlike the Kwak’wala language text of the chief’s speech, this could probably
         be recovered; but, lacking the competence to do so, one turns to analogy, to—perhaps
         inappropriately, perhaps inevitably—another Indian. Tapati Guha-Thakurta argues, in
         the instance of Indian “art,” that statues of Hindu gods, objects of worship, veneration
         to millions, only achieved such status, got (re)-
conceptualized as art in India, after anticolonial Indian nationalism. Her contention
         is not the empiricist one that objects that should have been filed under religion
         were misfiled, displaced (as many of the statues themselves, from the Indian temple
         to the western museum, or were they stolen). Rather, she draws attention to the eurocentrism
         of the very category art which, like literature, only emerges in the modern Anglo-U.S.
         episteme at the humanities in its second iteration.[40]   (Thomas Hobbes, for instance, finds reason an art.) In cathecting art, anticolonial
         Indian nationalism claims equality with the west on an aesthetic register, a move
         that accompanies the same claim on the political. (Jawaharlal Nehru’s The Discovery of India being the exemplary text: it stages the Indian as not inferior but different, equal.)
         By categorizing the Kwagu’l practice under music, Boas’s maneuver resonates with that
         of anticolonial nationalism. But then, like his compatriot from another moment, Herder,
         though less stridently, IBC signifies Boas’s anticolonialism: it calls attention to colonial violence, its usurpation
         of Native American land, threat of militarily response to, of all things, cultural
         difference. Despite its critique of eurocentric universalism or, rather, alongside
         it, cultural relativism—whether in Boas or, more obviously, Malinowski’s “Argonauts”—instantiates
         epistemic violence.[41]   Difference gets repressed in the name of equality. (In case of confusion: I am
         not arguing that this Kwagu’l practice isn’t or shouldn’t be called music; rather,
         asking what they called the practice, if they understood it in the singular, before
         colonialism.)
      

      
      Boas addresses the imbricated methodological, epistemological and ethical problems
         raised by cultural relativism in “The Aims of Ethnology,” which breaks with Tylor/universalism,
         though not explicitly. It suggests he had theorized the relation between (proper)
         method and scientific, as opposed to amateur, knowledge of the other before writing
         IBC; this lecture informs, shapes Boas’s subsequent writing on culture. Indeed, Stocking
         cites Boas from an 1883 letter, before he left to his first fieldwork in North America:
         “I sought a people living in the simplest possible circumstances,” then argues that,
         contra those who hold Boas to have had a “conversion experience” in the field, “a
         large part of what he got out of his Arctic experience was simply confirmation of
         attitudes which . . . he had in fact brought with him.”[42]   The lecture directly addresses his audience, “us”: 
      

      
         The data of ethnology prove that not only our knowledge, but also our emotions are
            the result of the form of our social life and of the history of the people to whom
            we belong. If we desire to understand the development of human culture we must try
            to free ourselves of these shackles. This is possible only to those who are willing
            to adapt themselves to the strange ways of thinking and feeling of primitive people.
            If we attempt to interpret the actions of our remote ancestors by our rational and
            emotional attitudes we cannot reach truthful results, for their feeling and thinking
            was different from ours . . . It is impossible to determine a priori those parts of our mental life that are common to mankind as a whole and those due
            to the culture in which we live. A knowledge of the data of ethnology enables us to
            attain this insight . . . [and] to view our own civilization objectively.[43]  
         

      

      Resonating with “The History of Anthropology,” Boas identifies the primitive, the
         strange, as the discipline’s object, which would make the “we” in the second sentence
         the other, the civilized. However, the same claim cannot be made with conviction of
         the we inhabiting a particular culture; does it signify white, U.S., both? Boas implicitly
         compares the primitive to the “remote ancestors” of this we, denies him coevalness.
         Which raises the question of the epistemological status of that analogy. How could
         Boas know anything at all about the ways of thinking and feeling of “our” remote ancestors
         who are not accessible to the discipline except through speculative anthropology,
         something he disavows? Surely the ethnographer’s magic does not extend to adapting
         to the ways of the dead. This assumes difference, a priori, does not discover it. To comprehend the contemporary object, the subject must not
         only adapt to his ways (Malinowski called for “be[ing] really in touch” with the native,
         Arnold, “seeing things as they really are”); she must also escape the grasp, the chains
         of her own culture, deployed here homonymously with civilization, effectively defined
         as a combination of history, epistemology, social conditions and even affect that
         determine behavior and intellection. (Boas explicitly defines culture in a later text.)
         The production of knowledge of the other requires discarding one’s own (culturally
         conditioned) knowledge, reason, transcending eurocentrism, entering the field as a
         blank slate. For such exfiltration to be possible, the hold of culture over its object,
         called a shackle, an object used to restrain a prisoner, cannot be binding. Which
         makes one wonder: is culture determinative? Really? If some can escape interpellation,
         can’t everybody? Such a possibility would destabilize the very concept of determining
         horizontalized difference, so Boas forecloses it, makes it available exclusively to
         that exceptional subject, the intrepid scientist who, like Hobbes’s philosopher and
         nature—though Harry Houdini also comes to mind—can break the bonds of culture. In
         this understanding, culture determines all human behavior bar the anthropologist’s.
         (Consequently, the primitive, lacking science, cannot comprehend us. If that’s the
         case, O’waxalagalis could not have understood Indian ways to be different from the
         white: gaining such insight requires adapting himself to white ways, escaping the
         shackles of his culture.) But Boas, like Williams, eats his primitive and has her
         too, keeps reason and abandons it. For the semanteme raises the question of anthropology
         itself, which emerges here as the desire of the civilized: culture shapes, determines
         knowledge, including the western/rational/scientific, something Boas iterates often;
         doesn’t this suggest that anthropology is nothing more, in Boas’s own account, than
         a local, culturally conditioned discourse, not universal scientific truth? (If the
         discipline holds that “western” anthropology recognizes culture, Boas implies that
         western culture produces anthropology.) Nothing more, or less, than what our culture
         has interpellated us to make of other people, including the proposition that they
         are other people, unlike us, in this case inhabiting our frontier. As Christopher
         Bracken points out, “When positioning the . . . [Kwagu’l] Boas presupposes that he
         already understands who they are, though that is what he has travelled. . . to find
         out. According to a precomprehension that he knows without knowing it, the[y] . .
         . are a people and a culture who live beyond the westernmost limit of the West.”[44]   Indeed, if culture conditions knowledge, that suggests that the concept of cultural
         difference itself is the product/projection of our culture—making the concept both
         theological and epistemologically incoherent. Cultural relativism produces, projects
         difference while staging itself as discovering, observing, describing or, for that
         matter, interpreting/writing, it. Indeed, as must be apparent by now, Boas produces
         differance, stages it as difference. Even as one is constrained to point out the obvious,
         that Boasian relativism deconstitutes itself, one must account for the mutation of
         culture from singular to plural otherwise.
      

       

      Kamala Visweswaran argues that, though a “particular late-nineteenth century gender
         politics strongly influenced the production of [cultural relativism,] the central
         defining feature of a professionalizing anthropology,” “gender has been schooled out
         of the discipline’s telling of its own history”; though what might be at stake here
         isn’t just gender, a concept, but feminism, a politico-epistemological formation.[45]   In her revision of this history which, not incidentally, echoes Stocking, effectively
         deems Tylor preprofessional, Visweswaran contests patriarchal disciplinary wisdom,
         finds Alice Fletcher’s “Indian Songs,” published—like so much of her writing—in a
         popular magazine, a text that Boas resonates with, “arguably the most classic account
         of transforming savage images into human ones, working to establish cultural relativism
         as humanist credo for anthropology” (UCC: 24).[46]   This book writes against disciplinary reason, hierarchization, so it must ask:
         by what measure could something be termed “most classic”—a formulation that concedes
         other, less classic accounts—and decisively placed at the very top of this list? Visweswaran
         opposes one instantiation of force, patriarchy, with another, canonization; in, if
         you’ll pardon the expression, a classic instantiation of identity politics, she argues
         for the disciplinary recognition, celebration of Fletcher. (Stocking, the leading
         historian of the discipline, represses Fletcher’s contribution; but then, so does
         Sherry Ortner.) Still, Fletcher’s essay must be read as an early critique of universalism,
         a staging of conversion to relativism though, like Boas, it others the Native American
         as it “humanizes” her. (We’ll recall that Tylor, not to mention Locke and Hobbes,
         found the savage human; anthropology never dehumanized its object.) Living in tents,
         socially organized into tribes, the Omaha are compared to “our Aryan ancestors,” a
         taxonomization that, like Boas’s, finds them in the present, locates them in the past,
         produces Fletcher and her readers as Aryan, if not white; and consistently places
         the Native within the natural: their “singers . . . [make] a sound as when the wind
         sweeps over fallen leaves,” an “Indian’s ear is as keen for time as his eye for tracks
         in the forest.”[47]   Their land, like the people, gets produced as distant from civilization: a creek,
         for instance, is bridged by a tree trunk, a surface that accommodates moccasins not
         boots; rattlesnakes abound, keeping Fletcher, another intrepid traveler, exceptional
         subject, constantly on alert. On one occasion during her research, “the son of the
         old chief . . . [gratified her] desire to see an Indian dance”; these Indians, it
         appears, do not dance only when their laws so command (IS: 421). The invitation was conveyed during an ordinary day: “women looked from their
         lodges, a bit of embroidery in their hands, or a screaming child hastily caught up,
         while the men turned lazily on the grass” (IS: 421). One must note the repetition with a difference, the long reach of the episteme:
         from Locke to Fletcher, the Native American (man) remains indolent. Symptomatically,
         Fletcher not only attends to gender difference, she describes the women—working, active—before
         the passive, somnolent men. (Though she doesn’t comment on the fact that Native American
         chiefs are exclusively male.) The dance itself was anything but ordinary. As she entered
         the tent, she “was startled by a sudden and mighty beating of the drum . . . [and]
         deafening yells,” a gesture of welcome which, “following the dictates of Indian etiquette,
         I took no notice of.” That last semanteme says little, signifies much: Fletcher already
         effectively recognizes Indian cultural difference, knows the proper Omaha response
         to a moment like this, reproduces it rather than behave like a white, outsider. Invited
         to observe, she also participates, if only with a gesture, categorizes their ways
         as etiquette, rule-governed, iterable behavior, a signifier of civilization, not savagery.
         Nevertheless, the savage cannot be repressed; the proceedings made her feel “foreign,”
         outside:
      

      
         oppressed with its strangeness . . . distressed and perplexed . . . mentally distraught,
            when, as if by magic, a dozen of the silent, mysterious figures sprang high in the
            air . . . each man in full undress, save for the breech-cloth, paint and feathers.
            The . . . wild movements called up before me every picture of savages I had ever seen;
            while every account of Indian atrocities I had ever heard crowded upon my memory (IS: 422). 
         

      

      If this hyperbolic semanteme—did she really recall every single account and picture,
         literally—doesn’t immediately, Fletcher reassures the reader not long into the narrative
         that she exaggerates both her fear and estrangement and Native American alterity,
         a staging necessary for the conversion—even though, as noted, she was convinced before
         the dance—the critique of eurocentrism, of the disciplinary categorization of Native
         as savage, to follow. As Visweswaran points out, Fletcher recalls “the trope of the
         ‘white woman in peril’ in order to dismiss” misconceptions of the Native American,
         asks the reader to transform her conception of the Native. Fletcher herself had already
         rejected the production of the Native as savage—she had to recall, reinstitute the
         picture from memory, the preconscious, perhaps; the dance made her wonder if a reconsideration
         was in order. Her conversion, however, is not narrated as occurring at the dance itself,
         a display of naked, ferocious, uncivilized, potentially violent public masculinity,
         but in private. Indeed, it took weeks before she learned to listen “below this noise
         . . . [F]or a considerable time I was more inclined to distrust my own ears than to
         question the generally accepted theory” (IS: 422). Then she fell sick:
      

      
         And lay for months, ministered to in part by my Omaha friends . . . While I was thus
            shut in from all the world, the Indians . . . would often at my request sing for me.
            They sang softly because I was weak, and there was no drum, and then it was that the
            last vestige of the distraction of noise and the confusion of theory was dispelled,
            and the sweetness, the beauty, and the meaning of these songs were revealed to me
            . . . From that time forth I ceased to trouble about theories of scales, tones, rhythm,
            and melody, and trusted the facts (IS: 422, 423). 
         

      

      The theory ultimately at stake here, of course, is empiricism, heeding one’s senses,
         induction, not musicology; if the facts don’t fit the authorized explanation, theory
         itself, the eurocentric interpretation of Native music, requires revision. (This might
         have prompted a questioning of the relation between theory and fact, of the very possibility
         of unframed facticity, a consideration of knowledge in relation to force, but Fletcher
         doesn’t take the opportunity. Empiricism itself cannot be at stake; a new and improved
         method will recuperate it.) In any case, the facts, at least in this articulation,
         are not self-evident. Strictly speaking, their revelation, a term with theological
         resonance, occurs not as a consequence of research, an engagement with the world,
         but when circumvallated from it, not from strength but illness, weakness, from within
         a gentle, compassionate—they sang softly—convivial, ministering—another term with
         theological resonance—and, most significantly, dominantly if not exclusively female,
         perhaps even sororal space undisturbed by cacophonous masculine noise (drums), narratively
         associated with theory; a subjective space constituted by affect, friends not strangers.
         Boas stages his recognition of Native American music as music as the consequence of
         his expertise, refinement, which could listen below, as it were, the sound of the
         poorly trained singers; Fletcher, as a learning from the subaltern, produced here
         as friend, proximate, equal. But different: she also refers to the Omaha as her “red
         friends,” others them racially, making her white. Feminism enables her conversion,
         the acknowledgement of Indian music, effective recognition of culture as plural, not
         to mention theory as masculine noise drummed into her head. Upon recovery, the group
         held an elaborate ceremony in her honor, during which she “too joined” in the singing.
         Anthropology may authorize the patent of participant observation as Malinowski’s,
         but Fletcher not only observed the Native American, she partook of “their ancient
         culture,” a formulation that, of course, produces culture as having, possession, implies
         the existence of other, discrete cultures, makes Fletcher and Boas extimate accomplices.
      

       

      Anthropology holds that, after (the “premodern”) Edward Burnett Tylor concatenated
         race and culture, Franz Uri Boas cleaved the concepts. (Gupta/Ferguson: “the Boasian
         success in establishing the autonomy of the cultural from biological-cum-racial determination
         . . .”[48]  ) However, along with the patriarchal, eurocentric disciplinary wisdom has been
         challenged, most particularly by the argument, now more than thirty years old, that
         the writing of William Edward Burghardt Du Bois, a trained sociologist, informs Boas’s
         critique of race. (Should one call Du Bois an African Americanist? Would that not
         make Spencer, Williams, Hobbes, Arnold, Locke, Shelley, Tylor, Leavis Europeanists?)
         St. Clair Drake, for instance, contends that Boas’s positions “coincided with ideas
         black leaders [most notably Du Bois] already had.”[49]   In a detailed, careful, historicist analysis of their texts, Julia E. Liss demonstrates
         the many resonances between the understanding of race in Boas and Du Bois.[50]   Lee D. Baker argues that African American sociologists, largely from Howard University,
         shaped by Du Bois(ian sociology) as well as Boas, also contested race, established
         culture/s as their object and, in Baker’s pithy formulation, transformed the black—if
         there is such a thing—“from savage to negro,” from the exemplar of an inferior condition
         to a discrete racial entity, still inferior, but now understood, unlike in Tylor,
         as constrained by racism, not her race. In “The Conservation of Races,” an essay republished
         in A W. E. B. Du Bois Reader, Du Bois himself, as Baker notes, anticipates, perhaps solicits, culture in the plural:
         “if in America it is to be proven for the first time in the modern world that not
         only Negroes are capable of evolving individual men like Toussaint . . . but a nation
         stored with wonderful possibilities of culture, then their destiny is not a servile
         imitation of Anglo-Saxon culture, but a stalwart originality.”[51]   Like Boas, Du Bois writes within patriarchy, Toussaint Louverture being the only
         outstanding black he identifies, and eurocentrism: in terms of cultural or civilizational
         achievement, the black must be measured by the future, not the past or present. (In
         The Philadelphia Negro, Du Bois finds it “the duty of the Negro to raise himself by every effort to the
         standards of modern civilization”; it doesn’t deem the concept eurocentric, though
         civilization was deployed most pointedly by anthropology against the Negro.[52]   Tylor, we’ll recall, could identify the black even in the dark by his peculiar
         smell.) The first usage of culture in that semanteme, unmarked by an adjective, signifies
         the universalist sense—possibility, potential, becoming—homonymous with civilization;
         the second, the relativist: nominating, binding a specific object, the Anglo-Saxon,
         implies other discrete cultures. Du Bois desires the creation—he does not assert the
         existence—of an original, resolute, robust African American culture untainted by slavery
         as the gift “the Negro race . . . have not yet given to civilization.”[53]   An offering only the African American, “the advance guard of the Negro people,”
         as opposed to the African, could make. This produces the African as incapable of contributing
         to civilization, if not effectively primitive, ironic given Du Bois’s later Pan-Africanism.
         By what measure, standard, does he claim vanguard status for the African American?
         
      

      
         We are Americans, not only by birth and by citizenship, but by our political ideals,
            our language, our religion. Farther than that our Americanness does not go. At that
            point, we are Negroes . . . the people whose subtle sense of song has given America
            music, its only American fairy tales, its only touch of pathos and humor amid its
            mad, money-getting plutocracy” (CR: 26). 
         

      

      Here, at least, Du Bois doesn’t cathect identity politics. He may assert the ability
         to demarcate the general from the particular, the Americanness of the black from its
         Negroness, as it were, but what we might call the products of black culture—music,
         literature, etc.—are recognized as such, Du Bois not having to make the case that
         the former, unlike in the Native American instance, should be categorized under music,
         and always already American; they don’t signify apartness, difference and only difference.
         He desires, on the one hand, “among the gaily colored banners that deck the ramparts
         of civilization . . . to hang one uncompromisingly black . . . placed there by black
         hands, fashioned by black heads” and, on the other, to be American (CR: 24). Du Bois produces his own subjectivity as split, something he would famously
         conceptualize later as “double consciousness”; the product of two scripts, Du Bois
         thematizes their tensions. (And produces civilization as ramparted, fortified—a defense
         against whom or what, exactly?) If what Boas would theorize as culture (in the plural)
         marks Negroness, modernity characterizes the American strand of this subject that
         is not recognized as a proper subject: he is the citizen of a state, inspired—interpellated—by
         its “political ideals,” the same constitution that, let us not forget, in its initial
         institutionalization found the African in the United States un-American, effectively
         amounting to sixty percent of a “person.” Nevertheless, letting the dead bury the
         dead, as it were, CR reproduces U.S. ideology. Du Bois does not stage the African American as radically
         other to the white but an equal, more or less, a modern subject, capable of intellection
         (black heads) demanding recognition.
      

      
      The essay struggles with race, which Du Bois cannot extricate from racism: “The American
         Negro has always felt an intense personal interest in . . . discussions of race .
         . . because back of most . . . have lurked certain assumptions as to his natural abilities
         . . . political, intellectual and moral status . . . Nevertheless, in our calmer moments
         we must acknowledge that human beings are divided into races” (CR: 19). In this framing, CR emerges as the product of calm, reflection, implying that racism elicits its opposite
         response, its differance, if not from Du Bois, from the African American more generally.
         In order to specify this response, one must ask, of course: what are calm’s antonyms?
         A friend never returned the copy of Roget’s Thesaurus my uncle Hannan gave me, so I turn to Thesaurus.com: agitated, angry, excited, fierce,
         furious, mad, passionate, turbulent, violent, wild. The semanteme concedes a certain
         anger, fury of Du Bois’s own (he is Negro too), even as he seeks to discipline it.
         Put differently, opposition to, anger at racism—which Du Bois understands in a global
         frame, not as a peculiarly U.S. problem—drives his writing on race. But, like Boas,
         he finds the concept difficult to delimit: “criteria of race are most exasperatingly
         intermingled. Color does not agree with texture of hair [etc.] . . . The final word
         of science, so far, is that we have at least two, perhaps three, great families of
         human beings—the whites and Negroes, possibly the yellow race . . . other races have
         arisen from their intermingling” (CR: 20). Even science has failed to produce certainty on this question, the “so far”
         signifying that it may yet revise its position. Du Bois defines race as “a vast family
         of human beings, generally of common blood and language, always of common history,
         traditions and impulses” (CR: 21). If some races resulted from the mixture of others, of course, their history,
         or “blood,” could not be considered common. In fact, after taxonomizing eight “distinctly
         differentiated races . . . Slavs . . . Teutons . . . English . . . Romance . . . Negroes
         . . . Semitic . . . Hindoos [sic] . . . and Mongolians,” not to mention “other minor race groups . . . American Indians
         . . . Esquimaux . . . South Sea Islanders,” without elucidating the distinction between
         great and minor races, Du Bois holds the “larger races . . . far from homogenous”
         (CR: 22). The argument contradicts itself in other ways, too: as Kwame Anthony Appiah
         points out, only one of the eight great races shares a language and, at the risk of
         stating the obvious, Du Bois himself admits that the Negro, at least in the USA, has
         a language, if not a history, in common with the white. It is difficult, if not impossible,
         to tell the inside of race from outside. But one could also read Du Bois as symptomatic
         of the African American’s problem with defining the concept, something he finds exasperatingly
         difficult. Not long after, in The Negro, a text that outlines, country by country, the achievements of the African past,
         that grants the Negro an impressive, civilized history, that contests the eurocentric
         account of this history, one that resonates strongly with Boas, whom he cites, that
         narrates African cultural achievements in detail, that effectively contests Conrad
         long before Chinua Achebe’s justly influential essay, Du Bois concludes definitively:
         “it is generally recognized today that no scientific definition of race is possible,”
         a conclusion Boas himself would not reach till later.[54]   Nevertheless, Du Bois cannot not cathect some notion of (racialized) difference:
         “the darker part of the human family . . . is separated from the rest of mankind by
         no absolute physical line, but . . . nevertheless forms, as a mass, a social group
         distinct in history, appearance, and to some extent in spiritual gift.”[55]   In a strong reading, “spiritual gift,” an attribute of a discrete social group,
         would be a synonym for culture (in the plural), perhaps even a solicitation of such
         a concept dissociated from but nevertheless carrying the trace of race. 
      

      
      Sociology, not merely as the consequence of his training, contours Du Bois’s early
         writing on the African American, though some anthropologists claim him for their discipline.[56]   Rather than proper categorization of disciplinary allegiance, policing borders,
         situating Du Bois within one set of ramparts than another, at stake here is the distinction
         between object and method of sociology and anthropology, discussed in the previous
         chapter. Not to mention the history, as Drake frames it, of the discipline: “Anthropology
         had been considered an ‘enemy’ by the small but growing group of Afro-American intellectuals
         that had come into existence by the turn of the [nineteenth] century.”[57]   The formulation demands attention: resonating with Vine Deloria Jr.’s assertion
         that Native Americans are a people cursed by anthropology, it deems a discipline,
         ostensibly a science, actively hostile, malicious to (the interests of) a social group,
         links disciplinary reason with ideology. (Even if Stocking doesn’t read Du Bois, or
         Drake, his banishment of Tylor to the preanthropological responds to this critique,
         too.) Rather than cite Tylor yet again, one might turn to James Hunt, the founder
         of the first organization devoted to anthropology in England, the Anthropological
         Society of London (ASC). His inaugural address specified the object of the new organization:
         “We must not shrink from the candid avowal of what we believe to be the real place
         in nature, or in society, of the African or any other race. It will be the duty of
         conscientious anatomists carefully to record all deviations from the human standard
         of organization and analogy with inferior types, which are frequently manifested in
         the negro race.”[58]   To Hunt, the Negro is a divergence from the norm. Although Tylor’s membership in
         the ASL, made controversial by Hunt’s agenda, was brief, his position on the Negro
         doesn’t significantly differ from Hunt’s. He may not quite find it deviant, but certainly
         inferior. Stocking points out that the ASL split from the Ethnological Society of
         London on the grounds that the latter sympathized too much with the Negro, and that
         the ESL, in turn, was founded by a group within the abolitionist Aborigine Protection
         Society that desired to study the Negro, not just agitate on her behalf. Put differently,
         it is possible to read the itinerary of anthropology in the nineteenth century as
         grounded, governed by a compulsion to other not just the non-white races in general,
         but the Negro in particular. In working within sociology, Du Bois writes against this,
         too. 
      

      
      In The Philadelphia Negro: A Social Study, Du Bois seeks “to ascertain something of the geographical distribution of this race,
         their occupations and daily life . . . homes . . . organizations and . . . relation
         to their million white fellow-citizens” (PN: 1). While the semanteme doesn’t identify Du Bois with the African American (their,
         not our), he locates her here, not out there, in the (presumably rattlesnake-free)
         city, as opposed to nature or the field, a place reached without an arduous journey
         in premodern transport; he stages her as an enfranchised citizen of a state—incorporated,
         in Spencer’s term—not inhabitant of a tribe: the African American doesn’t bear the
         characteristics of the anthropological object; unlike Boas’s Native American, her
         ways are not strange. She shares citizenship, political subjectivity with others.
         To grasp her, Du Bois distributed questionnaires (he calls them schedules), a method
         of sociology, to “collect information and statistics as to organizations, property,
         crime and pauperism, political activity and the like.” (Though he also “observed”
         them; as noted before, the distinction between the two disciplines is not rigorously
         methodological.) Once again, the African American displays characteristics claimed
         by sociology: she is urban, literate, political, propertied, criminal, classed and,
         most significantly, ordered, predictable, amenable to statistics. Tylor finds the
         African proximate to the ape. Du Bois produces the African American as modern, proximate
         to the white; she could only be the object of the discipline that attends to the modern,
         sociology, at least at this disciplinary intersection. In so doing, Du Bois confounds
         the distinction between sociology and anthropology, contests both Tylor and the Spencerian
         conflation of modern and white—a questioning of the subject itself that the discipline
         ignores, as many African Americanists argue. Elijah Anderson, for instance, points
         out that U.S. sociology excludes, though one might prefer represses, Du Bois. After
         iterating this, Roderick A. Ferguson doesn’t seek his inclusion in the canon as reparation;
         rather, finds it symptomatic, necessary for the production of the sociological object
         as white, heteronormative. Du Bois, of course, treats the African American as object;
         he cannot but do so if writing from within sociology; significantly, however, she
         is not othered. As we’ve seen, anthropology—whether in Tylor, Boas or Clifford—represents,
         speaks for the other; the turn to sociology reinforces Du Bois’s insistence, instantiated
         metonymically in all his writing, that the African American is a subject and, therefore,
         speaks for herself, albeit within eurocentrism. Du Bois cannot not cathect the subject,
         demand recognition for himself and the group. This move, too, is an act of representation,
         of substitution, a metaphor passing itself as a metonym; not, however, of the same
         order as Boas’s treatment of O’waxalagalis. Even as he struggles to conceptualize
         it, African Americanness interpellates Du Bois; a different script produces Boas (despite
         his Kwagu’l naming). 
      

       

      As noted above, a popular Boas pamphlet, Aryans and Non-Aryans, finds race lacking a scientific basis, calls it a fiction, an argument he makes
         most forcefully in a disciplinary register only in the second edition of The Mind of Primitive Man.[59]  MPM1 does not effectively deconstruct race, though its opening chapter, “Racial Prejudice,”
         symptomatically, opposes racism directed not at Native Americans but at African Americans,
         a group Boas doesn’t deem primitive; one that should not, strictly speaking, be addressed
         in a book on the primitive.[60]   In other words, Boas and Du Bois direct us to each other. A brief statement of
         the same year, a foreword to a book on African American New Yorkers, compares two
         subalternized groups: “The Negro of our times . . . carries even more heavily the
         burden of his racial descent than did the Jew of an earlier period.”[61]   Although introducing a book on one object, Boas cannot avoid another, in this case
         the self, cannot escape the analogy, which is not self-evident, or the script that
         interpellates, politicizes him. Opposition to the European oppression of Jews constitutes
         the undivulged of his writing on race and culture, an ethico-political imperative
         made explicit only later, and even then parsimoniously, obliquely. The consistent
         deployment of the analogy, not to mention texts that directly address the question,
         produce the African American politically, as a subordinated American. Not found out
         there, in nature, or organized into tribes, not therefore an object of anthropology,
         she is, nevertheless, of concern to the discipline. Boas may not cite Du Bois—but
         then, Tylor doesn’t cite Arnold, either; nevertheless, his writing intersects with
         that of the sociologist, make them extimate accomplices. (Boas may not cite Du Bois,
         but here’s the latter: “the crime and carelessness of a few of his race [Negro] is
         easily imputed to all”; and Boas: “any fault of one of you . . . will be interpreted
         only too readily as a relapse into the old ways of an inferior race” [PN: 323, FBR: 316].) 
      

      
      Consequently, Boas doesn’t find the African American possessing a discrete culture,
         as could be read in “The Outlook for the American Negro,” his commencement address
         at Atlanta University, a visit initiated by Du Bois.[62]   (It is most serendipitous to discover, given the texts read in this chapter, that
         en route to Atlanta, Boas visited Fletcher in New York.[63]  ) Boas got to the city by train, a quotidian mode of transport, a journey unremarked
         upon, unlike that to Native British Columbia. The lecture begins by distinguishing
         him from his audience, establishing his authority: “I shall speak to you . . . [as
         an] anthropologist” (FBR: 311). If this makes “I,” the singular first-person pronoun Boas usually eschews,
         the scientist, expert, as it does in IBC, “you” signifies “American Negro,” in turn producing I, the differance of you, as
         ambiguous; it could also mean American white or, as we’ll see, Jew. Put differently,
         Boas’s subjectivity could be divulged as split. After establishing difference, Boas
         asserts commonality with the audience, speaking of “cultures different from ours,”
         a move that doesn’t other the African American. The semanteme says little, signifies
         much: race separates Boas and black; culture—American, “our” culture—connects them;
         his subsequent critique of race leaves only commonality. Nevertheless, he finds the
         African American socially underdeveloped: emotionally “uncontrolled . . . lack[ing]
         energy . . . [she must] learn how to live a more clean, healthy and comfortable life”
         (FBR: 313, 315). She needs improvement, but should “work out its own salvation . . . [without]
         side glances on your white neighbor, waiting for his recognition or support” (FBR: 315). Like Du Bois, who understands the black in relation to the white, this produces
         black and white as neighbors, proximate, “diverse elements liv[ing] . . . side by
         side.” The second-person pronoun (your neighbor, not ours) makes Boas neither; and
         the third (his) distances him further from white. For the black already has Boas’s
         encouragement. Despite her lamentable present, he urges the African American to find
         inspiration from her ancestors’ impressive past: the African had, among other things,
         invented “the art of smelting iron . . . [possessed] agriculture . . . organized kingdoms
         which lasted for many centuries . . . [established] judicial procedure” and created
         beautiful art, claims Du Bois elaborates, citing Boas, in The Negro (FBR: 311, 312, 313). Thereafter, Boas compares the African American predicament to that
         of others, including Armenians and Greeks in Turkey, but: 
      

      
         the best example is the Jews of Europe, a people slightly distinct in type, but originally
            differing considerably in customs and beliefs from the people among whom they lived.
            The separation of the Jew and Gentile was enforced for hundreds of years and very
            slowly only were the various occupations opened to him . . . Even now the feeling
            of inequality persists . . . although in the creative work of our times, in industry,
            commerce, science and art, the Jew holds a respected place . . . I have dwelt on this
            example somewhat fully, because it illustrates the conditions that characterize your
            own position (FBR: 315). 
         

      

      Boas finds the Jew, racially, barely different from gentile, a term that effectively
         produces the white from a Jewish frame. What we might be tempted to call her cultural
         difference has also disappeared, more or less; though Boas avoids the term, as he
         must: if culture commands, controls, then it cannot disappear; customs and beliefs
         could. Black and white Americans share a culture, so do Jewish and Gentile/white European.
         In contrast, the African American and Jew share a political experience, subordination:
         the centuries-long coerced separation, ghettoization of the Jew makes her past and
         present, situated in Europe, analogous to that of the African American (though, of
         course, slavery may have no analogue). Indisputably modern, both groups have long
         lived in proximity to the white. Symptomatically, Boas in that semanteme speaks of
         the Jew in the third person (him, not us). If he cannot avoid the interpellation,
         he will not assert it, either.
      

      
      In MPM1, Boas argues that “although the negro lives in the closest contact with modern civilization,”
         she occupies an “inferior position . . . [caused by] the old race feeling,” or racism,
         not her race, capacity (MPM1: 15). MPM2’s “Preface,” that place where the writer (re)frames the text, instructs its reader—in
         a move that, ironically enough, demonstrates distrust of her own product—on the context
         of the writing to follow, attempts to direct the reading, again addresses “us,” in
         this instance presumably, but one can’t be certain, the white American: “race prejudice
         is still an important factor in our life. Still worse is the subjection of science
         to ignorant prejudice in countries controlled by dictators” (MPM2: vi). The disciplinary object of this text might be the mind—need one mention the
         essentialism—of the primitive—or the eurocentrism—but its ethico-political compulsion
         (also an object) is opposition to racism against two sets not of primitives or strangers
         but subalternized groups. The Native American/First National does not emerge in this
         text as subordinated, is not understood in political terms—though Boas, for instance,
         repeatedly petitioned the Canadian government not to ban the Kwagu’l potlatch—but
         a distant object out there at the frontier of the United States, representative of
         the primitive, requiring study. An exchange with Fletcher manifests the difference
         in approach to their object. Reporting to an annual meeting of the American Folk-Lore
         Society, with Boas in attendance, Fletcher addresses the new “Ghost Dance,” then spreading
         across Native American communities in the United States, predicting the arrival of
         the messiah and “the destruction of the white race.” She frames the emergence of the
         movement politically: 
      

      
         Different races . . . picture a future life according to their culture . . . By our
            occupation of this continent we have brought about the destruction of the game, of
            native vegetation . . . cutting of the Indian’s old-time food supply, interfering
            with his modes of life . . . On the . . . reservations we hold the tribe practically
            prisoners . . . The conviction that ours is a cruel and unjust race has been seared
            into the Indian mind in many ways.[64]  
         

      

      In an unusual formulation for her, Fletcher distinguishes between race and culture,
         a term she rarely uses, deployed here in the relativist sense, homonymous with mode
         of life; white occupation has incarcerated the Native American, destroyed her nature
         and culture, more or less. The Journal’s report summarizes Boas’s response: “He did not attribute these crazes to a great
         extent to politics . . . they are . . . a nervous disease.”[65]   Boas’s position, if dismissive, though he could have actually spoken at length,
         is consistent with his understanding of culture as determinative. Having established
         that the Native American dances only when her laws command, he cannot account for
         the emergence of a new dance, or reworking of an old one, in political terms, primitive
         culture being unmarked by politics. Consequently, he dismisses this happening as pathological.
      

      
      MPM2 doesn’t desire to merely provide scientific information, or interpretation, of the
         primitive intellect; it seeks to transform the white. (Interestingly enough, one of
         its chapters is titled “The Interpretations of Culture.” Geertz singularizes the former
         and pluralizes the latter.) Unlike the first edition, concerned with just the United
         States, MPM2 confronts “prejudice” both at home and the former home, now outside democracy, dominated
         by an autocrat who censors science. (The OED informs one that the term racism had
         entered the episteme by this moment; though Boas doesn’t deploy it here, he does elsewhere.)
         The book’s concluding chapter identifies the country without nominating the dictator,
         iterates the analogy between European Jew and African American: 
      

      
         The present policy of Germany is based on . . . [this] foundation . . . every person
            is supposed to have a definite, unalterable character according to his racial descent
            and this determines his political and social status. The conditions are quite analogous
            to the status assigned to the Negro at an earlier period, when licentiousness, shiftless
            laziness, lack of initiative were considered as racially determined, inescapable qualities
            of every Negro (MPM2: 253).[66]  
         

      

      Boas himself, as we’ve seen, charged the African American with indolence, lacking
         energy, at Atlanta. Regardless, his framing of the analogy shifts significantly between
         MPM1, the Atlanta address and MPM2: in the first edition and commencement speech, he situates the persecution of the
         Jews in the past, of African Americans in the present; indeed, “Outlook” finds the
         Jew respected in Europe; in the second, their situations have reversed, that of German
         Jews worsened. Opposition to Nazi racism, the “present policy of Germany,” which holds
         that race determines, unalterably, immutably, human character and behavior, thus socio-political
         position, that biology is destiny for both superior Aryan and inferior Jew, drives
         MPM2, its revisions of prior positions, comprehensive critique of race. As we’ve seen,
         Boas manifests his cultural relativism as early as IBC, a text that also finds race effectively incoherent, but he only breaks with race
         theoretically, definitively—Williams would suggest decisively—in the face of Nazism.
         Though he consistently opposed the subordination of African Americans, academically
         and otherwise—Baker points out that he spoke at the first meeting of the NAACP and
         contributed to Crisis—that did not provide sufficient provocation. Boas’s break with race pivots around
         the predicament of the Jewish anthropologist, of the antinomial, othered subject,
         not of another also othered by eurocentrism. He could have responded to the stereotyping
         of the Jew by producing her essence positively; but he doesn’t cathect identity politics
         (even if relativism, ironically enough, enables it). Instead, more powerfully, he
         meets the problem theoretically, takes his analogy seriously, understands “racial
         prejudice”—like Du Bois—as a general problem, though not necessarily a global one,
         confronts the concept itself, seeks to deprive racism of its ground, its founding,
         controlling signified, arche. If there’s no such thing as race, of course, it cannot
         determine behavior, enable oppression. Both editions of MPM might have as object, or perhaps just title, the mind of the primitive; they open,
         and close, by critiquing racism, an attribute, lack of the white, whether in Europe
         or the United States. (Though the passive voice—“were considered”—enables the agent
         of racism to remain unnominated.) Both editions make a call upon the civilized/white
         mind. Like Tylor, this text abets the interpellation of subject and other; unlike
         him, Boas finds the subject requiring amendment of her comprehension of, thus relation
         to, not just the other but herself. The interpellative, as distinguished from ethnographic,
         object of cultural relativism is both us and them. Boas desires the end of white prejudice,
         but not to describe white or U.S. culture.
      

      
      Both editions also assert a fundamental difference between primitive and civilized,
         located at the level of culture. The former gets defined as characterized by dearth:
         “those people whose activities are little diversified . . . forms of life are simple
         and uniform, and the contents and form of whose culture are meager and intellectually
         inconsistent. Their inventions, social order, intellectual and emotional life should
         all be poorly developed.” Unlike Tylor’s savage, Boas’s primitive possesses culture
         and social organization, if only in an elementary form. However, Boas insists that
         no actual human group exhibits all these attributes. Australians, for instance, “whose
         material culture is quite poor . . . have a highly complex social organization,” California
         Indians “produce excellent technical and artistic work, but show no corresponding
         complexity in other aspects of their lives” (MPM2: 197). Quite apart from bearing judgement, this suggests that there’s no such thing
         as primitive culture, or at least not in some pure or strict sense. But Boas cannot
         not other, cathect the category, necessary for the civilized, the subject, to emerge
         as superior, something signified most cardinally by her intellectual production: 
      

      
         We can establish an objective measure of the advance of culture . . . for we recognize
            that the continued thoughtful elaboration of the treasure of human experience according
            to rational forms will result in an increase of knowledge . . . The necessary intellectual
            work leads partly to the elimination of error and partly to a systematization of experience.
            Both . . . represent a gain. The extent and character of knowledge may be taken in
            this sense as a means of cultural progress (MPM2: 202). 
         

      

      At the risk of stating the obvious, rather than being tacit, incidental, eurocentrism
         structures this argument. Boas may elsewhere understand knowledge as culturally conditioned;
         here, the product of western science, grounded upon reason, is an objectively superior
         corpus to anything produced by the primitive, an indubitable cultural advance. (Though
         this does not make science “absolute truth.” Perhaps relativism, in Clifford’s phrase,
         was always already about “partial truths”!) Both primitive and modern may be shackled
         by culture; the possession of science makes the modern capable of progress, development,
         enables anthropology, the study of the other. This universalist, progressivist judgement—not
         actually a judgement since it’s objectively true—straightforwardly contradicts relativism.
         So Boas giveth, after taking away: lack of reason makes the primitive merely different,
         not inferior. Hobbes and Locke, we’ll recall, at least granted the savage reason;
         he had the capacity, though he did not exercise it. Anthropology, the discipline that
         democratizes difference, does not:
      

      
         When we say, “The eye is the organ of sight,” the Indian may not be able to form the
            expression “the eye” but may have to define that the eye of a person or of an animal
            is meant. Neither may the Indian be able to generalize readily the abstract idea of
            an eye as the representative of a whole class of objects . . . so that the whole sentence
            might assume a form like “an indefinite person’s eye is his means of seeing.” Still
            it will be recognized that in this more specific form the more general idea may well
            be expressed . . . It seems much more likely that the lack of these forms is due to
            the lack of their need. Primitive man, when conversing with his fellow man, is not
            in the habit of discussing abstract ideas. His interests center around the occupations
            of his daily life (MPM2: 216). 
         

      

      This resonates with Malinowski’s claim, noted in a previous chapter, that native society
         lacks intellectuals. As for Boas, if this is indeed the case with all Native American
         languages, one can hold with certainty that O’waxalagalis could not have made that
         speech, based as it is upon abstract ideas (the white man, dance, command and so on).
         Be that as it may, this semanteme, like many others, flattens Native American difference
         into a singular Indian, metonymically representative of the primitive, staged here
         not as necessarily lacking the capacity for abstraction, just the necessity, makes
         abstraction a consequence of civilizational progress. A claim that Boas himself contests,
         immediately, when conceding the possibility that the specific could contain the general.
         Or, as Ferdinand de Saussure reminds us, that every word (sign) combines sound-pattern
         and concept. The Native American may not make a quotidian habit of abstraction; her
         language inescapably bears it. But the postcolonialist wonders, reversing the opposition:
         does the white discuss abstract ideas in everyday conversation with other whites,
         whether in the bar, boudoir, beach, bathroom or beauty parlor? (In a purely mischievous
         spirit: I have participantly observed white people for more than two decades—much
         longer than the average anthropologist spends in the field—and can confidently assert
         that they do not.) Despite holding that relativism leads to an objective understanding
         of white culture, if that’s the right term, Boas does not describe it. Something reinforced
         by his consistent refusal to describe or nominate the latter; he stages himself as
         outside the primitive, them, signified by his deployment of the plural personal pronoun,
         identification with his group, lack of distance. But doesn’t specify: what exactly
         is “we,” a term that sometimes refers to the civilized, sometimes white American,
         sometimes all Americans and, in the semantemes just cited, the scientist and rational
         also, of course, white. Boas’s persistent resort to the personal pronoun suggests
         it isn’t a mere rhetorical device (if there could be such a thing). Given the ambiguity
         of usage, one could read the inability to designate as signifying the antinomy between
         Jewishness and whiteness/Americanness that positions Boas liminally, as not white,
         not quite, an antinomy that—unlike Du Bois in the case of the black—Boas fails to
         address, even as it emerges in his text, abets his critique of race, cathexis of culture/s.
         Du Bois asks, famously: “What . . . am I? Am I an American or . . . Negro?” (CR: 25). Boas may compare Jew and African American, but he does not pose an analogous
         question about his subjectivity, even as his text divulges his struggle with it. Two
         scripts (at least) produce him, too; he thematizes neither.
      

      
       The primitive, then, may be intellectually, culturally inferior; however, accident,
         circumstance account for this, not race or mental capacity: “the greater rapidity
         of development of the races of the Old World . . . may be adequately conceived as
         due to the laws of chance” (MPM2: 8). Boas defines race as “a biological unit . . . a population derived from a common
         ancestry and by virtue of its descent endowed with definite biological characteristics.”
         As in the case of the pure primitive, no such group can be actually observed, “due
         to the variability of local forms.” He finds it “easy . . . to distinguish . . . [extreme]
         type[s] . . . the Swede from . . . the Central African Negro” (MPM2: 37). However, the “type . . . [is] not an individual but an abstraction” (MPM2: 47). Put differently, for the category race to hold, cohere, all its putative members
         must have certain characteristics in common. They don’t. There are, for instance,
         as Du Bois also notes, though with different examples, short, dark-haired, brown-eyed
         Swedes and light-skinned Negroes without flat noses. What makes the latter atypical,
         or the blond, blue-eyed Swede typical? “Certain subjectively striking forms have been
         selected and have been called racial types . . . No attempt has been made to show
         that these traits are morphologically of importance . . . The classifications have
         a descriptive value, but without further proof no biological significance . . . [The]
         variability in each racial unit is great” (MPM2: 49, 196). Heterogeneity characterizes, therefore destabilizes, race, makes it nothing
         more than a collection of differences. Its inside cannot be marked from its outside.
         Neither does race determine behavior: “It is . . . gratuitous to claim that a race
         has a definite personality . . . people of the same type behave differently” (MPM2: 196, 38). Boas puts race in its place—outside science, anthropology, finds it purely
         subjective, a symptom of prejudice. The definition cannot stand exposure to the facts,
         the concept emerges as fictive, though the text doesn’t deploy the blunt rhetoric
         of a pamphlet. In MPM2, Boas reaches a conclusive verdict only implied in IBC and MPM1; though the earlier texts don’t necessarily anticipate the later break compelled,
         to iterate, by the overdetermined script that interpellates him as both subject and
         other, and his response to Nazism. 
      

      
      Having disassembled race, Boas displaces it with culture. This necessitates, of course,
         critiquing the Tylorian evolutionary argument: based on analogy—it deems contemporary
         primitives comparable to ancient whites—not evidence, Tylor’s claim upon the scientific
         fails to convince (even though Boas deploys the same analogy himself, as we’ve seen,
         to different effect, and holds the civilized more advanced than the primitive, at
         least in some respects). Once again, the “facts . . . are entirely contrary to this
         view” (MPM2: 179). Which brings us, finally, to Boas’s definition of culture: 
      

      
         the totality of the mental and physical reactions and activities that characterize
            the behavior of the individuals composing a social group collectively and individually
            in relation to their natural environment, to other groups, to members of the group
            itself and of each individual to himself. It also includes the products of these activities
            . . . [These] elements are not independent, they have a structure (MPM2: 159).[67]  
         

      

      One might, at this point, recall Tylor: “Culture or Civilization, taken in its wide
         ethnographic sense, is that complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals,
         law, custom and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.”
         (Not incidentally, knowledge, in this formulation, emerges as a capability or habit
         of culture.) Boas’s definition isn’t radically different, though he insists upon the
         connection between these elements. Like Tylor, Boas distinguishes and conflates culture
         and society: culture is an attribute of an organized, regulated group; it both constitutes
         the group and doesn’t. (Though to Tylor, as we’ve seen, the savage, lacking society,
         lacks culture too.) Both also find it circumvallated (complex whole, totality), ascertainably
         distinct from other cultures (even as Tylor understands his object as a condition),
         a matrix inside and outside (products) its subject and shaping social (and in Boas’s
         case individual) human behavior. But Boas excludes human capability, capacity, as
         an element of culture; to do so would implicitly concede that culture cannot be thought
         without race, that racial inferiority determines cultural condition; and refuses to
         reduce human behavior to a combination of the habitual and potential. Rather, he emphasizes
         agency (reactions and actions), if circumspectly: culture is the consequence of social
         human activity, including thought, but not that of unrestricted free agents; rather,
         in relation to the activities of other agents (and nature); reaction precedes action
         in that formulation. One might say, paraphrasing Marx: men make their own culture,
         but they do not make it as they please; they do not make it under self-selected circumstances.
         The most striking difference between the definitions, however, lies in Tylor’s assertion
         that the “condition of culture among the various societies of mankind . . . is a subject
         apt for the study of laws of human thought and action.” Boas, as we’ve seen, understands
         culture as possession, not condition; consequently, it could not be determined by
         laws, follows no developmental trajectory or telos, though it does evolve.
      

      
      In a strikingly assertive formulation, one that resonates with IBC and “The Aims of Ethnology,” Boas contends that culture “controls,” determines human
         behavior (we dance because we are commanded to). The semanteme, which like many others
         in MPM2 uses culture and civilization homonymously, puts in play one of the problems that
         make cultural relativism epistemologically incoherent: 
      

      
         the ethical point of view which makes it justifiable at the present time to increase
            the well-being of one nation at the cost of another, the tendency to value our own
            form of civilization as higher—not as dearer to our own hearts—than that of the whole
            rest of mankind, are the same as those which prompt the actions of primitive man,
            who considers every stranger as an enemy, and who is not satisfied until the enemy
            is killed. It is somewhat difficult for us to recognize that the value which we attribute
            to our own civilization is due to the fact that we participate in this civilization,
            and that it has been controlling all our actions since the time of our birth (MPM2: 225). 
         

      

      One must note the antieurocentrism underlying this unexpected, example-less analogy,
         the criticism of us, even as it stages differance (civilized/primitive) as difference
         (we behave like the primitive, so how could we be their superior) and thus reinforces
         eurocentrism. Still, many questions remain. One (as noted before): if her culture
         inescapably regulates every single (“all”) action, mental and physical, of an individual,
         how could such individual, in this case, escape its shackles, imprisonment and properly
         value primitive culture? Alternatively, if culture allows individuals to transcend
         its reach, it ceases to be determinative. To cohere, culture must command; to transform
         (the white) it cannot. Put differently, if our culture controls our thought, how could
         we ever realize that our values, judgement should be relative, not universal? If culture
         truly commands, we could never put ourselves in the position of another, an Archimedean
         point outside. Two: if all members of a race behave differently, making that concept
         incoherent, could not—should not—the same argument be brought to culture? By restricting
         the critique of essentialism to race, as Stocking notes, though not quite in these
         terms, Boas doesn’t quite cleave the concepts. He displaces race with culture, one
         conceptualization of determinative difference with another. Every human behaves heterogeneously,
         thus science must dispense with race, assign it to prejudice, taxonomize it under
         fiction; culture, somehow, though Boas fails to say how, controls, imposes homogeneity
         upon human behavior.
      

      
      MPM2 does, however, bear the possibility of a quite radical theory of difference, in the
         course of its discussion of language, even if Boas doesn’t explore its consequences:
         
      

      
         In our actual experience no two sense-impressions or emotional states are identical.
            We classify them, according to their similarities, in wider or narrower groups . .
            . Notwithstanding their individual differences, we recognize in our experiences common
            elements, and consider them as related or even the same, provided they have a sufficient
            number of characteristics in common . . . 
         

         
         If the whole mass of concepts . . . were expressed in language by entirely heterogeneous
            sound-complexes or word-stems . . . an infinitely large number of distinct word-stems
            would be required for expression (MPM2: 208).
         

      

      This resonates with Friedrich Nietzsche’s discussion of concept, but one must remember
         that Nietzsche calls truth a “mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms,”
         conceives it, and language, in relation to force, to organized, structured, disciplined
         force. Nietzsche, like Hobbes, understands the production of concepts as only possible
         with the repression of difference (every leaf is heterogeneous to every other) and,
         though Hobbes doesn’t make this claim, in relation to its opposite (truth cannot make
         sense without lie).[68]   Boas makes an analogous argument about what he calls word-stems (signifier) and
         distinguishes from concepts. Or, more precisely, he finds the production of commonality
         from the non-identical—the two are differentiated—the consequence of a purely economic
         necessity (and economy outside force): otherwise there would simply be too many words;
         every sense-impression and emotional state would require its own concept, signifier.
         The admission that the repression of heterogeneity makes language possible should
         trouble Boas, or any other empiricist who acknowledges this. However, the contention
         that such economizing follows the recognition of a reality (actual experience) makes
         such repression epistemologically defensible, even necessary. But this begs the question:
         how much commonality is “sufficient” for a concept so produced to persuasively capture
         a set of heterogeneous experiences? And raises another: if experience is also a concept,
         which it must be in Boas’s terms, and by definition flattens difference, like all
         concepts—aggregates diverse “experiences,” every single one of which would require
         its own signifier, into the singular experience—could it be coherently deployed to
         ground a theory of language that distinguishes concept and experience, that produces
         its concept of concept by appealing to experience, the latter now understood, empirically,
         as outside language (actual experience), thus not a concept? By considering the question
         of language, Boas raises the possibility of a radical take on difference only to foreclose
         it. Without so doing, without in other words finding taxonomy unproblematic, it would
         be impossible to cathect culture in the plural. Which emerges, if one takes this argument
         to that concept, as characterized by commonality, not identity.
      

       

      Unlike Boas, who does not and cannot desire to transform the Native American, Fletcher,
         while effectively producing such difference in “Indian Songs,” even distinguishing
         it from race in “The Indian Messiah,” ultimately moves away from, works against it,
         cathects civilization. In so doing, whereas Boas deploys culture and civilization
         homonymously, Fletcher understands culture in the plural, as possession, having, and
         civilization in the singular, universal, becoming, holds it, including conversion
         to Christianity, the Native’s telos.[69]   Like Boas, though along a different register, universalism cohabits her writing
         with relativism, overdetermines it. In “The Indian Woman and Her Problems,” a text
         that confronts the eurocentric evaluation of the Native American woman (and man),
         Fletcher categorizes her object as “aboriginal,” earliest, a synonym of primitive:
         “Until the supremacy of our race was established on this continent, the Indian had
         remained undisturbed from a remote age,” a formulation that incarcerates the Native
         American in an interminably immutable state, distinguishes us and them on the basis
         of race, a concept Fletcher doesn’t critique, though she doesn’t hold it determinative
         of behavior, either. Colonization “startled”—one could think of stronger words—the
         Native American, eventually confined him to the reservation, “left him . . . a stranger
         in the land of his nativity.”[70]   Significantly, where Boas finds the Native strange, Fletcher finds him estranged,
         alienated from himself and his land; and identifies, without actually nominating,
         the agent responsible (“our race”). His predicament is the result of subordination,
         an exercise of force, not his nature, race or culture. Consequently, understanding
         “the problems that confront the Indian woman today . . . [requires examining] her
         position, work and influence under aboriginal conditions” which, since conquest was
         recent, and the Native state has remained unchanged, are anthropologically recuperable
         (IWP: 172).[71]   Fletcher concedes that she essentializes her object: “we cannot think of the Indians
         as one people; their diversity of language implies a diversity of customs and habits,”
         a formulation in which culture doesn’t appear but customs and habits, signifying a
         move away from the relativism one found in “Indian Songs” and “The Indian Messiah”;
         however, while “it would be impossible to take one tribe as typical of all . . . there
         were certain features in common” (IWP: 172, 173). Echoing Boas, who concedes that all primitive groups are different, not
         uniformly primitive, nevertheless deploys the category, Fletcher cannot follow her
         own insight, others the Native American even as she contests a form of such othering.
         The force of eurocentrism, of the episteme, as we’ve seen not just with Boas and Du
         Bois but Williams, isn’t easily ruptured. 
      

      
      Responding to the popular “picture” of the Native American woman’s position as “one
         of slavery and degradation,” Fletcher argues that the anthropological method associated
         with relativism produces truth on this question: “to judge correctly of people one
         must be familiar with their past history, their beliefs, and the inner meaning of
         their acts and ceremonies . . . It is . . . unjust to grade according to a superficial
         observation from a foreign standpoint . . . We must endeavor to reach the Indian’s
         standpoint” (IWP: 174). The foreign, outside, as we saw in IS, categorizes the Native as savage, which demands refutation as a matter not only
         of epistemological correctness but justice; Fletcher doesn’t oppose grading, judgement—only
         that of the superficial kind; anthropology, infiltrating inside, adopting the Indian’s
         standpoint, finds the Native American aboriginal. Which, of course, raises the question:
         were aboriginals, or primitives for that matter, in the habit of nominating, taxonomizing
         themselves such? (Or calling their music music?) Begging the question, anthropology
         after Boas seeks to draw the true picture, as it were, of its object, on “its own”
         terms. Thus Fletcher: “The Indian woman when she married neither changed her name
         nor relinquished any of her gentile or clan rights” (IWP: 173). Another semanteme that says little, signifies much: what to the speed-reader
         might seem an impeccable instantiation of both cultural and gender difference should
         make one pause, ask: different from what? For one doesn’t need poststructuralism to
         point out that difference is a relational concept, always already implies another.
         The heterosexual white woman, of course, who must replace her patronymic at marriage
         and loses the right to any property she takes into it, who emerges here not as individual/s
         but the standpoint, if you will, that frames the problem. Fletcher does not characterize
         the Native woman on her own terms—something impossible to textuality—but relationally,
         dissymetrically, negatively, as not white woman; she is not someone who is, so much
         as one who is not (neither this, nor that). Yet again, differance passes as difference.
         
      

      
       Acquiescing somewhat to the depiction of the Native American woman, one she iterates
         in IS, as virtually enslaved by the “lazy, selfish” man, Fletcher historicizes it, as representative:
      

      
         of that stage in the progress of social growth when work was divided on the line of
            sex. Man was the hunter and warrior, the provider of the raw material, the sole defender
            of the family. Woman was the conserver of his labor, the industrial factor, the property
            maker and owner, and the care-taker . . . She tanned the pelts . . . tilled the soil
            . . . fashioned the utensils . . . gave expression to beauty in decoration . . . While
            she suffered many hardships . . . her work was exalted ceremoniously . . . [H]er position
            had always been one of honor (IWP: 174). 
         

      

      This semanteme—which, in a delicious irony, produces man as raw (nature) and woman,
         therefore, as cook/ed (culture)—is theory, speculative anthropology; by her account,
         Fletcher could not have observed the Native American before conquest. However, she
         reverses the patriarchal, eurocentric evaluation even as she iterates it: the Native
         American, contra Tylor, practices agriculture; and the Native woman is not exploited;
         rather, respected, appreciated. Indeed, the man here represents not much more than
         brute force; the woman, the creative forces. In the aboriginal condition the Native
         American woman wasn’t confined inside, to the private; she worked outside.[72]   Progress brought regress: “This work of woman’s brain and hands, which has since
         developed into industries that are now controlling forces in civilization . . . has
         been taken from her by man” (IWP: 174, 175). The adjective disappears here, making the Native woman’s condition, metonymic
         only of the aboriginal state at the beginning of the narrative, now representative
         of woman as such, demonstrably capable of intellectual and physical activity, art
         and industry, but denied its practice in/by civilization. Our female Aryan ancestors
         were like these women; they cannot be strangers. Their story is our story or, more
         accurately, its first chapter. Put differently, Fletcher recognizes Native American
         women’s difference only to deny it, cut and paste it upon another script, produces
         woman in universalist terms (a position that would subsequently be critiqued as white
         feminism): “the problem that confronts the Indian woman . . . has confronted woman
         the world around during the development of society . . . [from] the hunting stage
         . . . [to] that of co-ordinate and associate labor which obtains under civilization”
         (IWP: 175). One should point out here that Fletcher’s account cannot be her “own” since,
         among other things, she deploys an inherited disciplinary category: “the hunting stage”
         is not a descriptive, non-axiological term. If only men hunt, while women perform
         creative labor, the nomination expels woman’s contribution. Nevertheless, Fletcher’s
         text suggests a reading of civilization as patriarchal, leading to the progressive
         subordination of woman, usurpation of her function, space, creativity, expatriation
         from the outside to the inside. A suggestion that bears, as Dolores Janiewski among
         others have noted, a theory of gender: if woman’s role changes over time, it cannot
         be determined, constrained by nature or biology.
      

      
      This powerful insight could have led to a feminist critique of civilization, but eurocentrism,
         specifically universalist anthropology, overdetermines Fletcher’s feminism, identification
         with the Native American woman; she “needs to have her mind trained, the better to
         think, her memory stored with knowledge of the beautiful world which God has given
         us as our school house” (IWP: 176). Before recalling Thomas Babington Macaulay, responding to this with revulsion,
         it bears emphasis that pedagogy, even learning from below, is predicated upon similar
         lines—training, improving the mind. Though the question arises: how could the Native
         American woman plant crops, tan hides and so on if she didn’t comprehend the world,
         or at least nature? Rather, Fletcher’s narrative itself suggests that the Native American
         woman understands nature, just not as the creation of God. But Fletcher seeks to more
         than educate; she must transform the Native American woman’s subjectivity, erase her
         difference, not from the past, where it is necessary for Fletcher’s emplotment, but
         in the present, despite—or perhaps consequent to—recognizing the superiority of the
         “red” woman’s position compared to that of the white, in the face of the Native woman’s
         avowed opposition. The following story doesn’t appear in IWP, though it would fit: 
      

      
         One day at a festival an Indian acquaintance . . . gave away a valuable horse. I was
            surprised at her act . . . and I privately asked her . . . if her husband was willing
            to part with the animal. She looked at me blankly for a moment, and then said: “The
            horse was mine; what had he to say about it?” I ventured to explain that a white woman
            would have first asked her husband’s consent. “I wouldn’t be a white woman,” she said.[73]  
         

      

      In this staging of an episode from the present, the Native American woman, produced
         as representative (“Indian”) of the past, though still grasped in the negative, through
         another frame, enjoys property rights denied the white, exercises agency as a woman
         irregardless of her husband who quite literally, and metaphorically, has no say over,
         does not determine her property. She explicitly rejects a white future, subjectivity;
         but Fletcher, who Visweswaran calls an “evangelical anthropologist,” dismisses the
         Native American woman’s desire in IWP, despite a commitment to adopting the Native standpoint. (Doing the reverse but also
         iterating Fletcher a century or so later, Saba Mahmood stages her “fieldwork”-based
         “ethnographic account” of “pious” Egyptian women as discovering in her object “different
         forms of desire, including desire for submission.”[74]   Consequently, we are told, she is compelled by the evidence itself to contest the
         dominant feminist conception of female agency [Judith Butler]. Mahmood fails to realize
         that it’s her frame, the anthropological, relativist notion of difference and her
         critique of [white?] feminism, that enables the discovery. Unable to see this, Mahmood
         denies being a relativist.) Fletcher’s insistence on interpellating her object, once
         recognized as friend, teacher, proximate, here distanced as acquaintance, on the transaction—the
         surrender (difference) gets compensated by a gain (civilization)—leaves her with recourse,
         ultimately, only to nostalgia: “In the old time she was an out door worker . . . in
         the free fresh air . . . Now her work is within doors . . . She longs for the freedom
         of the outside air” (IWP: 175). It is, undoubtedly, redundant to remind the reader that Fletcher speaks here,
         in a Rousseauian spirit: woman was born free and is everywhere in chains.
      

      
      However, Fletcher may adopt the Native American standpoint after all. As she rejects
         the Native woman’s desire to maintain her gender and racial difference, autonomy,
         Fletcher narrates herself as acting at the behest of the Native man, the legendary
         Lakota Sioux leader, Tatanka Iyotake.[75]   Recalling Boas’s O’waxalagalis, Tatanka Iyotake understands the predicament of
         his people, the women in particular, in Fletcher’s terms. Anthropology’s native has
         the remarkable capacity to reinforce, authorize the views of the discipline. We are
         told that Tatanka Iyotake told her: 
      

      
         You are a woman; take pity on my women, for they have no future. The young men can
            be like the white men, till the soil, supply the food and clothing, they will take
            the work out of the hands of the women, and the women, to whom we have owed every
            thing in the past, will be stripped of all which gave them power and position among
            the people. Give a future to my women! (IWP: 175). 
         

      

      In this account/projection, Tatanka Iyotake’s position on the future of the Native
         American woman not only coincides with Fletcher’s, he even uses some of the same phrases
         as the anthropologist, who produces herself as not being an agent of civilization,
         if an agent at all. The move is, if you’ll pardon the expression again, a classic
         instantiation of relativist anthropological empiricism that one finds to this day:
         I do not speak; my object speaks through me, transparently. Fletcher merely follows
         Tatanka Iyotake’s command. The Native American leader desires the extermination of
         cultural difference: the men can become (like the) white without, it would appear,
         too much discomfort; the women need assistance. Fletcher’s cathexis of civilization
         as telos for Native men and women finds itself a powerful accomplice, if not alibi.
         After which she concludes: “The incident in Sitting Bull’s tent enables us to realize
         the gap that lies between the hunting stage . . . and . . . civilization. It is this
         gap the Indian . . . must leap in order to live and prosper in the new conditions
         . . . It is only just that we take note of their mental confusion, of their difficulty
         in understanding the advantages attainable under the new order” (IWP: 175). Fletcher doesn’t detail the advantages of civilization, though they presumably
         include Christianity and, as several recent feminist critics of Fletcher have pointed
         out, consignment inside, to the domestic, private sphere. The Native American woman
         might reject this; justice merely demands that “we” register her protest, confused
         though it may be. We might also note that, at the publication of IWP, Tatanka Iyotake had been dead nine years—killed, perhaps murdered by agents of the
         U.S. government, who apparently feared he might join the ghost dancers, a movement
         Fletcher herself effectively characterized earlier as political opposition to white
         conquest. But that doesn’t merit mention in this text; Tatanka Iyotake has served
         his narrative function. One might also note here that, despite political correctness,
         he’s still known by his (poorly) translated name; we do not, after all, call Alice
         Fletcher Noble Arrowmaker.
      

      
      Following Janiewski, one could find Fletcher a “cultural imperialist”; though that
         presupposes the veridicity of culture and ignores the tensions of the text. In any
         case, this book understands its writers as symptoms of the episteme, not authors.
         So I would rather hold, paraphrasing Spivak, who observed of Charlotte Brontë and
         Jane Eyre, that these readings, if “minimally successful . . . would incite a degree of rage
         against . . . [eurocentrism] that it should produce so abject a script” not only for
         Fletcher, but Du Bois and Boas, too.[76]   With specific reference to Fletcher, in Visweswaran’s truly astute analysis of
         her, Parsons and other feminist anthropologists, their recognition of the Native American
         woman’s position as freer, less restrictive than the white helped shake universalism,
         culture in the singular, even if they didn’t articulate such a critique themselves.
         Simply put, if the situation of women in the savage/aboriginal condition (Native American)
         is superior to that in civilization (white), then the account of civilization as evolutionary
         progress, improvement, could not hold. That required the white woman’s condition to
         be better, incomparably so, than the Native’s. This not being the case, Fletcher resolves
         the problem by locating the Native American woman in the past, a move that nevertheless
         troubles the concept civilization from feminism, for it emerges as patriarchal. Given
         this, in order to recuperate civilization, she must subordinate feminism to eurocentrism.
         Not so doing, locating the Native American woman in the present, as proximate to the
         white, as she does in “Indian Songs,” would necessitate discarding civilization for
         culture in the plural: these people are not backward, our past, just different. If
         that’s the case, they could not be transformed, civilized, would have to be merely
         observed, studied, written about. Interpellated by two antinomial scripts, confronted
         with an aporia—race or gender—Fletcher represses one of its elements, casts her lot
         with her race. As Diane Detournay puts it in relation to Fletcher’s contemporary,
         Charlotte Perkins Gilman, “the closure of woman relies upon a passage through racial
         difference.”[77]   Nevertheless, by effectively raising the question of gender, Fletcher opens the
         possibility for anthropology to articulate a different theory of difference. Thus,
         Visweswaran concludes, the “emergence of gender as a category of analysis . . . enabled
         and is entailed by the ascendance of cultural relativism” (UCC: 48). An epistemology and an oppositional politics, feminism pressured the emergence
         of culture in the plural. Like anti-racism, its heterogeneous accomplice, it contests
         eurocentrism, but within its terms. It could not, therefore, transgress it. 
      

       

      If, at the humanities in its second iteration, the extimate accomplices anthropology
         and literature, abetted by sociology, authorized the emergence of culture in the singular,
         concatenated with race, in the Anglo-U.S. episteme as the overdetermined response
         to an English colonial solicitation, to interpellate the white/civilized as modern
         subject and savage/African, barbaric/Indian as backward other, if culture displaced
         (civil) society in so doing as the differance of nature, the latter, at the humanities
         in its first iteration, being instantiated by the savage/Native American, and the
         subject as civilized/English, the same reticulated cast of characters, as it were,
         repeat themselves with a difference, more or less, at its mutation into the plural;
         with, of course, the absence of the Indian, the absent presence of the Jew, the transformation
         of the Native American—but isn’t she Indian, too—from savage to primitive/aboriginal,
         the displacement of the backward African (Negro) by the modern African American (also
         Negro) and one instantiation of the (white) subject, the English, by another, the
         United States. In this offering, reading of an itinerary, culture, homonymous with
         civilization, is an imperative of English (colonial) ideology that required the distinction
         between a static element of subjectivity, race, and a dynamic; cultures, attempting
         to rupture its shackling with race, emerges as an imperative of the United States.
         If Boas definitively critiques race as the response of that antinomial entity that
         represses its name, the Jewish American anthropologist, the othered subject, to Nazism,
         he does so accompliced by, in response to the solicitation of recognition and of a
         non-racial concept of difference from another other who is and cannot be subject,
         the African American sociologist, Du Bois. Put differently, opposition not only to
         eurocentrism but to white racism—the term may sound crude, but cannot be evaded—to
         the subordination of two modern groups, European Jew and African American, contours
         a dominant strand of an epistemological mutation, the emergence of cultures. 
      

      
      The second strand, inextricable from the first, others the Native American as nonmodern:
         in Boas, as primitive, strange, cultured but elementarily so, located in nature and
         the past, though observed in the present, not proximate; in Fletcher, as aboriginal,
         estranged, uncivilized, located in nature and the past, to be made proximate. If culture
         in the singular, homonymous with civilization, sought to interpellate one Indian,
         the plural others another. Boas produces this as a horizontalization, recognition
         of difference but, unlike the African American, placed in the contemporary city, the
         Native American gets placed at the frontier of modernity. Where the intersection of
         Arnold/Tylor understood race/culture as determining behavior, Boasian culture—commanding,
         even shackling its subject—repeats the move with a different object, displaces the
         former with the latter. More precisely, in projecting the Native American as heterogeneous
         to U.S. culture, relativism, though staged in IBC as the desire of the other, emerges as the desire of this culture, not the recognition
         or discovery of difference, but the assertion, constitution of differance. In travelling
         to British Columbia, we’ll recall, Boas “sought a people [he had already decided were]
         living in the simplest possible circumstances.” As it conceives, consolidates itself
         as a cultural whole, U.S. ideology positions the Native American at the border of
         such whole: not American, not quite. The production of the United States as culturally
         unicitous pivots on the limning of the Native, located in nature, staged as nonmodern.
         At stake in this move isn’t just exclusion but projection, a desire in the interest
         of self-protection which Freud, in “The Instincts and Their Vicissitudes,” calibrating
         the earlier argument, defines as the expulsion “from within . . . [the] self . . .
         [of] a cause of unpleasure . . . [the separation of] a part of its own self, which
         it projects into the external world and it feels as hostile.”[78]  Again without treating Freud literally, one could read the emergence of cultural
         relativism, coincident with the production of U.S. (“American”) subjectivity as unraced,
         staged as the desire of the other, as the reaction of such subject to something internal
         to it that it finds troubling, disturbing, cannot accommodate and so must push aside
         from the possibility of sharing such subjectivity, something proximate to be made
         ultimate: (its response to) the Native American. 
      

       

      In “The Significance of the Frontier in American History,” Frederick Jackson Turner
         understands what this book calls the intersection of Du Bois/Fletcher/Boas as characterized
         by the conclusion of a formative, foundational stage of U.S. history: “at the end
         of a hundred years of life under the Constitution, the frontier has gone.”[79]   In this take, the frontier, once undelimitable, constantly shifting westward—both
         distinguishing inside from outside, proximate from ultimate, and failing to—has reached
         its limit; not so much a geographic or legal entity—Turner, for instance, doesn’t
         mention the Pacific Ocean—as a moment in social evolution, “the meeting point of [two
         conditions,] savagery and civilization,” its disappearance signifies the triumph of
         the latter, coincident with the production of a specific U.S. subjectivity distinct
         from the European:
      

      
         Our early history is the study of European germs developing in an American environment
            . . . The frontier is the line of most rapid and effective Americanization. The wilderness
            masters the colonist. It finds him a European . . . It strips off the garments of
            civilization and arrays him in the hunting shirt and moccasin. It puts him in the
            log cabin of the Cherokee and Iroquois and runs an Indian palisade around him. Before
            long he has gone to planting Indian corn and plowing with a sharp stick; he shouts
            the war cry and takes the scalp in orthodox Indian fashion. . . Little by little he
            transforms the wilderness, but the outcome is not the old Europe . . . [H]ere is a
            new product that is American (FAH: 4). 
         

      

      Before the European immigrant—called a germ, not only a seed but carrier of disease—from
         a place homonymous with civilization, a stage of (unstable) social development that
         could be shed like clothes, transforms the wilderness, it assimilates him. Before
         the immigrant could turn farmer, actor, he finds himself subject to the environment.
         Implacable, irresistible, the subject of three sentences—it masters, puts, strips
         and runs—nature, the land itself interpellates, makes civilized savage, mimic Native
         American practices. But not by a learning from Natives themselves. This paradoxical,
         if not self-contradictory formulation simultaneously affirms and denies civilized—the
         only alternative category to savage in Turner’s schema—Native American presence in
         the United States, produces the frontier as both wild and not. On the one hand, if
         the European imitates the Native by growing corn, it suggests that the latter practices
         agriculture; the plow, technology; the shirt, moccasin, cabin and palisade, architecture,
         manufacture, permanent settlement; none of these characterize savagery. On the other,
         wilderness, a term that, of course, iterates Locke’s description of America, means
         “wild or uncultivated land” (OED), signifies a lack of Native presence/practice. If
         you’ll pardon the obvious: a place with agriculture, technology, manufacture, etc.,
         cannot be wild, uncultivated. This book has probably overused the terms, but one must
         insist: as Turner’s text deconstitutes itself, one nevertheless finds in it the work
         of ideology.
      

      
      Beginning and end, creative and destructive, relentless actor, Turner’s frontier,
         having moved the European immigrant (backwards, then forward) through time, Americanizing
         him as an amalgam of savagery and civilization, now locates him in space, the entire
         continental United States, produces the singular U.S. subjectivity: “the frontier
         is productive of individualism. Complex society is precipitated by the wilderness
         into a kind of primitive organization based on the family. The tendency is anti-social.
         It produces antipathy to control . . . The frontier individualism has from the beginning
         promoted democracy” (AFH: 30).[80]   The European becomes American by literally going Native; not native in general
         but by mimicking particular, identified Native American groups, even if Turner finds
         the wilderness, once more an agent in this semanteme, responsible for making him an
         anti-social individualist, something equated, again paradoxically, with democracy,
         impossible without the social. This might suggest an intimate relation between the
         Native American (“way of life”) and democracy, but Turner cannot entertain the possibility.
         As the European gets transformed, naturalized, nativized by Native American practice
         into American, displacing the actual Native, the latter emerges in this text as trouble,
         hostile, a danger to be eliminated: 
      

      
         The trading post left the unarmed tribes at the mercy of those that had purchased
            fire-arms—a truth which the Iroquois Indians wrote in blood, and so the remote and
            unvisited tribes gave eager welcome to the trader . . . Long before the pioneer farmer
            appeared on the scene, primitive Indian life had passed away. The farmers met Indians
            armed with guns (FAH: 13). 
         

      

      Finally admitted to the text as active presence, Turner finds the Native American—here
         neither primitive nor civilized—violent, fratricidal. He only acknowledges Native
         on Native bloodletting. The sole owners of firearms (traders merely sold them), which
         they had already deployed against their own, Native Americans, reversed into potent,
         hostile warriors, confronted peaceful farmers with weapons. Turner may not narrate
         what happened next, but the text, which precludes palisading, carries prompts. The
         ambiguous last sentence suggests that not only the Natives but the farmers too were
         “armed with guns.” (Just like that earlier semanteme—the wilderness “puts him in the
         log cabin of the Cherokee and Iroquois”—suggests immigrant usurpation of Native property.
         To iterate: deconstruction finds the text other than it is.) FAH must repress the middle of this narrative; however, given its beginning—gun-toting
         settlers facing Natives or vice versa—and end—settlers taking the scalp—the middle
         effectively divulges itself. Like guns, germs kill.
      

       

      The Native American has troubled the United States from the moment of its institution,
         as attested by the Declaration of Independence, the text that records, justifies,
         proclaims its institution, one that Turner most immediately, but also (the intersection
         of Hobbes/Locke, and) the questions addressed in this chapter and this book, direct
         our attention to.[81]   (There’s more to be said about “Jefferson,” not an author in the precise sense—Thomas
         Jefferson’s draft, as we know, was edited both by a committee of representatives and
         the congress as a whole—than possible, required here. For a start, is there such a
         thing as a rigorously definable independent, in other words discrete, entity? If anything,
         the text exemplifies dependence, connection; in, for instance, its assertion of the
         right of the new state to “contract Alliances . . . [and] establish Commerce,” not
         to mention its concluding statement: “we mutually pledge to each other our Lives,
         our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.”) It produces its subject as an iteration of the
         modern and, in so doing, predictably other/s. In the opening semanteme, DOI seeks to “dissolve the political bands” connecting two peoples—discrete but not disconnected
         entities—a formulation which suggests that such a move wouldn’t, couldn’t abolish
         non-political ties between these groups: the wronged “good people” the text constitutes,
         interpellates as “American” from British colonial subjects, as it transforms the colonies
         themselves into independent but united states, plural (producing many states, one
         people, a problem resolved by the constitution);[82]   and, by opposition, the bad, their “Brittish [sic] brethren . . . deaf to the voice
         of consanguinity,” indifferent to the suffering of their own blood. As we know, the
         rationale for such dissolution, a particular desire, turns on a universalist (more
         or less) claim: “all men are created equal,” a “truth” that could be deemed “self-evident”
         only within a theological, if not monotheistic—thus non-universal—frame. (To another
         frame, for instance that which enables the French Declaration of the Rights of Man
         and Citizen, human beings may not be the product of an agent, not be created at all,
         just born.) Indeed, the rights that this subject asserts, also self-evidently true,
         are not, strictly speaking, political or natural but theological, the “endowment,”
         gift of God. Bluntly put, DOI is not a secular text. It invokes the transcendental subject five times, in this
         order: in the very first sentence, as originator, of nature and men; in the second,
         as bequeathor, of rights. Having established this frame, the divine then disappears
         from the text as DOI makes its case, to reappear only in the concluding paragraph as judge, in effect
         approver of the case, the “rectitude,” correctness of its “intentions”; and, finally,
         making a call upon the future, protector, if not guarantor, of political independence
         itself. Put differently, the text produces a narrative of the U.S. relationship with
         the divine: God, after creating man in general as a subject with rights, expected
         these rights to be respected. In this case, He finds them violated. He, therefore,
         supports the specific U.S. struggle to re-establish them. Crudely, God is on our side.
         As Derrida argues, the divine signature—or differantial countersignature—authorizes
         the Declaration in the last analysis. 
      

      
      “Jefferson” may proclaim the equality of all men, but, as one hopes this book demonstrates,
         the universal is always a staging, passing of the particular. In this instantiation,
         the subject of DOI emerges as gendered male, of British filiation, Christian and, within this limitation,
         bound even further: the unhappy product of persecution, hurt, loss. The text’s preamble
         accuses George Hanover (the ugly?) of “abuse,” “injury” and “usurpation,” following
         which, again as we know, DOI lists specific “facts,” an inventory of grievances—making the United States, perhaps,
         to take a phrase from Wendy Brown, the originary state of injury—to substantiate its
         case “to a candid world.”[83]   (The OED reminds us that among the meanings of candid is white.) Close attention
         to them—something the dominant, celebratory, almost propagandic reading of this text
         avoids—enables the reader to better grasp, delimit the (wounded) man, subject at stake
         here. Some affect nature and the population in general: “He has plundered our seas,
         ravaged our Coasts, burnt our towns, and destroyed the lives of our people.” Some
         just a portion, a tiny portion, of the populace: Hanover’s many offenses include the
         impediment of international trade, imposition of taxation without consent, abolishing
         of jury trials, dissolution of representative government. These acts, of course, could
         only inconvenience those (merchants) wealthy enough to be taxed, and trade, those
         eligible to form a jury, to exercise the franchise. (“At the time of the first Presidential
         election in 1789, only 6% of the population—white, male property-owners—was eligible
         to vote.”[84]) In other words, DOI’s subject emerges as an elite/capitalist Christian male of British ancestry (but
         not white, not quite). He is “the man.” Indeed, his resistance to Hanover with “manly
         firmness” makes him not simply male but properly masculine. This subject represents,
         takes the place of, the rest of the population, passing a metaphor, a relation of
         substitution, as a metonym, one of continuity. All men may be created equal, but some
         are more wronged than others. 
      

      
      The sole grievance phrased in the present tense divulges another attribute of this
         subject: “He is at this time transporting large Armies of foreign Mercenaries to compleat
         the works of death, desolation and tyranny, already begun with circumstances of Cruelty
         and perfidy scarcely paralleled in the most barbarous ages, and totally unworthy the
         Head of a civilized nation.” Gotcha! As I hope the reader would by now expect, a text
         that invokes, distinguishes between civilization and barbarousness might also require
         savagery. “Jefferson” obliges; or, rather, the episteme leaves its imprint. But that
         semanteme should, and not just for rhetorical purposes, conclude this chapter. This
         one captures the difference, measures the distance between barbarousness and civilization
         from a moral frame, in terms of cruelty and perfidy: unlike the civilized, the barbarian
         is vicious, treacherous. (This would make the savage worse; and does.) Hanover himself,
         an exemplary instantiation of its basest excesses, almost world-historically unique:
         murder, tyranny do not characterize the civilized subject. As the inventory moves
         to its conclusion, it moves also from noting events inside the colonies to outside—the
         “high Seas”—and back. The ultimate complaint identifies Hanover’s encouragement of
         a clear and present danger to what “is and ought to be” the united States of America
         from two hostile groups without a filial or fraternal relation to Britain, thus lacking
         a legitimate claim upon the new entity; two groups who therefore are not, will not,
         and ought not to be American. The dominant, celebratory, ideological reading of DOI represses this semanteme which, of course, like any other, opens itself to multiple
         takes. However, the text contains it, and a responsible treatment of “Jefferson” must
         account for it. The first menace, an enemy within: “he has excited domestic insurrections
         amongst us,” a formulation that does not identify the agent of insurgency, but refers
         to African (American) rebellions. A happening inside these states, making the African
         (American) proximate, the formulation produces the group as excitable, maneuverable,
         not necessarily acting upon its own volition; nevertheless, a threat.[85]   The second, a liminal enemy, located at the border, effectively the meeting place
         of savagery and civilization: he “has endeavored to bring on the inhabitants of our
         frontiers, the merciless Indian Savages, whose known rule of warfare, is an undistinguished
         destruction of all ages, sexes and conditions.” (Having drawn so much upon Derrida
         throughout this book, one is constrained to mention that he simply misses the significance
         of this semanteme.) With the United States appropriating the name America, Locke’s
         American gets nominated by this text as Indian, foreign, outside these states. Like
         today’s terrorist, the savage, an agent of mass destruction, kills indiscriminately,
         dishonorably, targeting women and children as well as men. By calling the Native American
         merciless, “Jefferson,” resonating with Turner, inverts the relation between Native
         and colonist, for mercy is a trait of power, something the Native, as produced here,
         possesses but chooses not to exercise. By placing the Native American at the border—“our”
         frontier—the text finds the Native breaching colonial territory when the facts, albeit
         not from the perspective of a white world, may suggest otherwise. DOI, then, stages the Native American as a potent, relentlessly violent, unmanly, non-Christian
         warrior; savage, uncivilized, the other of the man. One notes this not merely, and
         perhaps even by now banally, to point out DOI’s eurocentrism. The differance doesn’t just signify, again banally, that every subject
         produces, and so is marked by, its other. It anticipates the future: the Creator endowed
         only men with the right to life. 
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         Modernity, Eurocentrism, Postcoloniality

         
         
      

      
      Post this: eurocentrism binds the modern Anglo-U.S. episteme, inescapably at our (postcolonial)
         moment. Its disciplines—which cannot rigorously define their objects—order, regulate
         the production of what we understand as knowledge.[1]   The concepts, categories, classifications of these extimately accompliced disciplines
         (the humanities) abet interpellation, the differantial constitution, imposition of
         subjectivity: whether as civilized/savage at one iteration; civilized/barbarian/savage,
         white/brown/yellow/black at another; or culturally determined, different, at this
         one. Thomas Babington Macaulay, the only colonial official read in this book, unsurprisingly
         advocates for the conversion, civilization of the Indian; but then, so does Alice
         Cunningham Fletcher. Edward Burnett Tylor calls his discipline the “reformer’s science.”
         Politics, anti-racism compels Franz Boas’s anthropology, critique of race, which seeks
         to transform both white and Native American. Like Macaulay, Percy Bysshe Shelley and
         Frank Raymond Leavis associate literature with moral improvement. Even imagination,
         a seemingly innocuous, irreproachable term, helps distinguish subject from other in
         literature and anthropology: Shelley, Tylor, Rudyard Kipling, Bronislaw Malinowski;
         as does development in sociology and cultural studies: Herbert Spencer, Raymond Williams.
         These texts stage themselves as discrete works offering disinterested knowledge; when
         read together, as they direct the deconstructive reader, their reticulation strikes
         one, shows them to be other than their staging, compels the conceptualization of modern
         Anglo-U.S. episteme. Would anyone, for instance, expect Williams to repeat Spencer,
         even with a difference? Postcoloniality, the necessarily antidisciplinary—to take
         another term from John Mowitt (1992), who reads textuality as suggesting as much—undertaking,
         politico-epistemological positioning summoned—come before me, get me, finish me, you
         have no choice—by eurocentrism as its critique and that which, coincidentally, in
         serving its charge, (mis)naming itself names, discloses eurocentrism as such, blows
         its cover, cannot seek to turn its page without confronting its force. Put differently,
         postcoloniality targets eurocentrism not imperialism, a form of political domination,
         direct or indirect, with or without hegemony, found also on the résumé of states outside
         Europe; it does not necessarily bear an epistemological level. Imperialism may have
         been a condition of possibility of, for instance, Greenwich Mean Time; eurocentrism
         characterizes it. 
      

      
      A ubiquitous force, eurocentrism also shapes our everyday, creeps into the most unexpected
         places, leaves its imprint without advertisement or instagram. So, to reinforce the
         case, some quotidian instances of its ineluctable tenacity which, like culture and
         the time, we take for granted, do not interrogate. Consider the continents (if there
         are any—even cartography long expresses uncertainty on this question): Asia gets its
         name from a Greek goddess; America, from a European; Africa from the Latin, as does
         Australia; Antarctica ultimately from the Greek. Ironically enough, as Enrique Dussel
         points out, Europe itself bears the name of a female Phoenician character, albeit
         in Greek mythology. (One cannot speak of eurocentrism in the strict sense before modernity;
         but, as Edward Said suggests in Orientalism, its roots, like that of the episteme, stretch deeper.) And while on the question
         of names, take my own, not quite my own: Mohamed Qadri Ismail, at first glance conventionally,
         impeccably Sri Lankan Muslim, even if a Pakistani pir suggested—well, commanded—Qadri.
         (I learned from Jon Stewart’s The Daily Show that Mohamed/Muhammad is the world’s most common male first name; I share my “own”
         name with, apparently, some 150 million others.) That convention of nomination, however,
         with one’s given or first name followed by a last, sur- or family name (with in this
         case the name of the prophet, in one sense my first name but, strictly speaking, not
         my first or primary name—nobody calls me Mohamed—introducing both, giving me two first
         names) iterates a modern European practice; cf Aristotle; or Tatanka Iyotake (sometimes
         transliterated Thathanka Iyothake), better translated, according to his biographer
         Ernie LaPointe, not as “Sitting Bull,” but “Buffalo Bull Who Sits Down.” Sri Lankan
         Muslims (not to mention Tamils and Sinhalese) did not adopt the practice before colonialism
         (and many don’t, to this moment). Interpellation by such a structure of nomination
         is relatively recent.[2]   When eurocentrism disciplines one’s very “non-European” name, fissures one’s subjectivity
         against itself, one must, I submit, concede its force.[3]   One may recoil at this inability to claim identity with oneself, the critic of
         eurocentrism may be dumbstruck—with the exception of another wtf—frustrated, agonized
         by having something as personal, affective as his/her name overdetermined by the target
         of such critique, but is left with very little choice. I could, of course, if desiring
         to make an anti-eurocentric gesture, renominate myself; though it’ll still bear the
         trace of that other: I will never cease to have been Mohamed Qadri Ismail. Asia, Africa
         and Greenwich Mean Time proffer quite different propositions. Rather than a facile
         gesture that leaves the structure unmoved, the postcolonialist attends to the structure
         itself. 
      

      
      Having read the itinerary of culture, noted its hierarchical networking with many
         concepts—race, nature, society, civilization, industry, indolence, progress, improvement,
         nation, tribe, agriculture, writing, author, literature, imagination, imitation, field—which,
         shaped by several disciplines in the humanities working together, instantiate, reinforce
         eurocentrism, what might this book incite? At its intersection of emergence in the
         modern Anglo-U.S. episteme, responding to an English colonial solicitation, the concatenated
         terms culture (in the singular) and race stage, nominate the subject as civilized/white/European
         and its other as savage/black/African, barbarian/Indian; they produce subjectivity
         as having a static and a dynamic level. In so doing these terms displace civilized/English,
         savage/American, the differance that constitutes the subject and other, neither of
         which has a dynamic strand, the discipline of history not impressing the episteme
         at the intersection of emergence of modernity. Culture in the plural, dissociating
         itself from race, putting culture in its place, producing the U.S. American as subject—though
         the very name signifies a subjectivity marked by another, by Europe, fissured from
         itself—limns the Native American, no longer the American of Hobbes/Locke but now Indian,
         foreign, displaced in name, familiarized (we know what an Indian is) and defamiliarized
         (she is not one of us), pushes her to, projects her upon, interdicts her on its border
         as it constitutes the United States as a unicitous whole.[4]   (Anthropology, however, may be rethinking its critique of race. In a surprisingly
         conservative, disciplinary move, Kamala Visweswaran desires to recapture it—from cultural
         studies. She argues triumphantly, confusing cause and effect, that “Races certainly
         exist . . . [though race is a construct and] racism cannot be separated from race.
         Were it possible to separate the two, the so-called post-racial era would give rise
         to its greatest contradiction: the persistence of racism without race” [UCC: 68]. By this logic the persistence of religion would demonstrate the existence of
         god/s. God/s may or may not exist; religion is not their proof.) Rather than recognizing
         or democratizing already existing difference, cultural relativism follows an imperative,
         is a projection of anthropology, of what would be constituted as U.S. culture most
         particularly that the modern episteme requires, enables, that identity politics eventually
         cathects. Should relativism, therefore, go or be sent the way of universalism (which,
         of course, hasn’t disappeared)? Should culture be subject to Boas’s critique of race,
         as some have argued? On the other hand, could one exfiltrate this script that one
         doesn’t write—if one ever writes in the strict sense, since one is always more than
         one—but writes one? 
      

      
      These questions could be productively addressed by engaging with, distinguishing my
         position from arguably the most influential recent take on postcoloniality, that of
         Dipesh Chakrabarty. Unlike dogmatic Marxist critics, who don’t find eurocentrism a
         problem, who charge postcoloniality with being the intellectual logic, as it were,
         of bourgeois, mostly South Asian migration to Europe and North America, who have no
         issue with the subject and other cardinal concepts of the modern episteme, Chakrabarty
         appears to desire the recharging of postcoloniality.[5]   He seeks to “provincialize or decenter” Europe, an object he doesn’t understand
         geographically but as “an imaginary figure.”[6]   The geographic or geopolitical Europe doesn’t concern him, it having been provincialized
         “by history itself.” (An untenable proposition; just to cite one example: Europe holds
         three of five permanent seats on the United Nations Security Council, with—as the
         Palestinians in particular will painfully attest—the power of veto.) However, this
         imaginary Europe endures, dominates his discipline, history; it “remains the sovereign,
         theoretical subject of all histories, including the ones we call ‘Indian,’ ‘Chinese,’
         ‘Kenyan’ and so on” (PE: 29). This formulation connects history, sovereignty and subjectivity, suggesting
         that every work of history which takes a non-European nation or country as object
         doesn’t actually narrate the history of that object but effectively iterates that
         of Europe, making it sovereign, supreme; and probably explains Chakrabarty’s placement
         of those countries within quotation marks—“Indian” history is uncanny, not really
         Indian. In so holding, Chakrabarty implies a relation between force and discipline,
         or power and knowledge if you insist; but he doesn’t thematize it, account for an
         imaginary entity’s ability to impose itself, its disciplines and concepts on others.
         More significantly, while he may appear to the speed-reader to work with a concept
         of eurocentrism without using the term, he doesn’t. Chakrabarty nominates Europe and/or
         “European thought” as his object of critique, not eurocentrism which, in any case,
         eludes provincialization. The difference is not a matter of semantics; decentering
         and provincialization signify very different approaches, target different objects,
         ends. Decentering, “through a double gesture . . . put[s] into practice a reversal of the classical opposition and a general displacement of the system.”[7]   Chakrabarty merely reverses, keeps the system in place. To him, the imperative
         to provincialize arises as a consequence of the inability of sovereign history, which
         he calls, inelegantly, unrigorously, “history1” to properly represent the other (not
         his term). In particular, the “peasant-but-modern . . . not bereft of the agency of
         gods, spirits and other supernatural beings” (PE: 13). (In this instance, as in the recitation of the names of countries above, Chakrabarty
         turns to the example, description, instead of the concept underpinning it, to make
         his case. In brief, he consistently fails to theorize.) Where Chakrabarty finds such
         groups both subject and modern, history1 deems them non- or premodern, accounts for
         them only as the prehistory of Europe, leaves the pre at the post. (He doesn’t address
         the Indian histories Macaulay contemptuously disses as featuring kings with reigns
         of thirty thousand years, or the Hindu nationalist history that finds Ganesh the consequence
         of plastic surgery, evidence of its practice, of modern science in ancient India.)
         The claim here, remarkably, staggeringly enough is that the discipline dwells, towards
         the end of the twentieth century, within what, given the concerns of this book, could
         be called a stagist universalism, one that resonates with the nineteenth, with Tylor;
         the stages themselves being recast, the savage/barbarian of anthropology becoming
         the premodern or precapitalist of history, both characterized by lack. History accounts
         for difference by deferring, assimilating it to its narrative. In response, Chakrabarty
         calls for hermeneutic “affective histories,” also termed “history2,” narratives that
         emphasize “a loving grasp of detail in search of an understanding of the diversity
         of human life-worlds” (PE: 18).[8]   Ultimately at stake here is recognition, more accurate description of discrete
         difference. Or, as Matthew Arnold might suggest, “see[ing] things as they are.” 
      

      
      Anthropology—whether in Boas, Ruth Benedict, Nicholas Dirks or Akhil Gupta—after recovering
         from the shock of hearing that history has learned nothing from its self-critique,
         would undoubtedly insist that its post-Tylorian compulsion has always been attention,
         affectively, to detail and non-hierarchical human diversity; it journeys to the field
         precisely in order to locate such diversity, which it always already anticipates.
         But Chakrabarty fails to notice the impress of the anthropological upon his text.
         Indeed, in making such a claim, opposing the universalism of his discipline from the
         perspective of discrete life-worlds, Chakrabarty articulates orthodox cultural relativism,
         iterates Boas, but avowedly denies holding such a position. (Cultural relativism has
         been so thoroughly discredited, at least in a certain section of the academy, that
         many contemporary relativists—Saba Mahmood being another—make a pro forma denial of
         inhabiting such a position while cathecting it.) To restate the reading of Boas: opposed
         to universalism, cultural relativism is the conviction that cultures exist as real,
         or now constructed, unicitous, bounded objects, plural, that their insides could be
         distinguished from their outsides, that culture (as possession, having) is a vital,
         veridic element of our subjectivity. Chakrabarty may, in the semanteme just cited,
         speak of diverse “human life-worlds,” but that only rephrases the Boasian conceptualization,
         if not Arnold’s “way of life,” borrowed, as Williams might suggest, from Johann Gottfried
         Herder, the German episteme. (As they don’t say in Sri Lanka: if it walks like an
         elephant and trumpets like an elephant it must be an elephant.) In any case, Chakrabarty
         elsewhere uses the word itself, identifies the existence of “non-western cultures,”
         plural, as a self-evident object (PE: 29). Where he advances a distinction between west and nonwest, understood as real,
         recognizable, this book argues that modernity and eurocentrism produce, require the
         distinction and, correspondingly, coincidentally, the subject and other. So much so
         that it produces two disciplines, sociology and anthropology, interwoven but which
         present themselves as discrete, to study them. 
      

      
      Indeed, this book argues that modernity, from its intersection of emergence in Thomas
         Hobbes/John Locke, turns upon the subject, impossible to constitute without its other.
         As a concept, the subject emerges in these readings as eurocentric. Not only a European
         or just another concept but the heading, point of regulation, ordering, it centers
         the episteme, which pivots around it, has “a European birth certificate.”[9]   If it were a matter of a Hobbes here and a Boas there, one could not so conclude.
         But all the texts read in this book, from many disciplines of the humanities in both
         its iterations—science/philosophy, cultural studies, anthropology, literature, sociology—and
         some this book barely attends to—linguistics, postmodernism—produce the subject thus.[10]   Chakrabarty, however, cannot find the concept eurocentric. He critiques his discipline
         most sharply for denying “a subject position” to non-western life-worlds; and responds
         to this denial by calling for “a gesture of inversion,” to “return the gaze” (PE: 34, 29). (With reference to permanent membership—but then, is anything permanent—of
         the U.N. Security Council, the Chakrabarty position would support, for instance, the
         Indian state’s request for a seat at the table. Decentering, for the dismantling of
         such a hierarchical body.) It doesn’t occur to Chakrabarty that returning the gaze
         might involve putting the west’s staging of itself as properly modern to question.
         After all, millions of people in the United States, as Kwame Anthony Appiah (1991)
         also notes, believe in the agency of God; that His Son was born of a virgin, turned
         water into wine—some disciple should have videoed, YouTubed that process—healed lepers,
         cured the blind, resurrected the dead, walked on water. Perhaps he did, a conversation
         it would have been fun to have with Macaulay. In other words, Chakrabarty, like Jawaharlal
         Nehru before him in The Discovery of India, desires to claim the position of the subject, of the modern, for those life-worlds/cultures/peoples
         excluded from such status, from sovereignty. One could term this (re)turn to culture
         anthropologizing history. Or, to put the matter bluntly, identity politics, which
         ardently cathects relativism at our moment, an exemplary instantiation of (eurocentric)
         interpellation passing as agency. In Chakrabarty, relativism, the projection of a
         desire of the self (center) as that of the other gets staged, transformed as the desire
         of the other. Frantz Fanon, who asked the third world, metaphorically of course, to
         “leave . . . Europe,” might call this “nauseating mimicry” (WE: 311). Chakrabarty cannot find the subject as such eurocentric or in fact deploy
         the concept because that would disable cathexis. He can only seek the provincialization
         of Europe, its reduction, leveling down as Leavis might suggest, from the global dominant
         to a mere province, a region. (This position would also support the Brazilian and
         South African request for permanent seats at the UNSC. Do the math.) Thus he finds
         “European thought” both indispensable and inadequate. Once provincialized we would
         continue to draw from it, but it would now be the equal of thought from other life-worlds.
         Put differently, Chakrabarty has no effective critique of modernity, eurocentrism,
         history or the subject, just what he deems the exclusionary sovereign European subject
         whose thought—a term, not incidentally, opposed to writing, textuality—must endure.
         (Which probably explains this position’s popularity in a candid section of the academy:
         it conserves Europe.) In so holding, in critiquing eurocentrism within its terms,
         he leaves the structure unmoved, discharges postcoloniality.
      

      
      Modernity produces this subject as universal, unmarked—the center is not the center—but
         it emerges in these readings as marked, structured by differance, something even a
         brief text, if there is such a thing, like the U.S. Declaration of Independence, which
         intersects with Fletcher, Boas, Tylor, Locke, Hobbes and Frederick Jackson Turner,
         to mention only those read here, cannot avoid. Its differance, not another subject
         but a politico-epistemological position/ing, so not quite an other, or agent either,
         a writing that, as Gayatri Spivak might suggest, finds itself outside in the text
         of modernity, responds by divulging this structure, relation, naming the center, putting
         it in play, working towards finishing its critique. For instance, feminism nominates
         the subject male, the episteme patriarchal.[11]   Postcoloniality, as eurocentric, naming—it has no choice—that which summons it.
         Eurocentrism, unaware, unconscious of, repressing its name, could be understood as
         a systematic inflection of the modern episteme, an ordering of disciplinary reason
         (the humanities most particularly) that stages itself as disinterested knowledge,
         knowledge as such, but accomplices the differantiation of human into European subject
         (center) and non-European other, gathering innumerable concepts wattled hierarchically
         unto itself in order to do so. Concepts that, like Greenwich Mean Time and the family
         name, also regulate our everyday, order it with reference to Europe. As we’ve seen
         in the chapters, some of the texts read here cannot sustain their founding, grounding
         assumptions: both Hobbes and Locke fail to rigorously distinguish nature and civil
         society, Tylor the three stages of culture in the singular, making their coherence
         ideological, extra-epistemic. Boas, Macaulay and so on, as noted, avowedly seek to
         interpellate. Williams iterates Spencer. William Edward Burghardt Du Bois, implicitly
         critiquing the racism of anthropology, cannot but turn to its accomplice, to the authority
         of another discipline, sociology, to produce the African American as modern. These
         texts implicate, intersect each other, draw concepts from one another, usually without
         acknowledgement, divulge their interests to the close reader, solicit the conceptualization
         of an object that is also subject, an inside without a delimitable outside that postcoloniality
         nominates the eurocentric modern Anglo-U.S. episteme. These texts, concepts may be
         inescapable at our moment; they are not indispensable. Finishing its critique moves,
         without guarantee, towards making the inescapable dispensable. 
      

       

      Take culture, a term cortical to literature, authorizer of the western canon as superior
         to every alternative corpus, thus, metonymically, western civilization to every other,
         and to anthropology and cultural studies, heterogeneous authorizers of cultural difference.
         The easiest critique of the concept as a signifier of subjectivity is, of course:
         how does one tell its inside from its outside? If one cannot, doesn’t this entity
         we take for granted deconstitute itself? Are all its objects within a given, purported
         boundary marked similarly, equally, collectively, to the exclusion of singular or
         other collective difference, as identity politics, which passes, celebrates interdiction—stay
         within this boundary—as cathexis maintains, dismissing the critique of essentialism?
         For instance, Sri Lankan culture “exists” wherever one finds Sri Lankans, whether
         in Mannar, Manipur or Macedonia. Sri Lankans from the latter two places would also
         be marked by those cultures. As Jacques Derrida puts it, a culture is “not identical
         to itself . . . never has a single origin,” something Martin Wickramasinghe implies
         in finding the “motor car . . . fountain pen . . . spoons and forks . . . some of
         the cultural implements of modern Ceylon.”[12]   Sri Lankans in Sri Lanka are not identical to themselves, either. (How could any
         group of people colonized for some four hundred and fifty years by Portugal, the Netherlands
         and Britain, a country once called Ceylon, whose state-owned Sri Lanka Tea Board still
         markets “Ceylon Tea,” dare make such a claim!) The self is always already split, marked
         by the other: the English by the American at the intersection of Hobbes/Locke; the
         civilized white European by the black African savage at the humanities in its second
         iteration; the U.S. American by the Native at Du Bois/Fletcher/Boas, before and since,
         as Native American studies has brought to our attention.[13]   Or, to put this differently, through the example of Fanon: produced at the intersection
         of colonialism, Martinique, France, psychoanalysis, Hegel, Marxism, Algeria, anticolonialism,
         postcoloniality, Negritude, heteropatriarchy, this individual first-named Frantz is
         not one. An analogous claim could be made about everyone. 
      

      
      Understood thus, culture begins to lose its coherence. Indeed, culture gains its coherence,
         its ground from, on the one hand, the claim to unicity, its identity with itself;
         and, on the other, as its itinerary demonstrates, opposition to nature; a coherence
         that can only hold if these claims are not questioned, taken as indispensable. As
         discussed in previous chapters, both Fletcher and Boas locate the Native American
         in nature, as does Tylor the savage; they repeat with a difference the nature/savage,
         society/civilized opposition of the humanities in its first iteration, in which Locke
         likens nature to anarchy, Hobbes to disorder, war. But, as we’ve seen, the binary
         does not hold. Derrida himself notes that the opposition “nature and culture . . .
         [is] solidary with . . . metaphysical conceptuality and particularly with . . . the
         difference between inside and outside.”[14]   Nevertheless, even as his reading of the episteme suggests that deconstruction
         cannot cathect culture, he does not make that move; symptomatically enough, The Other Heading refuses to produce a genealogy of culture, even as it—perhaps because it—points out
         that culture and colonization share a root. Positioned differently, summoned by eurocentrism—as
         is Derrida, heterogeneously, from Of Grammatology and many early texts—responding perhaps to the call of nature, postcoloniality undertakes
         the displacement of this opposition, the questioning of culture and the episteme responsible
         for it. 
      

       

      However, you may wonder—indeed, you may have for a while—shouldn’t postcoloniality
         bear, doesn’t it suggest some relation to colonialism? If postcoloniality puts eurocentrism
         to question, wouldn’t posteurocentrism be the better signifier of its critique? Perhaps;
         but partly to avoid neologism, more importantly to align this book on the same shelf
         as the broad critique of eurocentrism—Lata Man’s recasting of sati, Catherine Hall’s
         rethinking of Englishness in relation to the colony (Jamaica) and Mahmood Mamdani’s
         revision of the Darfur story—even as this book disagrees with (some of) that critique,
         perhaps not. Equally importantly, to accomplice this book with a strand of “decolonizing”
         Native American studies. For instance that of Audra Simpson and Andrea Smith, who
         argue against returning the gaze or “the politics of recognition” in Theorizing Native Studies: it “entails a claim to uniqueness that justifies recognition by the state . . .
         Instead, Native studies should focus on dismantling the system that requires Native
         peoples to disappear in the first place.”[15]   Nevertheless, this take on postcoloniality makes the concept a pseudonym; it works,
         to deploy a term from John Langshaw Austin catachrestically, with an infelicitous
         signifier. Put differently, in (mis)naming itself postcoloniality fissures itself.
         Doubly so, for in (mis)naming itself it divulges its lack of identity with itself,
         its imperative as overdetermined by another: without eurocentrism postcoloniality
         would have no charge. Summoned by that which it opposes, that which it undertakes
         to finish, postcoloniality, the other heading that critiques the logic of the heading
         desires, though it cannot anticipate, its own demise, dispensability. It leaves that
         particular burden to an undertaker to come. 
      

      
      Which brings us, finally, to the post in postcolonial, a modifier that does not merely
         signify a coming after in the historicist, developmental sense; that phrase bears
         a non-chronological sense, too, as in pursuit, chase.[16]   Suggesting a riff on Arnold, an acknowledgement of complicity, an end where one
         began: postcoloniality as “the study and pursuit” of eurocentrism. But then, like
         any text, this one has no beginning, or end, not in the strict sense. Though, of course,
         this book must be ended. By calling for finishing (the critique of) dead white men.
         Here, there, everywhere. 
      

      
      Post that. 

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. This isn’t the case only with the humanities; biology, “the science of life,” cannot
                  tell whether a virus is dead or alive. 
               

            

         

         
            2. One turns deliberately to fiction for another example, since it isn’t evidence of
                  anything: the characters in Chinua Achebe’s Things Fall Apart have just one name; in No Longer at Ease, two. The fictional Okonkwo’s equally fictional grandson, in the latter novel, is
                  called Obi Okonkwo. 
               

            

         

         
            3. I cannot resist adding this anecdote: in grade two—or the second grade, in U.S. English—we
                  were taught that every word that began with a q was followed by a u. During the interval—recess—that
                  day, my classmates surrounded me, insisted, since the teacher’s always right, that
                  my name was misspelled and should be Quadri. I was called kwodry for the rest of my
                  time at St. Thomas’ and kaadri elsewhere. 
               

            

         

         
            4. On “the familiarity of ‘Indianness,’” see Jodi A. Byrd.

            

         

         
            5. I address the position of one such Marxist, Neil Lazarus, in detail in Ismail (2005).
                  
               

            

         

         
            6. Chakrabarty, 2000: 4; hereafter, PE. For an extended reading of this text, see Ismail (2008). 
               

            

         

         
            7. Derrida, 1998: 21. 

            

         

         
            8. The schema suggests that “history itself,” the process that provincialized the geographic
                  Europe, would be qualitatively different from the narratives that constitute one and
                  two, could perhaps be called history3. Not the most rigorous of thinkers, Chakrabarty
                  doesn’t address this. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Derrida, 1992: 17. 

            

         

         
            10. Ferdinand de Saussure, for instance, limits his charge to languages derived from the
                  Greek alphabet;Jean-Francois Lyotard distinguishes between “advanced” and “traditional”
                  knowledges/cultures while, incredibly enough, opposing cultural imperialism. 
               

            

         

         
            11. There are, of course, many understandings of feminism; Mahmood, for instance, advances
                  one without a critique of patriarchy. 
               

            

         

         
            12. Derrida, 1992: 9, 10; Wickramasinghe, 1975: 20. 

            

         

         
            13. For a superb reading of split subjectivity in Joseph Johnson, one “of the first Native
                  American authors to write and publish in English,” see Christopher Bracken (2014).
                  
               

            

         

         
            14. Derrida, 1974: 71. 

            

         

         
            15. Simpson and Smith, 2014: 11. On this much-contested question, see also Glen S. Coulthard.
                  
               

            

         

         
            16. To Appiah (1991), the post in postcolonial, resonating with that in postmodern, is
                  a space-clearing move: the prefix signifies the desire to break from, escape the past,
                  whether colonialism or modernity, not come to terms with its continuing force; he
                  cannot see, in the very word, the (continuing) impress of the noun upon the prefix,
                  the overdetermination of the former by the latter; or, rather, by eurocentrism. 
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