Chapter I
IS "IDENTITY" A USEFUL CROSS-CULTURAL CONCEPT?
richard handler
dukinc; the past twenty years, social scientists have devoted much atten​tion to the "invention" of cultures and traditions, particularly as this process is associated with nationalist and ethnic politics. One result of this scholarship is that analysts are increasingly wary of employing reifying conceptions of nation, ethnic group, culture, and tradition. It is no longer thought useful to treat such phenomena as though they existed as bounded and unchanging entities. Rather, cultures and social groups—taken at any level of analysis (local, regional, national, transnational)—are now conceptualized in terms of ongoing processes of "construction" and "negotiation."
Yet, reification is an epistemological problem not easily vanquished, for it pervades the rhetorical and conceptual apparatus of our scientific world-view. Thus we may succeed in discarding one set of reifying concepts from our scholarly tool kit, only to find ourselves employing others in their stead. Such is the case with "identity." Much new writing on cultural processes, while suspicious of terms like "tradition" and "ethnic group," falls comfortably back upon "identity." Cultures, it seems, get constructed, deconstructed, and reconstructed as people pursue their identities. Yet the idea of "identity," as it is used in the new literature on nationalism and ethnicity, has not been much examined—despite the fact that the epis​temological presuppositions that the concept carries are similar, if not identical, to those that have made other terms suspect.
The present paper argues that we should be as suspicious of "identity" as we have learned to be of "culture," "tradition," "nation," and "ethnic group." Identity has become a salient scholarly and cultural construct in the mill-twentieth century, particularly in social-scientific scholarship in the United States. Its prominence in that context, however, does not mean that the concept can be applied unthinkingly to other places and times. To the contrary, its use as a cross-culturally neutral conceptual tool should be avoided, for, as historical analysis and ethnographic data suggest, the concept of "identity" is peculiar to the modern Western world.
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I
In the human sciences (and, more generally, in everyday discourse) "iden​tity" is used in reference to three aspects of human experience: first, to individual human persons; second, to collectivities or groups of human beings that are imagined to be individuated somewhat as human persons are imagined to be discrete one from another; and third, to the relationship between these two—in particular, to the ways in which human persons are imagined to assimilate elements of collective identities into their unique personal identities. Moreover, most scholarly usage of the term reflects our commonsense notion of identity, which I would gloss, colloquially, in this way: "the identity of a person or group is what it really is, uniquely, in and of itself, in its inner being and without reference to externals." If we turn to the Oxford English Dictionary, we find similar, though more elegant, VjT-^         glosses:
1. The quality or condition of being the same in substance, composition, nature, properties, or in particular qualities under consideration; absolute or essential sameness; oneness. . . .
2. The sameness of a person or thing at all times or in all circumstances; the condition or fact that a person or thing is itself and nor something else; individuality, personality.'
Instances of " identity" used in approximately these senses recur rou​tinely both in social-scientific literature and the discourse of cultural poli​tics. Consider, as a first example, some remarks from an archaeological conference on heritage management: "[A]rchaeology is no longer used solely in a search for historical roots and identity. In many regions it has become part of a struggle to recapture a cultural identity that was lost during colonization."2 "Identity" figures similarly in a recent volume on "historical literacy" written by the Bradley Commission on History in Schools: "For the first aim, personal growth, history is the central human​istic discipline. It can satisfy young people's longing for a sense of identity and of their time and place in the human story. . . . American history [is needed] to tell us who we arc and who we are becoming."1 As a final example, consider the claims of a Palestinian student at the University of Virginia, writing in a university-wide "multicultural journal": "Did the Palestinians cease to exist because their homeland was taken from them? No, they most certainly did not. They refused to give up their identity and assimilate themselves into oblivion—they continued (o struggle to main​tain their Palestinian identity, culture, and values. It is this struggle for identity that confronts me now."4
These usages are consistent with a widespread theory of culture and society that underpins a globally hegemonic nationalist ideology. In this
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perspective, nations are imagined as natural objects or things in the real world. As such, that is, as natural things, they have a unique identity, and that identity can be defined by reference to precise spatial, temporal, and cultural boundaries. Nations arc thought to begin or to be bounded in time—they are said to have definite historical origins or at least historical roots that can be traced back to an indefinite past. Nations may also be said to end in time, though most nationalist ideologies see the death of a nation as an unnatural disaster and most do not admit to their own deaths (though they constantly predict national demise unless restorative political and cultural action is taken). Nations are also said to be bounded in space, as indicated on current maps of the world that separate nations by un​broken dark lines. Finally, nations are imagined to be internally homoge​neous in terms of what is taken to be shared cultural content—the very stuff, as it were, of identity. Internal diversity of region, gender, ethnicity, ami class may be recognized—even celebrated as indicative of the nation's complexity and rich heritage. However, in nationalist ideology internal diversity is always encompassed by national homogeneity. Whatever differ​ences there may be among nationals, their common nationality is thought both to unite them and to distinguish them from all other nationalities. Thus on "political" (as opposed, say, to "physical") maps of the world, each nation, enclosed by an unbroken dark line, is uniformly colored, and the colors <>l adjoining nations are always different.s
In current scholarly analyses of collective identities, there is a tension between the notion that identity is essential, fundamental, unitary, and unchanging, and the notion that identities are constructed and recon​structed through historical action. Indeed, the most significant develop​ment in culture theory of the past twenty years has been the attack or. reifying and essentialist models of culture, as summarized in the titles of two widely cited books: The Invention of Culture and The Invention of Tradition.* Many scholars now agree that there is no unchanging "es​sence" or "character" to particular cultures; indeed, that cultures are not individuated entities existing as natural objects with neat temporal and spatial boundaries. James Clifford has summarized these new theoretical trends as "the predicament of culture," as the title of his 1988 book puts it. "Culture," Clifford says, "is a deeply compromised idea I cannot yet do without."7
Current insights about the "construction" of culture present a predica​ment because the very idea of culture has been elaborated in terms of houndcdncss, homogeneity, and the idea ol immutable natural essence. We speak more readily of culture as a noun—"a" culture, "this" culture "our" culture—than as a verb indicating process, intercommunication, and the ongoing construction and reconstruction of boundaries that are symbolic and not naturally given. Furthermore, this tension in culture
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theory is found in commonsense and nationalist discourse as well as in the work of scholars. Nationalists believe profoundly in the uniqueness of their cultural identity. They also believe that the boundaries they construct to define that identity are naturally given and not a symbolic construction of their own devising. Thus the Palestinian student quoted above speaks of the maintenance of a cultural identity conceived, apparently, to be unchanging even in changing cultural contexts. However, imbued with modern notions of progress and linear temporality, nationalists also see the nation as a project of becoming. They speak, as did the Bradley Commission histo​rians, both of "who we are"—as if that could be defined—and of "who we arc becoming." Or they speak, as the archaeologist quoted above, a hour restoring or recapturing a lost identity, as if a definitive collective identity existed in the past and can be recovered through correct historical scholar​ship and political action.
In contrast to this sort of culture theory, I would avoid—or, at least, refuse to privilege—the discourse of "who we are," that is, of identity. Groups are not bounded objects in the natural world. Rather, "they" arc symbolic processes that emerge and dissolve in particular contexts of ac​tion. Groups do not have essential identities; indeed, they ought not to be defined as things at all. For any imaginable social group—defined in terms of nationality, class, locality, or gender—there is no definitive way to spec​ify "who we are," for "who we are" is a communicative process that includes many voices and varying degrees oF understanding and, impor​tantly, misunderstanding. Moreover, there is an infinite regress or a reflexivity built into human communication: the uttering of every statement about "who we are" changes, if only slightly, our relationship to who we are. Thus to talk about identity is to change or construct it, despite the dominant Epistcmology of identity, which specifies immutability.
That nationalist ideologues and the scholars who write about them are wedded to a discourse of identity is a sociocultural fact of no small impor​tance; but as analysts, we need a language other than the discourse of identity in order to be able to comment creatively upon that discourse.
There is a growing literature on cross-cultural conceptions of "the self" and of "the person."1* For the most part, this literature concludes that then-are significant differences in the ways in which "person" and "self" are conceived by people in different parts of the world. However, the concept of identity seems to have escaped such scrutiny. Even discussions of the con​struction of identity tend to presuppose that identity, though continually changing, is nonetheless relevant to people everywhere. However, if iden​tity implies the notions of boundedness and homogeneity that I have
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sketched, it would follow that people who do not routinely imagine human activities in terms of such bounded, unique agents would have less interest in the notion of identity (whether personal or collective) than we often ascribe to them.
The question, then, is this: Are there worldviews in which human personhood, human agency, and human collectivity arc imagined in terms that do not presuppose identity, that is, do not presuppose the oneness, continuity, and boundedness of the person, agent, or group? According to the ethnographic record, the answer to this question is clearly yes. But before turning to that record, it is well to set before ourselves, once again, the Western conception of personal identity, which I want lo suggest is absent in many other cultural contexts. This time, consider as a definition seminal for modern individualism that of John Locke, from the Essay Concerning Human Understanding: "The identity of the same man consists ... in nothing but a participation of the same continued life, by j constantly fleeting particles of matter, in succession vitally united to the ' same organized body."9 Note that this definition includes the elements / already discussed: a continuity over time that encompasses any change or variation thought to occur within the self-identical unit, which is itself packaged in a bounded physical body. Or, as Erving Goffman puts it, "the first point to note about biographies for, for our purposes, personal identity ties is that we assume that an individual can really have only one of them, this being guaranteed by the laws of physics rather than those of society, "'
In consulting the ethnographic record, note, first, that Western notions of the boundedness of the human person, and of the dualisms used to express that boundedness—in other words, dualities of mind and body, mind and matter, person and world, natural reality and the supernatural— are frequently absent elsewhere. For example, Benjamin Lee Whorf notes that unlike Westerners, who imagine their thoughts to be enclosed in an inner space contained within their skulls, the Hopi (southwestern United States) consider that human thought acts routinely as a force in the outer world: "The Hopi thought-world has no imaginary space. The corollary to this is that it may not locate thought dealing with real space anywhere but in real space, nor insulate real space from the effects of thought. A Hopi would naturally suppose that his thought (or he himself) traffics with the . . . corn plant . . . that he is thinking about."1'
To cite another North American example, Irving Hallowell reports that the category of the person among the Ojibwa of central Canada includes beings that Westerners would consider to be either supernatural, such as thunderbirds, or inanimate, such as stones. "I once asked an old man," Hallowell reports, "Are all the stones we see about us here alive? He reflected a long while and then replied, 'No! But sonic are.'" Hallowell goes on to describe how Ojibwa interact with beings whom we would
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consider to be supernatural, but whom Ojibwa sec as part of their daily world. Like human individuals, thunderbirds, bears, and many other be​ings arc imagined as persons, but personhood is nor defined in terms of physical bounded ness: "So far as appearance is concerned, there is no hard and fast line that can be drawn between an animal form and a human form because metamorphosis is possible."12
Despite their violation of Western conceptions of physical boundedness, these examples might be construed in such a way as to leave the notion of a unique inner person, or soul, intact. However, if we turn to various Eastern traditions, it is not difficult to find examples in which the soul itself has no unchanging identity. Writing on Hindu exchanges of goods and services, McKim Marriott argues that "Indian thought about transactions differs from much of Western . . . thought in not presuming the separability of actors from actions." Persons and other beings have "composite natures and power" that are constantly changing. Some beings, in some contexts, seek to maintain an achieved equilibrium, and monitor their ceremonial, culinary, and economic transactions with others accordingly. In other cases, people seek to transform themselves or arc transformed against their wishes. Thus, Marriott notes,
persons—single actors—arc not thought in South Asia to be "individual" that is, indivisible, bounded units. . . . Instead, it appears that persons are generally thought by South Asians to be "dividual" or divisible. To exist, dividual persons absorb heterogeneous material influences. . . . Dividual per​sons, who must exchange in such ways, are therefore always composites of the substance-codes that they take in."
As a final example, recall Clifford Geertz’s classic essay on Balinese conceptions of personhood. Balinese personhood is "depersonalizing."1'1 Geertz argues for this interpretation by examining Balinese systems of naming, kinship terminology, and status titles. For our purposes, we can review two of these systems, which will give us a sense of the ways in which Balinese blur boundaries that we consider to be natural and normal for human thought. Personal names, to take the first of these, are "arbitrarily coined nonsense syllables" that are rarely used and almost completely forgotten by the end of a person's life.15 Thus the type of personal identi​fication that is so crucial to us and which we find symbolized first of all in our personal names is lacking in Bali.
But lacking personal names, Balinese children are given birth order names. There are four such names, which indicate the first-, second-, third-, and fourth-born children. After the birth of a couple's fourth child, the cycle of terms repeats itself, so that a fifth-born child will be called, in effect, "first-born." Moreover, given high birthrates and high rates of in​fant mortality, a fourth-born child may be the oldest in a family of several
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children. And, given the lack of knowledge about personal names, all the children of Balinese villages are routinely addressed by the same four birth order names. This system of naming suggests, as Geertz interprets it,
that for all procreating couples, births form a circular succession . . . , an endless four-stage replication of an imperishable form. Physically men conic and go as the ephemerae they are, but socially the dramatis personae remain eternally the same as new [children] . . .emerge from the timeless world of the gods ... to replace those who dissolve once more into it.16
Thus, as Geertz suggests, Balinese conceptions of the person work to mute or minimize the "idiosyncratic" details of personal biography that West​erners consider essential. There is no sense of an essential human person​ality that is continuous from birth to death. Rather, persons orient them-selves to a divine and unchanging cosmic realm in which the details of an individual's unique personality have no importance.
It might perhaps be thought that these ethnographic examples of non-
Western conceptions of personhood are irrelevant to the question of those
collective identities that figure so prominently in nationalist ideologies and
in social science. However, they are centrally relevant because, as I have
argued elsewhere, following the work of Louis Dumont, Western notions
of collectivity are grounded in individualist metaphors.17 That is, collec-
tivities in Western social theory are imagined as though they are human
|;
individuals writ large. The attributes of boundedness, continuity, unique​
ness, and homogeneity that are ascribed to human persons are ascribed as
well to social groups. Thus, it seems to me that if other cultures imagine
personhood and human activity in terms other than those that we use, we
should not expect them to rely on Western individualistic assumptions in
describing social collectivities.
And, of course, they don't. Again we can turn to the ethnographic record to find worldviews in which social life is not conceptualised in terms of bounded social groups. Consider examples bearing on just one feature of social groups, their boundaries. We find, then, that boundedness, while by no means peculiar to the modern West, is often not a salient feature of social arenas in other cultural contexts. When, for example, Val Daniel asked Tamils to draw maps of their villages, he found that "the drawing began not with the periphery of the village but at its center." From the villagers' perspective, villages were not surrounded by a boundary line but by "shrines and intersecting roads that mark the vulnerable points along the village frontier.""1 And Geertz notes that in the classical Balinese negara, or state, rulers competed for the allegiance of men, not for territory. Indeed, any village was made up of neighbors whose allegiances were divided among many competing overlords. Linear boundaries were simply not relevant, a point which Geertz illustrates with the following anecdote:
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The Dutch, who wanted ... to get the boundary between two petty prince​doms straight once and for all, called in the princes concerned and asked them where indeed the borders lay. Both agreed that the border of princedom A lay at the farthest point from which a man could still see the swamps, and the border of princedom B lay at the point from which a man could still see the sea. I lad they, then, never fought over I he land between, from which one could see neither swamp nor sea? "Mijnheer," one of the old princes replied, "we had much belter reasons to fight with one another than these shabby hills."w
III
I mentioned before that "identity" as  a scholarly concept has escaped critical scrutiny. What is needed, it seems to me, is an 'account of the intellectual history of this term, a project well begun by the historian Philip Gleason. Gleason notes that identity "came into use as a popular social-science term only in the 1950s" and quotes the immigrant psychoanalyst Erik Erikson, who explained that his development of the term grew out of "the experience of emigration, immigration, and Americanisation." How​ever, in writing his essay on "American Identity and Americanisation " for the Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups, Gleeason saw fit to use identity "interchangeably with 'American nationality' and 'American character.'" Moreover, Gleason employs all three terms in reference to two hundred years of American history. He thereby presupposes that our cur​rent understanding of boundedness and individuality is unproblematically relevant to earlier phases of modern Western history.20
Yet it is just this presupposition that I question. Moreover, it seems to me that historically oriented ethnographers and ethnographically informed historians are in a position to explore, first, the utility of the term "iden​tity" for the analysis of various contexts within the history of the modern world and, second, the precise notions of boundedness, continuity, and agency that people of varying eras and social positions attached to their understanding of human activity. To suggest what 1 have in mind, let me develop an example based on an anthropological analysis of Jane Austen's novels that Daniel Segal and I have completed.21 Writing at the turn of the nineteenth century, Austen depicted a world that is closely related to our own, yet also, in certain respects, less "individualistic." To explore how "identity" and related concepts figure in that world will sensitize us to the peculiarities of our own discourse about identity.
IIK' first thing to note about identity in Jane Austen's novels is that, to the best of my knowledge, the word is never used. When Austen's narrators or characters talk about what we would today call identify, they use such words as family, friends, connections, and relations. Consider the follow​ing two examples. In the first, the heroine, Anne Elliott, insists on visiting
35

Mrs. Smith, an old school friend who has fallen on hard times. She does so despite the objections of her sister, Elizabeth, and her father. Sir Walter, both of whom are depicted throughout the novel as being foolishly ob​sessed with matters of social rank:
|T|here were questions enough asked, to make itunderstood what this old schoolfellow was; and Elizabeth was disdainful, and Sir Walter severe.
" Westgate-Buildings!" said he; "and who is Miss Anne Elliott to he visiting in Westgate-Buildings?-- A Mrs. Smith. A widow Mrs. Smith, - and who was her husband? ()ne of the five thousand Mr. Smiths whose names are to he met with every where. And what is her attraction? That she is old and sickly— Upon my word, Miss Anne Elliott, you have the most extraordinary taste!"22'
In the second example, the snobbish heroine, Emma, reflects on a woman about to be married into the local community. Emma has reason in advance to dislike the woman, for her husband-to-be, Mr. Elton, had snubbed Emma's protege, Harriet Smith, whom he considered to be be​neath himself in social worth:
Of the lady, individually, 1'jnnin thought very little. . . . What she was, must he uncertain; hut who she was, might he found out; and setting aside the 10,000 pounds it did not appear that she was at all Harriet's superior. She brought no name, no blood, no alliance. Miss Hawkins was the youngest of the two daughters of a Bristol—merchant, of course, he must he called. . . . [And] though the father and mother had died some years ago, an uncle remained—in the law line—nothing more distinctly honourable was haz​arded of him, than that he was in the law line; and with him the daughter had lived. Emma guessed him to be the drudge of some attorney, and too stupid to rise. Anil all the grandeur of the connection seemed dependent on the elder sister, who was very well married, to a gentleman in a great way, near Bristol, who kept two carriages! That was-the wind-up of the history; that was the glory of Miss Hawkins.-1
In both these passages, an explicit distinction is drawn between "what" and "who" a person is. The "what" of a person seems to refer to charac​teristics ol appearance, manner, mind, and situation that have been ascer​tained from personal experience of the person in question. Emma muses that she cannot yet know what Miss Hawkins is, for she has neither met her nor heard a reliable report about her from someone who knows her. Sir Walter and Elizabeth learn enough about Mrs. Smith from questioning Anne about (he details of her situation to claim to be able to know what Mrs. Smith is.
By contrast, the "who" of a person clearly refers to a web of social relations that places the individual in question with respect to family, connections, and social rank. Note that "who" a person is can be narrated
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in terms of what today would be considered a rather lengthy list of relations and connections. We are told not merely of Miss Hawkins's mother and father, but of her uncle, her uncle's employer, her sister, and her brother-in-law.
This sort of extended narration of family connections is used in the opening paragraphs of all six of Austen's novels. Moreover, only one ol her six novels is named for its central character (Emma), Two of the six are named after family estates (Mansfield Park,Northanger Abbey), and the titles of the remaining three name moral qualities or actions (Sense and Sensibility, Pride and Prejudice, and Persuasion). It is true that, like most novels, Austen's profoundly explore the character and consciousness of individual protagonists; as Ian Watt has remarked, the novel as .1 literary form is historically linked to the emergence of bourgeois individualism and •,<•!( consciousness.-''1 Nonetheless, there are varieties and degrees of indi​vidualism, and Austen's novels are interesting with respect to the question of identity precisely because they inscribe a world in which individuality is complexly balanced with the nonindividualistic social forms of rank and the patriarchal family.
This balance between individualism and social ties can be illustrated with a brief discussion of rank. Social hierarchy in Austen's world is con​ceptualized in terms of "independence" and "dependence." To be indepen​dent is to be governed only by one's own will—in other words, to have the power as an individual to make choices and to be governed by those choices alone. By contrast, to be dependent is to be governed by the will of others—to have others either choose for one, or to be oneself the choice of others. These two possibilities are ranked: it is better to be independent than dependent, "better to chuse than to be chosen" — for it is better to be an individual who can, to borrow Louis Dumont's term, "encompass" others than to he an incomplete person who depends upon superiors.25 Indeed, in the Austen texts, a person dependent upon another is included within the latter's social identity and is, thus, not fully a person in his or her own right. As C. B. Macpherson has argued in his analysis of English political theory, to be dependent upon another is to be incomplete as a human being.26 By contrast, to be independent of others is to achieve the apex of civil society and to have the greatest power to order society hierarchically.
The cultural distinction between independent and dependent persons is most unambiguously expressed in the relationship between masters and servants. The latter are often discussed as objects of property rather than as persons. For instance, in a conversation about the relative merits of indoor and outdoor parties, Mr. Knightley of Emma argues: "The nature and the simplicity of gentlemen and ladies, with their servants and furniture, I think is best observed by meals within doors."27
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Of course, hierarchy in Austen's social world is too complex to be re​duced to a binary opposition between masters and servants. Most individ​uals find themselves independent in relation to some—that is, above them—and dependent upon, or beneath, some others. But the categorical superiority of independence over dependence is stated unequivocally by most of the characters, even in cases where the independence is relative. As Mr. Knightley says: "when it comes to the question of dependence or independence . . .it must be better to have only one to please, than two."28 ‘The distinction between masters and servants powerfully, but crudely, il​lustrates what is more subtly articulated in such diverse social features as age and generation, sex and marital status, and relations to property and production—all of which are commonly structured by, and understood in terms of, the recurring cultural distinction between independence and dependence1.
Finally, we must recognize a fundamental irony, if not tension, within the ideology of independence: to attain independence is not to isolate oneself from others (that is, to be truly independent and separate), but to create particular relationships in which one's choices dominate or overrule those of others. Independence, then, is a relationship between two or more, and not—contrary to the professed cultural model—a property or essence within a person or even a patriline.-"'
IV
What is the significance of this excursion into the novels of Jane Austen and the ethnographic record for our understanding of the term "identity"? First, the absence of the twentieth-century notion of identity from the worlds surveyed in these literatures is a crucial fact. We cannot simply appropriate from our own, mid-twentieth-century discourse the term "identity" to use as a cross-cultural analytic operator. People in Austen's world, and many other people from even more distant times and places, do not use the concept of identity as we do, or at all; nor do they understand human personhood and social collectivities in terms of what identity im​plies. Our examination of these other worldviews should give us occasion to recognize what is peculiar in our own discourse rather than to discover elsewhere what we imagine to be the universality of our own ways of thinking.
Second, the use of the concept of identity is particularly unhelpful, it seems to me, in scholarly analyses of ethnic or nationalist activism, his​torical preservation, and the creation of tradition. Ethnic leaders and ministries of culture around the globe speak in terms of protecting and en​hancing national identities by way of heritage preservation, language legis​lation, cultural festivals, and many other actions and policies.'" This dis-
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course on identity, though global, is recent. It testifies more to the rapid spread of hegemonic ideas about modernity and ethnicity than it does to the universality of collective concerns about identity. Yet, as I have sug​gested above, we as scholarly analysts cannot effectively scrutinize public discourses (such as those on the politics of identity) without separating ourselves, as much as is consciously possible, from their implicit premises. 'In do otherwise is to risk merely reproducing—or, worse yet, celebrating in a scientistic jargon that too frequently legitimizes what it names—an ideology of identity from which we should, 1 believe, distance ourselves.11
Yet, to distance ourselves epistemologically from ideologies of identity is a politically delicate task, for many of the claimants to collective identity whose cultural philosophy we may dispute are nonetheless peoples whose struggles for social justice we support. Indeed, it is no wonder that political and cultural leaders everywhere have learned to phrase claims for interna​tional recognition in the language of identity: that is a language the em​powered understand. Whether claimants believe their rhetoric is perhaps beside the point, lint we cannot ignore the potential political consequences of our attempts to deconstruct identity claims.
On the one hand, to deconstruct notions of cultural identity at precisely the moment when the disempowered turn to them may aid the reactionary social forces who seek to reassert the validity of homogeneous "main​stream" collective identities against proponents of "multicultural" diver​sity.l2 On the other hand, to support without criticism identity claims is to aid in the reproduction of an ideology that is both hegemonic and, I believe, oppressive.
There is no easy resolution to this dilemma, but two tactics can help. First, we can make sure that our critiques of identity focus on those main​stream claims that too often go unchallenged. In other words, rather than writing exclusively of the "invention" of minority identities, traditions, and cultures, we can turn our attention to the ways in which the majority or mainstream is itself continually reconstructed and reimagined as a homo​geneous cultural entity. But, second, we must learn to argue civilly about identity and culture with "minorities" whose oppression we deplore. Such discussions are crucial, for a renewed politics of cultural diversity cannot be built on the old epistemology of identity, no matter whose homoge​neous cultural identity is successfully asserted in the end.
notes
1. 1971 i-il., p. 1.168.
2. Kristinn Kristiansen, "Perspectives on the Archaeological Heritage: History ami Future," in Archaeological Heritage Miiiiagcnifni in the Modern World, ccl. Henry !•'. (IK-i-n- (London, 1989), 24.
IS "IDENTITY A USEFUL CONCEPT?.
39
3. Paul Gagnon, ed., Historical Literacy: 'The Case for History in American Education (New York, 1989), 22, 24.
4. MazenSaah, "Denied Identity,".Seasows (University of Virginia Multicultural JotimalH |l| (1990), 28.
5. Richard Handler, Nationalism and the Politics of Culture in Quebec (Mad​ison, 1988); Daniel Scgal, "Nationalism, Comparatively Speaking," journal of Historical Sociology I |3| (1988), 300-32 I.
6. Roy Wagner, The Invention of Culture (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1975); Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, eds., The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge, 1983).
7. James Clifford, The Predicament of Culture (Cambridge, 1988), 10. For a report in the popular press on anthropology's new wisdom, see John Noble Wil-ford, "Anthropology Seen as Father of Maori Lore," Neu> York Times, February 20, 1990, IJI.B8.
8. Paul Heelas and Andrew Lock, eds., Indigenous Psychologies: The Anthro​pology of the Self (I.onaon, 1981); E. Valentine Daniel, Fluid Signs: Being a Person the Tamil Way (Berkeley, 1984); Richard Shweder and F.dmund Bourne, "Does the Concept of tin- Person Vary Cross-Cullurally?" in Culture Theory: i'.sstiys on Mind, Self, and Emotion, ed. Shweder and R. A. I.eVine (Cambridge^ 1984), 158-199; Michael Cnrrilhcrs, Steven Collins, and Steven Lukes, eds., The Category of the Person (Cambridge, 1985); Alan Roland, /;; Search of Self in India and Japan (Princeton, 1988); Katharine P. Ewing, "The Illusion of Wholeness: Culture, Self, and the Experience of Inconsistency," Ethnos 18 (September 1990), 251-278.
9. John l.ocke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. A. I). Woo/ley (Cleveland, 1964 11690|), 2 10.
10. Frying Goffman, Sligma (F'liglewood Cliffs, NJ, I'M.l), f>2. I I. lU-njaiuiu I.ec Whorl, "The Relation of Habitual Thought and Behavior to Language," in Language, Thought, and Reality (Cambridge, 1956), 150.
12. A. Irving Hallowed, "Ojibwa Ontology, Behavior, and World View," in Contrihiilions to Anthropology: Selected I'a/iers of A. Irving Hallowell (Chicago, 1976), .562, 376.
1.3. McKim Marriott, "Hindu Transactions: Diversity without Dualism," in Transaction and Meaning, ed. Bruce Kapferer (Philadelphia, 1976), 109-III,
14. Clifford Geertz, "Person, Time, and Conduct in Bali," in The Interpretation of Cultures (New York, 1973), 390.
15. Ibid., 369-370.
16. Ibid., 371-372.
17. Handler, Nationalism and the Politics of Culture, 32-47; Louis Dumont, "Religion, Politics, and Society in the Individualistic Universe," Proceedings of the Royal Anthropological Institute (1970), 3 1-45.
18. Daniel, Haiti Signs, 74-78.
19. Clifford Geeri/, Negara: The Theatre Stale in Nineteenth-Century llali (Princeton, 1980), 24-25.
20. Philip Gleason, "Identifying Identity: A Semantic History," Journal of Amer​ican History 69 (March ll>83), 9 10; "American Idemiiy and Anu'ric.mi/aiion," in I lari'iinl Encyclopedia of American Ethnic linntps (Cambridge, l')80), 31.
40

22. Jane Austen, Persuasion, vol. 5, I he Novels <>/ /<<//<• Aiistvn, .ird ed., ed. K. W. Chapman (Oxford, 1933), 157.
23. Jane Austen, Emma, vol. 4, The Novels of Jane Austen, 3rd ed., ed. R. W. Chapman (Oxford, 1933), 183.
24. lan Watt, The Rise of the Novel (Ikrkcley, 1957).
25. Austen, Emma, 17; Louis Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus (Chicago, 1970), xii.
26. C. B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to Locks (Oxford, 1962).
27. Austen, Emma, 355.
28. Ibid., 10.
29. The last three paragraphs arc drawn from Kicliard 1 laiullcr :nul Daniel Segal, "Hierarchies of Choice: The Social Construction of Rank in Jane Austen," American Ethnologist 12 (November 1985), 692-693.
30. For representative writing in this mode, see Henry F. Peere, ed., Archae​ological Heritage Management in the Modern World (London, 1989); Yudhishthir Raj Isar, ed., The Challenge to Our Cultural Heritage (Washington, DC, 1986).
31. Handler, Nationalism and the Politics of Culture, 6-9.
32. Eric Gable, Richard Handler, and Anna Lawson, "On the Uses of Relativ​ism: Fact, Conjecture, and Black and White Histories at Colonial Williamsburg," American Ethnologist 19 (November I9'J2), 791-805.
