


[image: 001]




Table of Contents

 


Praise

Title Page

Dedication

Epigraph

Preface

 


CHAPTER ONE - Enlightenment’s Esau

Prologue: The Wright Stuff?

Enlightenment’s Esau

 


CHAPTER TWO - Fade to Black: From Cultural Studies to Cultural Politics

Prologue

A Myth of Origins

Fade to Black

Only in England

Looking for Modernism

The Politics of Representation

Reforming Representation

The Marionette Theater of the Political

The New Moralism

 


CHAPTER THREE - Critical Fanonism

 


CHAPTER FOUR - Beyond the Culture Wars: Identities in Dialogue

The Culture Wars: The Sequel

The Culture Wars: The Prequel

Politicizing “Politics”

The Free Speech Movement: The Sequel

Cultural Literacy: The Sequel

Multiculturalism: The Sequel

The Limits of Culturalism

Identity Versus Politics

Multiculturalism and Democracy

Multiculturalism Versus Relativism

Pluralism: The Sequel

 


Acknowledgements

Notes

Index

Copyright Page





PRAISE FOR  Tradition and the Black Atlantic

“Mapping the contested concept of culture in diasporic, post colonial and multicultural spaces, Henry Louis Gates, Jr. conveys far-reaching insights in a piquant style that never fails to stimulate and provoke. What results is a critical cosmopolitanism that puts him at the heart of humanist inquiry in an era of global change.”

—Kobena Mercer, author of Welcome to the Jungle

 

 

“Anyone who imagines ‘the Black community’ as a place of un questioning solidarity or groupthink will be awakened from their slumber by Gates’s brilliant exploration of the fault lines in Black discourse and race-thinking. Who remembers that Richard Wright thought the European conquest of Africa was a good thing? Who knew how much Marxist cultural studies owes to arch-conservative Edmund Burke? Who imagined that Patrick Buchanan might be right in characterizing the ‘culture wars’ as a battle for the soul of America? This lively and learned book should be required reading for anyone who wants to understand the American soul in a glob alizing world.”

—W. J. T. Mitchell, Professor of English and Art History at the University of Chicago, and editor of Critical Theory
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For Stuart Hall






“Black” does not reference a particular group, with fixed characteristics, whose social being or artistic imagination is determined by skin colour, genetic make-up or biological inheritance. It does not invoke an essentialized cultural identity, frozen in time, which is automatically transmitted into the work, and can thus be held to “represent” collectively all those who belong to a particular “race,” ethnic community, or tradition. “Black,” as deployed here, is a politically, historically and culturally constructed category; a contested idea, whose ultimate destination remains unsettled.

STUART HALL AND MARK SEALY, DIFFERENT:
 A HISTORICAL CONTEXT, CONTEMPORARY PHOTOGRAPHERS,
 AND BLACK IDENTITY






Preface

A damaging system of representation can only be dismantled, not by a sudden dose of “the real,” but by another, alternative system of representation, whose form better approximates the complexity of the real relations it seeks to explore and contest.

STUART HALL, “ASSEMBLING THE 1980s:
 THE DELUGE—AND AFTER”

 

 

 

My interest in the ways that writers and thinkers in the Anglo-African literary tradition of the eighteenth century (which Robert Farris Thompson defined as “the Trans-Atlantic” tradition and which Paul Gilroy has memorably named the “Black Atlantic” tradition) formally influenced and self-consciously read and revised each other’s texts had its beginnings in my graduate work under Wole Soyinka and Charles T. Davis in the faculties of English at the University of Cambridge and at Yale between 1973 and 1978.  That work culminated in a doctoral thesis exploring the role of writing in the larger discourse of race and reason during the Enlightenment and more specifically the critical reception of black writers in England and America between 1750 and 1830. A vastly revised version of that thesis will be published as Black Letters and the Enlightenment.

The four chapters of this book in their original form were written between 1989 and 1992 in an attempt to organize my thinking about the British Black Arts Movement of the 1980s and the American “culture wars,” which were raging within and about the academy at roughly the same time, especially following the Republican National Convention in 1992. However, the Black Arts Movement in Britain and the culture wars in the United States continued to evolve during the 1990s, so I continued to revise and expand my thinking about both. I seized opportunities to share my thinking about both phenomena to various academic audiences—initially as the Richard Wright Lectures in 1989 at the University of Pennsylvania’s Center for the Study of Black Literature and Culture, and three years later, in a much fuller version, as the Clarendon Lectures at the University of Oxford, and in dozens of lectures throughout the 1990s—taking into account further developments in both.

And what has been the fate of these two cultural movements? The Black Arts Movement in Britain—pronounced to be “over” by some of its key participants as early as 1990 and all but dead by the end of the century—remains, in various novel guises, a live and vibrant cultural force in Britain and has become institutionalized in the American academy through the “cultural studies” criticism of writers such as Stuart Hall, Paul Gilroy, Hazel V. Carby, and Kobena Mercer, among others, and in the art world through the work of its major visual artists in various media, especially in film, video, photography, and painting. Unfortunately, the culture wars have not diminished in ferocity in this country since the early 1990s debates about the literary canon, and they seem destined to rage on—in forms we could scarcely imagine back then—such as Tea Party debates over the policies of our nation’s first black president. Barack Obama’s occupancy in the White House has profoundly redefined the forms that a “culture war” can assume. As Charles M. Blow put it recently, “The Apostles of Anger in their echo chamber of fallacies have branded him the enemy. This has now become an article of faith. Obama isn’t just the enemy of small government and national solvency. He is the enemy of liberty.”1

Despite the extensive revisions that I have done since delivering those two lecture series, this book retains the  intention and spirit of the original lectures. It is, I hope, a modest attempt at beginning to understand the unfolding of two very important cultural movements, one abroad, one at home; some of their key themes and trends; and the implications of both movements on the culture that we create and analyze and in which we live today here in the United States and in Britian.

A full historical account and critical overview of the British Black Arts Movement would be outside of the purview of Tradition and the Black Atlantic, but as we shall see, this radical cultural movement achieved an important and—in the history of black cultural movements—a unique form of institutionalization (at least of a key part of that extraordinary movement) during its third decade in the form of the founding of Rivington Place. This magnificent visual arts center, designed by Ghanaian architect David Adjaye, has been the home since 2007 of Autograph ABP (Association of Black Photographers) and Iniva, the International Institute of Visual Arts, a project funded by a £5.9 million grant from the Arts Council of England Lottery Capital 2 grant and a £1.1 million grant from Barclays Bank. Rivington Place is also the home of the Stuart Hall Library, and it is to Stuart Hall that this book is dedicated.

—HENRY LOUIS GATES, JR., 
CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS, APRIL 15, 2010






CHAPTER ONE

Enlightenment’s Esau




Prologue: The Wright Stuff? 

Before Richard Wright sat the third world of theory.

It was Friday evening, September 21, 1956. The occasion was the First International Conference of Negro Writers and Artists, held at the Sorbonne’s Amphithéâtre Descartes in Paris, now in its third day.

In the audience sat, expectantly, Alioune Diop of Senegal—“tall, very dark, and self-contained,” James Baldwin put it, “and who rather resembles, in his  extreme sobriety, an old-time Baptist minister”—the editor of Présence Africaine, the principal organizer of the conference, and the man whom Léopold Senghor would memorialize as “the Black Socrates”; poet Aimé Césaire of Martinique; physicist and historian Cheikh-Anta Diop of Senegal; psychiatrist and political philosopher Dr. Frantz Fanon of Martinique and Algeria; novelist George Lamming of Barbados; Dr. Jean Price-Mars, at eighty the elder statesman of the group and the president of the conference, whom James Baldwin described as “a very old and very handsome man”; novelist Jacques Stephen Alexis, like Price-Mars from Haiti; Léopold Sédar Senghor, Césaire’s fellow student at the Lycée Louis-le-Grand, where they had met and founded the Négritude Movement in 1935, and who almost exactly four years from this evening would be elected the first president of the Republic of Senegal—just to begin a long and glorious roll call. With the conspicuous exception of Dr. W. E. B. Du Bois, now eighty-eight, who had been denied a passport by the U.S. State Department—“I am not present at your meeting,” Du Bois’s message to the gathering began, “because the U.S. government will not give me a passport,” adding for good measure a jibe at the Americans sitting in the amphitheatre: “Any American Negro traveling abroad today must either not care about Negroes  or say what the State Department wishes him to say”1—here was assembled practically every major black critical thinker of the age. Here, gathered in the Amphithéâtre Descartes, itself one of the West’s most sacred and lavishly conspicuous icons of and tributes to the triumph of Reason and the spirit of Enlightenment over the dark worlds of superstition and pagan beliefs, sat the authors of third world liberation, world-historic theorists of colonial resistance, forging new ideologies, new analyses, new “weapons of theory” out of Négritude, Marxism, psychoanalysis, African communalism, you name it. Remember, it was 1956 and these were the heady days of grand theory for the black world. Never had the promise of a genuine politics of culture seemed more real, more realizable.

And before them stood Richard Wright. Two years shy of his fiftieth birthday, he was bespectacled, wearing a three-piece suit and a white shirt, his hair close-cropped. The photograph’s a little fuzzy, but it’s easy to make out the familiar visages of post-colonial iconography. His presence, and his lecture, had been eagerly awaited. After all, Richard Wright was, in 1956, easily the most famous, and most successful, black novelist in the world.

Nor was Wright completely insensible of the burden upon him: “So great a legion of ideological interests is  choking the atmosphere of the world today,” he declared, “that I deem it wise to define the terms in which I speak and for whom. All public utterances these days are branded for and against something or somebody.”2

The remarks that followed made his own allegiances quite clear, and you have to admire his courage. For Wright’s chief argument was that colonialism was the best thing that had ever befallen the continent of Africa. However venal the motivation of the European colonizers, he was emphatic that they “could not have done a better job of liberating the masses of Asia and Africa from their age-old traditions.” As he continued, “Today, a knowing black, brown, or yellow man can say: ‘Thank you, Mr. White Man, for freeing me from the rot of my irrational traditions and customs.’”3

Wright had an acute sense of what Gayatri Spivak has dubbed the “epistemic violence” of colonialism, and he applauded it. It made him giddy with a delicious sense of possibility. “In the minds of hundreds of millions of Asians and Africans,” he asserted, “the traditions of their lives have been psychologically condemned beyond recall.” Moreover, he continued, “millions live uneasily with beliefs of which they have been made ashamed. I say, ‘Bravo!’ . . . Not to the motives, mind you. . . . But I do say, ‘Bravo!’ to the consequences  of Western plundering, a plundering that created the conditions for the possible rise of rational societies for the greater majority of mankind.4”

It gets better. As Wright explained:The spirit of the Enlightenment, of the Reformation which made Europe great now has a chance to be extended to all mankind! A part of the non-West is now akin to a part of the West. . . . The partial overcoming of the forces of tradition and oppressive religions in Europe resulted, in a roundabout manner, in a partial overcoming of tradition and religion in decisive parts of Asia and Africa. The unspoken assumption in this history has been: WHAT IS GOOD FOR EUROPE IS GOOD FOR ALL MANKIND! I say: So be it.

I agree with what has happened.





Wright regretted not what Europe did, but only that it “could . . . have done what [it] did in a deliberate and intentional manner, could have planned it as a global project,” one performed out of a “sense of lofty responsibility.”5

Talk about lucking out. Happy campers of the third world, Africa, you see, had won the Publishers Clearing House sweepstakes of history—the jackpot  of Enlightenment rationalism—and was too benighted to appreciate it.

There’s more. In Wright’s eyes, the Western-educated elite in Africa “constitutes islands of free men, the FREEST MEN IN ALL THE WORLD TODAY,” those last seven words printed in all caps. And the task of the West was now to help this cadre of free men in every way to complete the epistemic violence of colonialism and, as he put it, “establish rational areas of living.”6

And because these were the freest men in the world today, it was crucial that they be given their head to use, as Wright recommended, “dictatorial means” (my italics) to set their houses in order. “Let the Africans and Asians whom you have educated in Europe have their freedom,” he said. And the particular freedom he had in mind was—as he was at pains to make clear—the freedom to oppress their own people. How else could they be liberated from the stultifying burden of those superstitions and traditions that had survived colonialism? He concluded with a ringing declaration: “Freedom is indivisible.”7

Irony was, of course, not Richard Wright’s strong suit. But I don’t know if this was ever more painfully displayed than in the words he chose to conclude what was, after all, a blueprint for a neocolonialist police  state. Still, we can at least credit him with a fair degree of historical prescience.

Now the story I have been telling is scarcely unknown in African American letters, at least in outline. James Baldwin, in summary fashion, gave an eloquent account in Encounter magazine of his own reactions to the conference. Most memorably, Baldwin noted, with mordant irony, Wright’s statement that “what was good for Europe was good for all mankind” was “a tactless way of phrasing a debatable idea.” Baldwin then went on to say that the idea that these brown and black dictators would voluntarily surrender their “personal power” (Wright’s phrase) “once the new social order had been established” was pure fantasy: “I suppose it would be the second coming.”8 (Senghor, however, bucking a vile trend, would eventually surprise the Continent and do just that.)

And if I may make the sort of confession that, perhaps, a critic should never make, my reading at the age of fifteen of Baldwin’s fascinating account of the conference in Notes of a Native Son is one reason that I’ve always borne a certain ambivalence about the writings of Richard Wright. The other reason is Wright’s own deep ambivalence toward traditional African culture and to the place of Africans in what we might call the “great black chain of being,” as he  made clear in 1954 in his book Black Power, about Ghana’s coming independence, ominously subtitled  A Record of Reactions in a Land of Pathos. Wright made it clear in this book that he was no champion of Pan-Africanism or black cultural nationalism. And frankly, precisely because of these attitudes expressed in Black Power and at the 1956 Paris conference, I’ve never understood how Wright, of all people, could have become one of the patron saints of the Black Arts Movement in America in the 1960s, a movement not best recalled for its close readings of the black canon.

In fact, I believe that the celebration of Wright by black arts critics such as Addison Gayle as the summit of radical black nationalism in the African American canon had everything to do with the fact that Bigger Thomas, the protagonist of Wright’s best-selling  Native Son, accidentally murders the daughter of his wealthy white employer and then intentionally beheads her and stuffs her body parts into a furnace. But no credible reader, in the 1960s or now, could possibly hold up Richard Wright as a model for Pan-Africanism. Indeed, Wright and his former friend, rival, and eventual literary antagonist, Ralph Ellison, curiously enough, shared this seeming aversion to Africa and its Africans. They saw the American Negro, just as Kenneth Clarke and the early Melville Herskovits  did, as sui generis, the Middle Passage as an event so traumatic as to make the people who emerged from the nightmare of the slave ships a new kind of black person, a tabula rasa, Africa erased from their culture, their traditions, their language, their belief systems, their consciousnesses, like chalk erases words and symbols on a chalkboard.9 I have to believe that at least some of the members of his audience on that evening in September 1956 could not help thinking: “Thank you, Mister Wright man, for freeing me from the rot of my irrational traditions. Maybe someday I’ll return the favor.”

There’s a further irony that I think has never really been brought out. Wright was delivering a paper he’d composed beforehand, and he was delivering it after most of the other participants in the conference had made their pronouncements. And as you might expect, he had some doubts about whether he should modify his paper in light of what he’d heard. But not for the reason you might expect, not because he was in the least impressed by the sophistication of his fellow speakers, many of whom we would identify as germinal theorists of national liberation. On the contrary, incredibly, by the end of the day he found himself persuaded that these primitive Africans were so backward, so unenlightened, so unevolved, that he  doubted that they would even be able to take in the subtleties of his analysis.

It is intriguing to compare the version of Wright’s paper, called “Tradition and Industrialization,” as it appears in his collection White Man, Listen, to the relatively verbatim version published as part of the conference proceedings in Présence Africaine and from which I have been quoting. Whereas in the paper that he wrote beforehand, he joyously looked forward to the secularization of Africa, at the conference he registered his considerable disappointment. He interjected remarks such as, “When I wrote that statement, I was hoping and dreaming for black freedom. But after listening to the gentleman of the cloth who spoke here this morning . . . I wonder now if I can say that Africa is more secular-minded than the West.” And later on, he broke off from his exaltation of Africa’s Westernized elites to observe, “Again, I must check and correct my perceptions against the reality, mainly religious in nature, that has emerged from this conference.”10 But he’d already expressed his disappointment in the conference at a roundtable the day before: “I thought that with the political situation shaping up rapidly, we could have addressed ourselves in a concrete manner about why [African] culture was so easily shattered and how we could have  gone about . . . modifying what seemed to be perhaps its too deeply subjective content; draining it off into objectivities and instrumentalities, that would have enabled a section of the ground to be cleared for the erection of concrete projects.” These, he told us, were “the ‘live’ questions from which we could have started grappling from the first day.”11 (And it is important that we remember, too, this vision of a base culture transmuted into golden “objectivities and instrumentalities.”)12

So Wright had a strong conviction of being in a backwater, betrayed by the theoretical equivalent of what Marxist theory used to call “uneven development.” And in a funny way, his sense of being “out of time,” temporally disjointed with the third world participants, was somehow echoed in the fact that every time Wright spoke, he glanced at his watch. This runs through the record of the proceedings like a leitmotif. Wright’s formal presentation opened with the words “The hour is late, and I am pressed for time.” The day before, as a participant in a roundtable, he began with the words “Ladies and Gentlemen, I shall be as brief as possible: the hour is late.”13 He was the White Rabbit in Alice in Wonderland.

And I note this tiny detail not to labor Wright’s remarkable, one might say colonial, condescension  toward his third world compeers, for I think perhaps the hour was late, historically speaking, too late for Richard Wright. His vision of Africa didn’t seem much of an advance on that of, say, nineteenth-century Pan-Africanist Edward Wilmot Blyden. For Wright, Africa was still a place, as Blyden had put it, “in a state of barbarism.” (Here, Wright and his former friend, Ralph Ellison, would have been in hearty agreement. Baldwin’s attitudes toward Africa were also complex. Of the “ big three” authors in the midcentury African American literary canon, only Wright would actually set foot in sub-Saharan Africa.) On the evening of the first day, just two days before, in a wide-ranging discussion on the nature of culture, Senghor had enthusiastically and generously extended to Wright the warmest and most encompassing embrace that his Afro-cosmopolitanism could muster, declaring that a poem of Wright’s and especially his autobiography, Black Boy, were in form and function, aesthetically and subconsciously, irresistibly and inevitably “African.” They were fundamental parts or extensions of a Pan-African canon, a collective “African autobiography,” as a startled Baldwin would write, “like one more book in the Bible, speaking of the African’s long persecution and exile.”14 Perhaps only through the glasses of one of the fathers of Négritude  could one see the subtle degree of intertextuality between, say, The Palm Wine Drinkard and Wright’s autobiographical rendition of the trope of the noble savage.

Two days later, Wright would make it clear that he had recoiled at the embrace. And maybe it’s worth insisting on the fact that Wright’s use of the Western category of “religion” concealed a larger freight: What does the word signify in nonsecular, nonindustrial, non-Western societies where, as Wright knew and lamented, no inpenetrable partition exists between religious practices and everyday life? In this sort of context, the word “religion” can be used only as a surrogate for “culture.” What Africa needed finally to shed, in Wright’s view, was nothing less than traditional African culture itself. Unable to conceive of any counter-hegemonic possibilities in autochthonous cultures, then, Wright could see, in the work of these third world intellectuals, only the dismal prospect of an Africa that would not cease to be African.

[image: 002]

But my target here is actually not Richard Wright at all. If, as Wright would have it, there’s a Bigger Thomas in all of us American Negroes, I want to argue  that there’s a Richard Wright in our generation of diasporic intellectuals. In the sense that we are Wright’s heirs, I want to test that line from Ezekiel: “The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on edge.” Because it won’t do just to say that Wright made some funny choices, and if my exposition sets anybody’s teeth on edge, I want to explore why.

Wright’s stature as a black intellectual is beyond question. As Paul Gilroy has perceptively noted, he was “one of a handful of black writers who have seen black nationalism as a beginning rather than an end.”15  (In Chapter 2, I try to explore some of the paradoxes around this issue.) But there’s a fissure, a fault line—sometimes it can be a hairline fracture, sometimes a real break—that runs through Wright and through us when we’re trying to talk about cultural imperialism. It doesn’t start with Wright, though. I want to trace it further back. And this is where things start to get a little weird, because Wright himself told us where to start looking.

When Wright said that Europe’s great gift to the third world was the Enlightenment, he very explicitly located it as the historic, capital-E Enlightenment, the flowering of European rationalism and universalism, what Will and Ariel Durant would call the Age of Reason. It was also the age in which mercantile  networks were consolidated into the modern colonial state. I want to follow Richard Wright’s lead here.




Enlightenment’s Esau 

So I’m going to summon a rather prophetic eighteenth-century figure who not only anticipated the post-colonialist critique of Enlightenment rationalism, but who also may have founded the discourse against imperialism with which we align ourselves today. His was in so many ways the perfect ideological antagonist to Wright’s position. But more than that, he was, and perhaps remains, the most powerful critic of the modern colonial state, which he tried to strangle in its crib. The anti-imperialist credo has had no more powerful rhetorician. His campaign against the British administration in India, then in corporate/parastatal form, preoccupied him for two decades. Moreover, his was a critique that apprehended fully the violence, both material and cultural, that the political economy of colonialism inflicted upon subject peoples. Nothing was more abhorrent to him than the coercive eradication of India’s diverse, indigenous traditions.

Here was a man who, almost single-handedly, took on the most powerful instrumentality of empire, the man who led an eight-year-long prosecution of  one Warren Hastings, governor of Bengal, head of the East India Trading Company. Toward the end of his life, this man wrote, “Let everything I have done, said, or written be forgotten but this.”16 And yet he never really expected his impeachment to succeed. What mattered to him was enacting a theater, a public spectacle, that would expose the human cruelties of the colonial regime. So his impossible task was, in the first instance, a dramatic, rather than a legal, endeavor, as he argued, as early as 1783. “We are on a conspicuous stage, and the world marks our demeanor.”17 The trial was yet to begin, but the prosecutor had, by this point, been studying the matter of India for eighteen years.

The indictment of Warren Hastings was more than a study of personification, more than impeachment by synecdoche, but it was that, too. As our prosecutor wrote, “It is not the culprit who is upon its trial, it is the House of Lords that is upon its trial, it is the British nation that is upon its trial before all other nations, before the present generation, and before a long , long posterity.”18

In almost Fanonian cadences, he detailed the crippling physical tortures visited on the hapless natives and ventured that a day of reckoning could not long be deferred: The time will arrive, he warned, when “crippled and disabled hands will act with resistless  power. What is it that they will not pull down, when they are lifted to heaven against their oppressors? Then, what can withstand such hands? Can the powers that crushed and destroyed them?” “ We may bite our chains if will, but we shall be made to know ourselves.”19

The figure I summon, the father of anti-colonialism, is, of course Edmund Burke—probably not a paternity most of us would freely choose, at least not at first glance. It makes life easier when our radicals aren’t also reactionaries, when our anti-imperialists don’t partake of the imperial vision as well. Easier, but also less instructive.

But let’s first grant him the historical prescience we granted Wright. “It is,” Burke admonished,the nature of tyranny and rapacity never to learn moderation from the ill-success of first oppressions; on the contrary, all oppressors, all men thinking highly of the methods dictated by their nature, attribute the frustration of their desire to the want of sufficient rigor. Then they redouble the efforts of their impotent cruelty, which, producing, as they ever must produce, new disappointments, they grow irritated against the objects of their rapacity; and then rage, fury, malice,  implacable because unprovoked, recruiting and reinforcing their avarice, their vices are no longer human.





And in these words, he mapped out the course of colonialism in the century and a half to come. So when Burke claimed, about his prosecution of Warren Hastings, that his concern was “not only to state the fact, but to assign the criminality; to fix the species  of that criminality,” I want to suggest that he fixed it—something we’d call colonial guilt—for posterity as well.20

And to bolster my case, I want quickly to sketch three elements of the Burkean critique of imperialism. (And it has to be done, because historically speaking there are at least four barriers that any rereading of Burke has to handle. In reverse chronological order, these are, first, the misappropriation of Burke as a natural law proponent in the 1950s, which reinforced his popular appropriation as the “father of modern conservatism”—the sort of cartoon anti-Communist still touted by Irving Kristol and George Will and others. Second, and ironically, there’s the Victorian celebration of Burke as a kind of Benthamite liberal, of all things. Third, there are, of course, the Jacobin critiques of his contemporaries—Thomas Paine and  William Godwin and so on. And fourth, there are influential nineteenth-century misreadings produced by people such as Thomas Macaulay. So there’s this whole obstacle course in the history of ideas that’s already set up for us.)21

Now, the first element—which I want to pass over quickly, because it’s least relevant to my argument—is that Burke was the first to propose a theory of colonial extraction, known as the “drainage” theory, that was to become an extremely important subject in later Indian historiography. It’s worth noting that almost half of Burke’s published work concerns India in one way or another, and this particular stuff isn’t in the trial proceedings. It’s in his Ninth Report on the East India Trading Company ’s government, where he wrote about the “ruin of Bengal’s traditional economy,” the decline of native handicrafts, and the corporate techniques used to accomplish both. But his boldest observation was that, as he wrote, “the whole exported produce of the country (so far as the Company is concerned) is not exchanged in the course of barter; but is taken away without any return or payment whatsoever.... The country has suffered, what is tantamount to an annual plunder of its manufactures and its produce to the value of twelve hundred thousand pounds.” Indeed, “the whole foreign  maritime trade, whether English, French, Dutch, or Danish, arises from the revenues: and these are carried out of the country, without producing any thing to compensate so heavy a loss.”22

The interesting thing is that, even while Karl Marx was deriding Burke as “an out and out vulgar bourgeois” (not to mention a “celebrated sophist and sycophant”),23 he borrowed Burke’s “drainage” theory whole cloth, which is, if I may say so, another form of unrequited import: the transfer of ideas from Burke to Marx. Maybe it’s worth noting that if you take the concept of cultural imperialism seriously, the pair makes for an ironic contrast. Let’s take an example. In an article written for the New York Tribune of June 25, 1853, Karl Marx satirized the villages in Hindustan, charging that “they subjected man to external circumstances instead of elevating man to the sovereign of circumstances. . . . They transformed a self-developing social state into never changing natural destiny, and thus brought about a brutalizing worship of nature, exhibiting its degradation in the fact that man, the sovereign of nature, fell down on his knees in adoration of Hanuman, the monkey, and Sabbala, the cow.”24 In contrast, Burke argued strenuously for the beauty and integrity of these customs, these forms of alterity, however alien to an Englishman.

Even when Richard Wright became a fierce anti-Communist in the 1940s and 1950s, he remained absolutely faithful to Marx in at least this one respect. Marx lauded Britain’s colonization of the Subcontinent for bringing about “the greatest and, to speak the truth, the only social revolution ever heard of in Asia. . . . Whatever may have been the crimes of England, she was the unconscious tool of history in bringing about that revolution.”25 And of course Wright, as we have seen, retains this very unsentimental view of colonial hegemony in his views about the modernization of Africa. But that’s kind of a side exhibit.

The Hastings prosecution found Burke ever mindful of the economics of colonialism, and it was through the cash venue that the horrors of the imperial venture would come home to corrupt the mother-land: “We dread the operation of money. Do we not know that there are many men who wait, and who indeed hardly wait, the event of this prosecution, to let loose all the corrupt wealth of India, acquired by the oppression of that country, or the corruption of all the liberties of this.” The currency of the realm would provide the circuit for colonial corruption to infiltrate the sovereign state. And even as his graphic imagery of torture and dismemberment fixed the species of colonial guilt, Burke implicated all of England in this  economy of exploitation. The men of India, Burke maintained, “gave almost the whole produce of their labour to the East India Company: those hands which had been broken by persons under the Company’s authority, produced to all England the comforts of their morning and evening tea.”26

Allow me to quote further: “If their blood has not mingled extensively with yours, their labour power has long since entered your economic bloodstream. It is the sugar you stir, it is in the sinews of the infamous British sweet tooth, it is the tea leaves at the bottom of the British cuppa.” Well put. Except these are, of course, the words of a latter-day rhizome—namely, Stuart Hall.27 But more of this later.

Right now I want to pass on from this Burkean view of the economics of colonialism, to the second and third elements of the Burkean critique, though in fact they’re pretty hard to decouple. I want to get a fix on what I’ ll call Burke’s “relativizing imagination.” For reasons that probably don’t need explaining , it would be misleading simply to call Burke a relativist, but he was, in crucial respects, radically anti-foundationalist. (I guess most readers have figured out that I’m subjecting you to a semi-allegorical archaeology of British Cultural Studies generally, as well as contemporary colonial discourse theory particularly,  which are the subject of Chapters 2 and 3. But it’s still worth going through the motions. I think I can promise you that from now on, every single point I’m going to make is one that we can take home, that we can thread through any conversation about cultural resistance and cultural imperialism.)

A good test of this relativizing strain in Burke is provided by his response to Warren Hastings’s principal line of defense. Hastings based his defense on the claims that his actions were justified by what he called “geographical ethics.” Hastings (who knew very well the advantages of indirect rule) said—and you can see in this the ways that Hastings and Burke are really very similar, doppelgängers in a way, a fact that may help to explain Burke’s near obsession with the man—that he believed that people should be governed according to native custom and that his actions were consistent with the mores of “Oriental Despotism.” And yet Hastings was being tried in the House of Commons for offenses against British customary law.

Burke’s response here is revealing: “I must do justice to the East, I must assert that their morality is equal to ours, in whatever regards the duties of governors, fathers, and superiors; and I challenge the world to show in any modern European book more  true morality and wisdom than is to be found in the writings of Asiatic men in high trust. . . . If this be the true morality of Asia, as I affirm and can prove it is, the plea founded on Mr. Hastings’s geographical morality is annihilated.”

I want to emphasize the terms of argument here, which sound foundationalist but really aren’t. Because rather than taking, as you might expect, recourse to a Kantian or Humean sort of universalizing or naturalizing morality, Burke at least provisionally accepted the validity of Hastings’s construct. His counter-claim was that Hastings’s assertion was empirically false: Burke said that he was acquainted with the mores of the region and that Hastings’s behavior was in contravention of them. And note Burke’s claim was not that Asia’s morality was identical to England’s; he said it was equal to England’s, which is a claim of the same status as he might make about the respective civilizations.

This relativizing strain in Burke is, of course, precisely what won him round condemnation from the likes of James Mill, who claimed that Burke’s morality boiled down to the proposal that whatever is, is right: “Every thing was to be protected; not, because it was good, but, because it existed.”28 And again, I don’t want to play partisan history, but it’s interesting to  contrast Burke and Mill, author of The History of British India, who ridiculed the place as rude and barbarous and scoffed at its pretensions to antiquity. So Hastings and Burke—both of whom were profoundly learned in the actualities of Indian cultures—had more in common with each other than either did with Mill, the reformer and rationalizer. (And we also can contrast Burke’s reverence for India’s diverse traditions to Macaulay’s famous remark that not even an Orientalist “could deny that a single shelf of a good European library was worth the whole native literature of India or Arabia.”)29

You can get a feeling, if you spend too much time with the impeachment proceedings, that Hastings became Burke’s detested brother discursively speaking, perhaps a smug Jacob to Burke’s glowering Esau. You start to realize that precisely the same principles that motivated Burke’s reverential anti-imperialism sponsored Hastings’s villainy in equal measure. And it’s hardly news that this relativist ethic, or rhetoric, which is ours, too, can raise problems that the anti-colonialist or “minority ” intellectual has to come to terms with. The politics of oppositionality create a situation in which the claim for cultural authenticity, however it’s framed, is always somehow legitimating, which is the whole subterranean moral argument behind the  rhetoric deploring “cultural imperialism.” (Baldwin mused, almost as an aside in his essay on the 1956 conference, that “it was not, now, the European necessity to go rummaging in the past, and through all the countries of the world, bitterly staking out claims to its cultural possessions.”)30 You can construct a moral fable where the figure of Warren Hastings takes on a life of its own. But more of that in the next chapter.

For what really attests to this strain in Burke is just this: Why did he need to spend eighteen years studying India? Why did he immerse himself in its “otherness” so obsessively? It makes no sense if you take Burke at his word that he was simply prosecuting one man and his associates for their legal transgressions, however heinous. It makes more sense if you take a closer look at Burke’s own profound marginality.

[image: 003]

“We submit to what we admire, but we love what submits to us.” This might very well be an apothegm for our post-Freudian age, no doubt, but the words are Burke’s.31

I don’t want to dissolve the paradox that Burke the reactionary anti-Jacobin was also an eloquent  champion of the oppressed—the wretched of the earth—the man who developed a compelling conception of the violence of cultural imperialism almost two centuries before it would be activated by modern ideologists of national liberation. That he was both a despiser and a supporter of the nobility, both a critic of capitalism and a proponent of the free market. That both his radicalism and his conservatism fed into each other, were operated by a shared logic.

Burke was, of course, an Irishman in England, born to a Catholic mother in an Anglican regime. Let’s go further. He was also plagued with “hidden personal problems he would rather forget.”32 Burke would have retired from public life if he had not been tormented by “obscure vexations and contexts in the most private life,” as he wrote to his childhood friend, Dick Shackleton. 33 Burke was a man dogged throughout his public career by rumors of homosexuality; cartoonists, combining religious and sexual stigmas, frequently depicted him as an effeminate Jesuit. And yet in 1870 (as Isaac Kramnick tells us), Burke stood up in the House of Commons to “protest the treatment of two homosexuals, Theodosius Reed and William Smith, who were sentenced, as part of their punishment for sodomy, to stand in the pillory for one hour. Smith died a victim of mob brutality.” Horrified, Burke “spoke  eloquently in the House against this barbarity and secured a pension for Smith’s widow.”34

He took a stand, and he would suffer for it. The Morning Post of April 13 wrote: “Every man applauds the spirit of the spectators, and every woman thinks their conduct right. It remained only for the patriotic Mr. Burke to insinuate that the crime these men committed should not be held in the highest detestation.” Burke, the editorialist suggested, was neither man nor woman. Rather, as later periodicals such as Public Advertiser  would suggest, he was one of them, viz., a “sodomist,” or at least a sympathizer.

Now I’m taking the trouble to historicize this moment of gender and sexual identity in part because I want to say more about it in the next chapter and the way it comes to function in the symbolic economy of imperialism. Burke’s reading of colonialism was highly sexualized (he figured Hastings as “this impetuous lover”).35 Many scholars have talked about this, and it’s always good to remember the uncanny way in which issues of sexuality often enter in colonialist debates. More than that, though, I want to complicate—or maybe forestall—a reading where, for instance, here’s a third world theory, but it’s really just Burke reconstructing and theorizing the alterity of the periphery from the imperial center, and you  have this positional dichotomy already set in place. I want to insist on Burke’s own marginality to the social order in which he was positioned; I want to insist on the otherness within Burke himself.

Now let’s return to Burke’s anti-foundationalism, which we can consider in isolation from his cultural obsessions. More abstractly, Burke wrote: “Metaphysical or physical speculations neither are, or ought to be, the Grounds of our Duties; because we can arrive at no certainty in them. They have a weight when they concur with our own natural feelings; very little when against them.”36 Although these are words that Stanley Fish or Richard Rorty would be perfectly happy to avow, they are obviously a refusal of the Enlightenment dream of foundations. Now Burke talked about foundations, or grounds, a great deal; he talked about human nature. But what you find is that the only foundations available to him were the aleatory sedimentations of history. All relations are contingent rather than necessary, and it’s exactly this sense of the instability of our human identities that sponsored Burke’s reactionary tendencies. Human nature, for Burke, is just another name for the human history, the natural history, of an individual.37 And it accounts for his concern with custom and habit because custom—culture, as a historical formation—was all there was.

When our history is destroyed or expropriated, then we are, and I quote the mordant observation, “individuals without anchor, without horizon, colourless, stateless, rootless—a race of angels.” Only these words are, of course, Frantz Fanon’s.38

So let me recapitulate what I’m presenting as Burke’s twin legacy. I want to figure it as an equilibrium equation, as in chemistry. On one side, we have Burke as the germinal theorist of anti-essentialism, of contingency, the anti-foundationalist for whom history exhausted the bases for social identity. I’m not claiming he was absolutely consistent in this, but I want to say this was a powerful current, and it was self-consciously advanced against the rationalist doxa.

Then on the other side, following as a consequence, are the veneration of settled, organic custom; the privileging of the extant; and something like a preservationist ethic, an assumption that there’s something immanently valuable about cultures that leads us to respect their anteriority, their autonomy, and their integrity, instead of seeking their assimilation or extinction. (In self-reflexive form, at the very least, this can become conservatism.)

In Chapter 2, I want to puzzle through this almost dialectical pairing, through some of the tutelary figures of British Cultural Studies, and (this is where  things start really getting interesting) through what happens when these twin jets are mobilized against  the “long memory” and the notional community that British Cultural Studies took as its original object of study, which is to say, British culture. We’ll find that the most recent challenge to what Michael Oakeshott calls rationalism comes from those who, like Burke, have a direct acquaintance with migrancy, diaspora, and displacement. It comes from the immigrant, from the migrant, from the most deracinated members of British society.

At the same time, Burke’s tragic sense of history, his Christian pessimism, may accord with what Cornel West has famously described as the black prophetic tradition: “a form of Third World Left Romanticism” that “tempers its utopian impulse with the profound sense of the tragic character of life in history.” One sees, West says, “a profound sense of the tragic linked to human agency that . . . is realistic enough not to project an excessive utopia.”39 Again, this is a strain, a conjunction of opposites, first articulated in Burke.

It strikes me that it’s a sign of how reductively Burke has been read for so long that the phrase “Right Burkean” sounds like a pleonasm. But it isn’t. I consider Michael Oakeshott, for example, a Right Burkean par excellence.40 Like Richard Hoggart, the late  Raymond Williams, plainly, was a Left Burkean, and I think it’s revealing of both the power and the limitations of Williams’s work to consider him in that light. And that’s not my act of positioning; it’s his own. For the appropriation of Edmund Burke is the inaugural act of Raymond Williams’s inaugural book,  Culture and Society, a book that constructs a genealogy, a progressive British tradition, designed to encompass its author.41 So we can see how overdetermined is Williams’s decision to cast Burke in the originary position of temporal priority. It’s not surprising that a symptomatic reading of Burke reveals all of the virtues and, equally, all of the tensions that run through Williams’s own oppositional criticism and the really multifarious legacy of British Cultural Studies. I want to follow this through in my next chapter. But as Richard Wright would say, “The hour is late, Ladies and Gentlemen, and I am pressed for time.”
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