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AQCI #1 Proposal

1.  “…the framework of ‘the West and its Others’ is unhelpful in understanding the concept of race.  The category of the Other is ahistorical and takes little account of the specificities of time and place …it steamrollers historical, social and geographical differences into a single discourse… (Malik: 1996, 222).  

2.  “The West and its Others” is said to be central to the contemporary discourse on race (Hal, Colley and Said) and western-ness is based on the existence of a starkly different set of others, who may not all be similar, but have in common that they differ from the West.  According to these theorists, Race is determined primarily in terms of the Other: “that which lies outside a particular culture or society’s epistemological boundaries” (Malik 220).    Malik disagrees with viewing race discourse within this framework because the framework is ahistorical and constant.  The race discourse developed in response to specific historical circumstances and does not fit an epistemologically constant framework.  The above quotation is an example of part of the development of the discourse.  He argues in favor of, though does not outline, a more dynamic means of understanding race.  

3.  Malik criticizes the framework of the West and its Others but does not seem to move out of it or propose how the race discourse should be viewed.  Does the race discourse apply to societies or cultures outside the West?  Furthermore it seems contradictory to deny the utility of this “ahistorical framework” while still promoting a universal “race discourse.”

4.  To further support the idea that the West and its Others framework does not fully explain the discourse of race, one need only to find an example of racism outside the West.  Japan provides an example of a “racist” society completely outside the realm of the West.  Japan’s historical relations with Korea and China largely stem form a view of the Japanese people as generally superior for both biological and cultural reasons.  If the race discourse Malik envisions is to extend beyond the racism of Westerners towards non-Westerners, the race discourse of non-western societies towards each other must be included as well.  

5.  The definition of race, as put forth by Cornell and Hartman (1998, 25-6), does not fall within the West and its Others framework, but does use the concept of the Other as the point at which race is distinguished from ethnicity.  In the modern dialectic, race is assigned by outsiders (ie, Others), where as ethnicity is self-generated.  Malik does not distinguish between race and ethnicity, but does criticize the use of the Other as an epistemological constant.  

6.  Malik’s argument for taking a more contextually-specific approach to racism can help to change the way race is viewed.  Rather than viewing race and racism as historical constants (ie, the perpetual struggle between the West and the Rest).  Bringing this view into the “mainstream” can help to change the theoretical underpinnings of the thought that racial conflicts have always existed as they do now, and are thus inevitable. 
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