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Many historians tend to be sensitive to having their history challenged as biased, 
contingent, or based on certain narrative modes. What Bender argues in his work is in 
the same key as much of cultural studies.  

For anyone working in a historical context of nations not being taken for granted, the 
ideas Bender presents are not new. However, for U.S. historians, they can be a way to 
spur critical development.  

History as a discipline is embedded in a lot of crazy things.  

When cracks and fissures appear in narratives of U.S. history, people resist them.  

It’s worth thinking about the analytical models that globalization studies are 
producing. When globalization studies move toward collapsing the local and the 
global . . . this echoes how Makdisi asks us to reconsider histories of the United States.  

We live in a world in which what area studies means is unclear.  

We’re at a loss for how to organize local particularity and global connectivity. 

One of the things that Bender assumes is that you have a box called “local identity,” 
one called “national identity,” and one called “globalization.” However, globalization 
is not an identity. There is nothing redemptive or positive, in a technical sense, to 
globalization. It is more of a mode of crisis—it is a thing that perpetuates localized 
identities as a result of crisis.  

Globalization is a kind of identity engine—it creates local, national, and international, 
cosmopolitan identities, though it is not, in itself, an identity.  

There may not be a core and a periphery any more—if there ever was. Globalization is 
cultural churning.  

Crimea is only one manifestation of a kind of new, disruptive order that’s pushing 
back against all kinds of national identities. The future is about a constant churning 
and creation of new boundaries and formations. Globalization isn’t going to create a 
hegemonic cultural system—economically, maybe—but not culturally.  

We can find the global anywhere we want to go.  

Rodríguez: Do you see a future where what we think of as identity persists? Or, is 
identity as we know it becoming antiquated?  



Bose: I think an answer to this question exists in our understanding of the modern 
state. I think the idea of a modern identity based on the state is something that is 
going to pass via extreme violence.  

Rodríguez: Bender postulates a multiplicity of origin points. If you grow up in a border 
area, you’re prone to growing up with an awareness of multiple histories. It’s not that 
the world is becoming more “borderized,” but that more people may be becoming 
aware of the kinds of thinking that the world’s borders are producing. What does that 
do to our sense of identity? What does that do to our consciousness?  

Bose: In South Asia, there are things similar to border consciousness—however, what 
exists beyond these modes of thinking? 

Rodríguez: Yes—and that’s the question of our future. We need to learn how to 
negotiate these different modes of thinking.  

Bose: Yes. One’s response to something need not be a universal.  

Rodríguez: The kind of questioning of perspective that Lasch’s exhibit promotes is 
accompanied by a critical turn toward myth and national narratives.  

Bose: There are so many layers of violence—Franz Fanon’s vision has not yet been 
fully executed. From his point of view, we need violence to root out what people have 
learned via colonialism. Violent Islamic fundamentalism is a violence of decolonialism.  

Rodríguez: The Tea Party is emblematic of a reactionism to the future. It’s sad the way 
the GOP has defaulted to white racism as undergirding its foundation. It’s a party 
based on white anxiety.  

Bose: The U.S. racializes the enemies it wishes to destroy.  

Rodríguez: This a great transition to an LMAS event we’re having at UNT. We’re 
framing the LMAS Program at UNT as a response to demographic change. . . . Also, I 
like the phrase “settler states,” because it makes the U.S. one of those settler states. 
We often delude ourselves into thinking that there are no other countries like the 
United States.  

Bose: Given the range of subalternized experiences in the United States, how does the 
myth of United States exceptionalism actually work? It’s baffling, actually.  

Rodríguez: It happens because in the myth of the United States, before European 
colonizers arrived, the so-called New World was a blank slate. As we both know, 
however, it wasn’t. It’s not about comprehension or understanding—the myth is an 
emotional project. We can show people the facts, but it doesn’t matter. Up until now, 
the myth has been the maintenance of an emotional state. If you grow up feeling as if 
you’re exceptional, you’re less prone to respond to facts speaking to the contrary.  



Bose: What happens when people are actually trying to convince others that the 
United States has to be a “white” place? 

Rodríguez: American mythology assumes that you can come to America and become 
American based solely on what you believe. Theoretically, you can be anyone in the 
world and become American. However, that has been countered by a history that 
suggests that people until now have needed more confidence when they meet a 
stranger that the stranger is with them. Looking at someone, you can’t tell that he or 
she is an American or not. There is a fundamental anxiety in America about meeting 
the other. To the degree that people seem to need more immediate affirmations 
about belonging to a group, to that degree, you have race, religion, and ethnicity that 
get in the way. Also, the United States began fundamentally as a slave nation—it 
succeeded in the early days because it had a guaranteed labor force—one that was 
established racially. You used to define your superiority by being white—you weren’t 
in the working class if you had light skin. To a large extent, that is still the case. In the 
future, though, most people aren’t going to think about the United States—they’ll 
think more about their local environments, like Dallas, San Francisco, etc. 

Bose: It’s going to be interesting how the United States will have to transform itself in 
the future.  

Rodríguez: Depending on who is telling the story, place has strange powers.  

 


