The Genealogy of Popular Intellectual Conception and Its Application to the Study of Day-to-Day Life: A Cultural Reflexivity of Living in the U.S. as a Muslim
Abstract

People, especially students, live their own daily experiences; nevertheless, they are probably unaware about any ideology that leads them to behave or act in a particular way. This is the problem that I myself often encounter. I realized this point when I undertook my M.A. in Islamic Studies Program at Duke University in North Carolina, USA. Here, I took some classes in sociology and anthropology in addition to my Islamic studies courses. Having taken these classes, I was able to understand an ideology that might have guided me to behave in a certain way. I consider this understood experience as the way I overcame the split between the ideas of the classroom and the reality of my day-to-day life experience. This is, I think, the significance of this paper. In connection to this experience, this article depicts two academic terrains. In the first place, I trace the roots of Michiel Baud and Rosanne Rutten’s concept of the ‘popular intellectual’ through social theories. Next, I authentically employ this concept to help me explain about my day-to-day life when I studied at Duke University in North Carolina, USA. This connection between these theories and my life experience assist me to hypothetically argue that a change in my life at Duke University is related to an externally broader academic milieu. 
Key words: Popular intellectual: its genealogy and its application to explain day-to-day-life diary.

Introduction

Having studied Baud and Rutten’s concept of the ‘popular intellectual’ through social theories, I found that Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual theory has its own genealogy in Karl Marx’s (5 May 1818 – 14 March 1883) “total conception of ideology.”
 More importanly, the popular intellectual theory resembles the intellectual tasks that Antonio Gramsci (Gramsci (22 January 1891 – 27 April 1937) portrayed in his analysis of cultural hegemony. In connection to this finding, I discuss five sections in this paper: the definition of ideology, the ideas of the supporters of Marx’s total conception of ideology, the reflections on these defenders’ ideas, the views of the critics of Marx’s total conception of ideology, reflection on the critics’ thoughts, the popular intellectual theory, and the reflection on the critics’ ideas. This second reflection encompasses the conclusion, the title, the major and subsidiary questions of this research. 

In this paper, the examples of the defenders of Marx’s ideology are the Austrian-born German politician Adolf Hitler (20 April 1889 – 30 April 1945), Fascism, Russian revolutionary Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (22 April 1870 – 21 January 1924), and German-Jewish philosopher-sociologist Max Horkheimer (14 February 1895 – 7 July 1973). The examples of the critics of Marx’s ideology in this paper are the Hungarian Marxist philosopher Georg Bernhard Lukács von Szegedin (13 April 1885 – 4 June 1971), Italian philosopher Antonio Gramsci (22 January 1891 – 27 April 1937), Jewish Hungarian-born sociologist Karl Mannheim (27 March 1893 – 9 January 1947), and Michiel Baud and Rosanne Rutten. I also review briefly “the eccentric self and the discourse of Other” developed by Jacques Lacan (1901-1981) to help me explain Gramsci’s “equilibrium of compromise” of the intellectual. In addition, I develop the popular intellectual theory with “the institutionalization theory” of Peter Berger (1929- ) and Thomas Luckmann (1927- ) to convince me that an intellectual, who different idea, can produce new environment when he comes to a social realm. I also develop popular intellectual with Herbert Kitschelt and Mancur Olson’s “resource mobilization” to assure a case-study subject in my research.
It is important to note that I perform this philosophical investigation because of the argument of Mannheim (1893 –1947). In his Ideology and Utopia, Mannheim argues that “it is a worthier intellectual task perhaps to learn to think dynamically and relationally rather than statically.”
 He asserts that this learning will generate “expectations and hypotheses” that are important for empirical research. Mannheim emphasizes that these outlooks and premises are inherent within philosophy (“meta empirical, ontological and metaphysical judgement”).
 Therefore, this essay is my ‘intellectual task’ to aquire a type of innovative status of intellectual achievement in my academic life as a Ph.D student in the Political and Social Inquiry School at Monash University, Australia. 
Discussion

I. Ideology: Its Origin and its Definition

In this paper, at the outset, I understand ideology to mean the philosophy that its philosophers have transformed from its isolated use in academic domain to its application in public life.  I articulate this definition by referring to Mannheim’s (1893-1947) Ideology. In this book, Mannheim calls this isolation “merely the theory of ideas” as the original denotion of ideology.
 Mannheim portrays briefly that there were members of a philosophical group in French who followed the tradition of their philosopher Étienne Bonnot de Condillac (30 September 1715 – 3 August 1780). These members rejected metaphysics in answering their ontological question about ‘what real was.’ Consequently, these philosophers sought to respond to this question by referring to anthropology and psychology. They based the foundations of the cultural sciences on these social sciences.
 

I think that this philosophical basis is what Mannheim regards as an isolated knowledge that spread among those educated elites (philosophers). On this level, Condillac’s members employed their ontological knowledge as an act of speculation and description in their academic group.

Mannheim’s Ideology argues that the modern idea of ideology occurred when Condillac’s group of philosophers employed their ontological knowledge to oppose the imperialship of Napoleon Bonaparte (15 August 1769 – 5 May 1821). Due to this opposition, Bonaparte labelled them “ideologists.” Mannheim’s Ideology asserts that since then people have retained the phrase “ideology.” To the present time, people use ideology to refer to the political criterion of reality in the arena of public discussion.
 From this succinct history of ideology, I can define ideology as the second thought: knowledge that academicians generate and use the public arena where they criticize a given socio-political system or power for a certain purpose of alteration.          

Mannheim’s Ideology considers German Philosopher Marx (1818 – 1883) as the first who attached ideological analysis to “political practice with the economic interpretation of events.”
 In other words, Marx was satisfied with the fact that the proletariat was oppressed by and suffered from the dominant group’s vested interests. This analysis is Marx’s description about the way the militant proletariat exposed bourgeoisie modes of thought. In connection to this, Mannheim asserted that Marx’s analysis focuses only on the ideas and motives of the “pioneering rule” or the bourgeoisie, who Marx regarded as opponents, who took advantage of the working class. Mannheim’s Ideology dubs Marx’s focus of analysis the “total conception of ideology” or a “direct logical attack.”
 

These labels that Mannheim gave to Marx’s ideology, and the proletariate as a group who uncovered the concealed motives of their adversaries, implies to me a more developed definition of ideology. It is a circumstance in which the proletariat acquire knowledge about themselves as the oppressed and about the vested interests of their oppressors. These oppressed groups rework this knowledge into anti-capitalist ideas. 

The point I am driving at here is the degree to which proletariate’s knowledge came originally not from what Mannheim mentioned previously “merely the theory of ideas,” as Condillac’s members of philosophy had, but from the course of their career as labourers. By this I mean that Marx`s ideology admits that thinkers or intellectuals come also from non-academicians (proletariates) who rework their knowledge to oppose their adversaries. Additionally, I can say that this knowledge of Marx’s ideology embedded the policy of force in its operation.  The next section examines who the defenders of this ideology are.

II. The Defenders of Marx’s Total Conception of Ideology 

II.a. Adolf Hitler

Four examples of the supporters of Marx’s total conception of ideology are as follows. 

The first example of an advocate of Marx’s total conception of ideology is Adolf Hitler (1889 –1945) who led the National Socialist German Workers Party (NAZI). Hitler seemed to radically apply Marx’s ideology. Hitler believed that an Aryan German race was superior to all others, particularly the Slavs, and Jews. On the basis of this belief in superiority, Hitler ordained to violently rule the Jews and others. Hitler based this belief on ‘social Darwinism’, theoretical and pseudoscientific principles in the works of comte de Gobineau, Houston Stewart Chamberlain, and Alfred Rosenberg.
 Since Hitler based his objectivism on the theoretical and artificial scientific principles, I would say that his objectivism was positivist: based only on facts which can be scientifically proved rather than on ideas. 

II.b. Fascism

The second example of an advocate of Marx’s total conception of ideology is Fascism. In his critical analysis of art, war, and Fascism in 1936, a German-Jewish intellectual Walter Bendix Schönflies Benjamin (15 July 1892 – 26 September 1940) said that Fascism used proletarian masses to introduce aesthetics into political life. Benjamin opposed Fascism because he thought that it dealt with this mass movement by giving them not their right, but instead a chance to express themselves only. 
The purpose of war for Fascism seems to me to maintain the property system of capitalism against communism. It is discernible in the way that Benjamin regarded Fascism’s political action as a response to communism. Fascism saw the war as an art in the sense that it was regarded as a means that could not only mobilize modern technical resources but also to maintain the property system. So the war was beautiful, for it created new technologies, such as big and small tanks, megaphones, gas masks, and yet war itself established dominion over such subjugated machinery. Benjamin’s judgment on the introduction of war by Fascism was the degree to which its destructiveness gives proof that Fascist society had not been mature enough to incorporate technology as its organ. In other words, fascist society had not developed technology sufficiently to cope with its elemental forces, namely the proletariate. For this analysis against Fascism, Benjamin was arrested by the NAZIs and died a martyr.
 
II.c. Vladimir Ilyich Lenin
The third example of a patron of Marx’s total conception of ideology is Russian revolutionary Lenin (1870 – 1924). Like Fascism, Lenin used Marxist theory to express theoretically a practical solution to the capitalist exploitation in Russia, on the one hand, and to examine the methods and objectives of the Russian Democratic Party in 1902, on the other. In this regard, he used not only the spontaneity of the masses, but also more importantly Marxist political practice as the basis of his movement, namely the materialist dialectic. So the definition of theoretical practices was the combination between this Marxist theory and politics. Ideological errors may occur if this Marxist dialectic was not active. It means that for socialists the importance of theory and practice was a double sense or inseparable. Marxist theory, therefore, should be the basis of a social movement.
 

II.d. Horkheimer

The fourth example of the defender of Marx’s total concept of ideology is Horkheimer (1895 – 1973). Hitler (1889 –1945) lived and died earlier than this key defender of Marxism. Horkheimer established his idea of science and the crisis. He saw that to solve the modern crisis indirectly, by recognizing only the gap between the subject and object, was not enough. For him, a solution was the Marxist theory as a truth, because this theory regarded science as one of the productive powers of man. Science made the modern industrial system possible. Yet, in the more developed countries, science was possessed even by people in the lower social classes. So science was a factor in the historical process. In addition, separation of the Marxist theory and action was regarded by Horkheimer as itself an historical phenomenon that should be abolished by transmitting the theory into action. 
Horkheimer offered this action to abolish capitalism that he judged as a single picture of police violence, tyranny and oppression. In this regard, Social-Democrats were to group all manifestations against capitalism and to explain to all humankind the world historical significance of the struggle for the emancipation of the proletariat. This solution of Horkheimer more obviusly embedded in its violence. The reason is the degree to which Horkheimer himself said explicitly that “as the course of earlier crises warn us, economic balance would be restored only at the cost of great destruction of human and material resources.” 
 I quote this statement to fit it with Marx’s direct logical attack that focuses itself on the enemy (capitalists) that the workers should destroy. It is clear that Horkheimer embraced the Marxist policy of force.

III. Reflection of the Defenders’ Ideas  

The basis of the movement of Marx’s defenders was Marxist political practice. This practice focuses on exposing the vested interests of their adversaries (capitalists). Within this focus, these supporters claimed that these enemies were oppressors who took advantage of the life of working class. The result of this focus was destroying this oppressing group. That is why, I think, Mannheim regards Marx’s total concept of ideology as “direct logical attack” or what Horkheimer stated previously “destruction of human and material resources.”
 

It is clear that the sources of these defenders were sciences, like Darwinism, and theoretical and contrived scientific rules. The tools of these Marx’s supporters were technologies, such as industries, gas mask, megaphones, and tanks. The question is: do the critics of Marx’s ideology reinforce these same focus, organ, and source with those defenders of this ideology? The next section responds to this problem.
IV. The Critics of Marx’s Total Concept of Ideology  
I argue that the critics of Marx’s ideology included culture, not force in violence. In addition to Walter Benjamin, I mentioned three other philosophers as the examples of the critics of Marx’s total idea of ideology as follows.

IV.a. Lukács

The first example of one such critic of Marx’s ideology is Lukács (1885-1971). In his idea of the irrational chasm between subject and object in 1922, Lukács offered a solution for this gap by referring to the history of the problem. According to him, the advantage of this historical solution was to find a clear gap between the object or modern life problems and the subject or the historical fact of that problem as the first start of the solution. So the object in this regard was an intuited essence of itself. This concept was a reaction against the unhistorical and anti-historical solution of Marx.
  

IV.b. Antonio Gramsci’s Cultural Hegemony

The second example of the critic of Marx’s ideology is Italian philosopher Gramsci (1891 – 1937). I understand his idea of cultural hegemony from Chris Jenk’s Culture. From this book, I perceive that this concept of cultural hegemony excludes the force embedded in Marx’s total concept of ideology. By this I mean that this exclusion is the element that Gramsci considers to be culture. An appropriate quotation from Gramsci to define culture is this: “The realization of an apparatus of hegemony … is a fact of knowledge, a philosopical fact.”
 Jenk quotes this from Gramsci. I think that Gramsci used the adjective “cultural” attached to “hegemony” and “philosophical fact” to mean the intellectual ‘recognition’ (revolution) that separates Marxist theory from its action (revolutionary destruction). I assert that this recognition is that what Horkheimer opposed earlier. Horkheimer (1895 – 1973) was born before and died after Gramsci (1891 – 1937). In Lukács (1885-1971), this recognition is a historical fact as I explained earlier.   

Gramsci’s intellectual recognition or revolution (cultural hegemony) includes two tasks for intellectuals: adoption and adaption. In terms of adoption, the intellectuals should adopt truth: a type of overall motif to oppose those who extol “the deterministic laws of capitalist development.”
 By this quotation I mean that the focus of Gramsci is the same with that of a key defender of Marx’s ideology, Horkheimer, anti-capitalist expansion. However, the organ of Gramsci’s focus is different, culture. The intellectuals should also adopt the reality that they are “exceptional individuals” who are able to express their visions on “an imaginative or conceptual” agenda. Moreover, they have also to accept another reality that each individual in his or her social group has also intellectual activity. Each of them has a conception of the world and consciousness of moral conduct that the intellectuals should “bring [them] into being new modes of thought.”
 

In plain language, the intellectuals should bring the philosophical potential of their followers for the purpose of cultural actions (new modes of thought), not for the destructive movements.
 Therefore, the intellectual should agree to the “Hegelian philosophy of praxis:” a “reform and development” which is free from “any unilateral or fanatical ideological elements.”
  I quote Gramsci’s statement of the philosophy of praxis from Jenk’s Culture because I find that this is paradoxical to the term “cooperation” in Gramsci’s ideological strategy which means “one-sided.”
 I understand these paradoxical idioms by grasping that Gramsci emphasizes voluntarism experience of intellectuals without having to lose what is essential to them: the mission of truth.    

In response to this paradox, the intellectuals are to adapt or perform an “equilibrium of compromise.” Here, he or she has to exercise the adoption by taking “interests and tendencies of the [social] groups into consideration” without ‘what essential to these intellectual is’ (truth).
 I put simply this equilibrium of compromise in the following as four processes of adaption. To make this intellectual exercise clear, I first refer to the notion of “the eccentric self and the discourse of Other” developed by Jacques Lacan (1901-1981) in 1957 in Charles Lemert’s Social Theory. 
Lacan classifies human being’s psychology into three parts: “self,” “double of myself,” and “Other” [capital O from Lacan] between self and double of myself. Lemert reviews that what Lacan means with the Other is a human’s empire of confusion. It acts as a guarantor of truth and lie. This makes self double self. When self lures its adversary, it moves contrary to its actual movement. When self proposes peace negotiations to his opponent, it may signify convention. In this regard, as Lemert portrays, the Other appeals within connotation of betrayal and convention. This Other can change the whole course of human’s history. The point here is the degree to which Lacan’s notion wants to explain that human being psychologically can change so far when they interact to each other, in which their Others can either betray or convene others’ Others.
 Imagine the Other is an intellectual actor who compromises his or her truth with people interests to make them accept it (truth). In Gramsci’s perspective, this Other should remain in convention (peace) or truth, not in betraying it (violence). This is, I think, what Gramsci means with equilibrium of compromise.  
There are four steps of equilibrium, which I trace from Gramsci’s cultural hegemony. They are as follows. 
The first step of adaption is integration between an intellectual and social group in which he or she wants his or her ideal to spread. In this integration, the intellectual should be “well-grounded.”
 Jenk quotes this phrase (well-grounded) from Gramsci’s explicit statement. I understand this word to refer to Gramsci’s recommendation that the intellectual is to be familiar with the details of knowledge about the components in the social group. These gears are the interests and tendencies of social groups. These mechanisms are embedded in the social groups’ historical and cultural traditions, elements of superstructure, organs of public opinion, and classifications of advanced mass society, including peripheral mass. The historical and cultural traditions referred to values, norms, beliefs, and myths. The elements of superstructure were religion, education, mass media, law, mass culture, sport, and leisure. The organs of public opinion were news papers and associations. The advanced mass society included mass education, mass literacy and mass media. This advanced mass society was a centre of power to embrace the mass periphery by running elevated technology skilfully and artfully. The intellectual should understand all of these ingredients of social group.
 

In line with this suggestion, the second process of adaption is presentation of truth not in a “dogmatic and absolute form.”
 This third process of adaption requires the intellectual to be flexible, not to be self-righteous person. Here, the intellectual should comprehend the contradiction that he faces within his social group. He should posit himself “as an element of the contradiction.”
 I understand this quotation that the intellectual should play role as a philosopher who advances this contradiction not brutally (by domination), but softly (by consent). Put simply, the intellectual should keep making his or her truth accessible to everybody in the social group by making allegiance to them while directing them to it and its cultural action (movement). 

This movement designates the third or last process of adaption; that is the social group’s acceptance of the truth. This acceptance indicates that the truth is now mature and perfect.
 At this peak point of ideological strategy is, I think, what Gramsci means with “popular culture.” Jenk quotes this phrase explicitly in his Culture from Gramsci. By this I mean what I stated earlier that the adjective “culture” that Gramsci attached to “hegemony” the “popular culture” refers to intellectual recognition (revolution) action. In line with this definition, I regard Gramsci’s use of the phrase “popular culture” to refer to the truth that an intellectual has successfully made it accessible (mature) to all components of his social group.
 

My point is that Gramsci does not embrace unilateralism that reduces the knower of truth to certain individuals (members of the proletariat) without recognizing the mechanism of culture as Marx did. In turn, Gramsci adheres inclusively to the entire individuals in both advanced and peripheral mass of society, including their elements of superstructure as well as historical and cultural traditions. 

IV.c. Karl Mannheim’s Sociology of Knowledge
The third example of a critic of Marx’s ideology is Mannheim (1893 – 1947), a young member of Lukács’ group. I use Jewish Hungarian-born sociologist Mannheim’s critique to review what Italian philosopher Gramsci (1891 – 1937) recommended that the intellectuals be able to adapt their truth to their social groups not in a "dogmatic and absolute form.”
 In Mannheim critique of Marx’s total conception of ideology, this form means the element of the fixed values and ideas in Marx’s total conception of ideology. This fixed knowledge is Marxist belief that proletariats had already had the truth. In Mannheim’s critique, because of this belief, Marx’s ideology loses its interest in obtaining insights that enables him to achieve a fairly accurate “understanding of the situation.”
 

Mannheim’s critique also dubs Marx’s total conception of ideology a “simple theory of ideology” because of this lack of situational insight.
 Mannheim’s critique uses this simplicity also to refer to Marx’s focus on answering a question about what ultimate truth is. In consequence, opponents’ mind structure in its totality becomes the core analysis in Marx’s ideology. This analysis assumes the unfavorable position of the proletariat to discover or oppose `absolutely’ their adversaries’ modes of thought. Therefore, this analysis recommends that the struggling party dominate the pioneering-role party by destroying this latter group (direct logical attack). This recommendation assumes that others are wrong; thereby worthy of being attacked. This assumption is the absolute notion embedded in Marx’s ideology.

Mannheim’s critique realizes that the case in the notion of ideology includes two conflicting parties: a party of pioneering role (object) and a party of the struggling role (subject). Marx’s ideology is the hint to understanding the modes of thought. Mannheim’s Ideology develops this simple theory by making itself concerned with cultural setting and unidentified conditions which are appropriate to ascertain truths though this concern does not focus on finding them (truths). Mannheim’s Ideology dubs this setting “the course of historical development.”
 Mannheim’s Ideology argues that to avoid Marx’s simple theory of ideology is to begin with “situational determinations” (seins gebundeheit) in which the thinkers remain (standordsgebundenheit des denkers).
 To study these determinations, an investigator should be free from focusing on what ultimatum truth is or which one of the two parties has a better truth is in order to be free from direct logical attack. In these determinations, there are spheres of thought. This focus, which is free from ultimate truth, will help the investigator to regard the absolute truth as independent from social context, subject, and values.
 

Put simply, since Mannheim was a Marxist, I reiterate that a Marxist investigator has actually has an absolute truth. Like Gramsci’s cultural hegemony, Mannheim’s Ideology argues that the investigator should hide this truth or put it separately from his or herself as a Marxist subject (oppressed individual) and historical and cultural traditions. Next, the investigator is to be intelligible by formulating all factors (problems and conceptual standpoints) of intellectuals that arise in the certain forms of historical experiences. By this comprehensive criticism, the investigator is able to object his or her own fixed values and ideas, which are Marxist, by subjecting them not directly to his or her opponents but to this criticism. The investigator should see these standpoints of intellectuals and life conditions that adapt the thoughts of every group, including the intellectual group.
 

Mannheim’s Ideology dubs this analytical investigation in different phrases: “relationism” “non-evaluative investigation,” “historical sociological approach”, or “sociology of knowledge.”
 This label implies Mannheim’s rejection of Marx’s static theory of ideology, and admits changes in both subject and object. By this I mean that Mannheim wants to avow that the judged object (bourgeoisie) change overtime, so that the way the judging subject (proletariat) judges (discovers the object’s modes of thought) must also vary.
 In Gramsci’s cultural hegemony, this shifting overtime is the way that he accepts the fact that the system of modern politics depends on cultural stability (consent), not on dominion.
 

In this regard, Mannheim seemed to feel confident with his target to shatter the myth of static absolute truth (Marx’s direct logical attack), as a Marxist social theorist. I perceive this feeling confidence in his assertion, “to act [to develop a cultural movement] we need a certain amount of self-confidence and intellectual self-assurance.”
 Here, I can understand Mannheim’s sense of self-possession because he was able to object to or go beyond his Marxist absolute truth and subject himself to relational thought. 
Mannheim criticized Horkheimer’s Marxist political action in his idea of the sociology of knowledge in 1939 and ideology in 1926. According to Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge, unification of action and theory was universalism of the particular ideology, Marxist theory, which was implemented by individuals or working class. In other words, Mannheim regarded this unification as a reduction of different outlooks of the proletarian group to the minds of these individuals. So Mannheim considered this unification action of Marxist theory as reification: omitting the abstract essence of something by treating it as a material or concrete thing. Mannheim argued that the working class individuals themselves did not experience the life of the proletariats. Mannheim also saw that proletariats had divergent thought-systems. He also conceptualized the universalism of Marxist theory as an abolition of the proletariats’ history; in this sense, the abolition of their social origins. Therefore, he found that Marxist theory was not the answer to the problem of modern life. 
 In other word, this idea of a young member of Lukács’ group implies that Marxist political action does not understand the complexity of the proletariates’ modes.

Mannheim’s explanation is in tandem with his definition of sociology of knowledge theory. He said that one could not understand modes of thought adequately as long as one did not yet analyze the social origins of these modes. What he meant by the modes were the manners, angles, or contexts of activities within a whole group, in this regard, proletariats. For him, the total ideology was not in terms of that action of Marxist theory, but a reconstruction of the particular ideologies of the working class.

As I assured earlier in the transition from the section two to section three that I would respond in section three as to whether or not the critics of Marx’s ideology reinforce the same focus, tool, and source of its defenders. I answer no. The reason is due to the fact that these critics privatize their ideological truth and publicize its animation in the process of cultural investigation. The next part examines such an investigation in the popular intellectual theory of two Dutch scholars, Baud and Rutten. 

IV.d. Michiel Baud and Rosanne Rutten’s ‘Popular Intellectual Theory’

I argue that Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual theory resembles the intellectual’s tasks that I previously reviewed from Gramsci’s cultural hegemony concept. Therefore, I place Baud and Rutten in the fourth example of the critics of Marx’s ideology.  

I base this categorizing on the fact that Baud and Rutten’s Popular Intellectuals and Social Movements: Framing Protest in Asia, Africa, and Latin America portrays the roles of intellectuals inclusively. For example, Baud and Rutten take three popular intellectuals who lived in the 1920s. These intellectuals were Ecuadorian Gualavisí who led an indigenous peasant lifestyle, socialist Paredes, and Marxist Ibrahim Joyo (teacher). They were cultural and social brokers. Each of these intellectuals had his own followers. The audiences of Gualavisí were Kichua-speaking Indian peasants and Spanish-speaking educated socialists. The former peasants were a network of poor, while the latter were a network of middle-class’ urban. Gualavisí was at that time “one of the few formally-educated and Spanish-speaking Indians in the area.”
 Baud and Rutten include also the fact that these intellectuals and their members exchanged ideas. Baud and Rutten call this idea exchange a “form of brokerage and ideological cross-fertilization.”
 

Baud and Rutten continue that this role (being an intellectual in these two networks) enabled Gualavisí to merge the frame of socialism with the perceptions of local community on ethnicity and class. Gualavisí and Paredes worked together with Joyo who had also his own group of activist Sindhi students. The interactions between these two (Gualavisí and Paredes) or three (including Joyo) intellectuals as well as with Joyo’s students’ network, peasants and middle-class urban community developed Sindhi nationalism. The result of this brokerage and mediation was the social movement of this nationalism. This mediation operated between the masses and the educated middle class in forging the channels of communication of “the socialist movement and the public sphere” through “newspapers, meeting houses, mass demonstrations and factory councils.”
  Baud and Rutten assert that Gramsci did this mediation as he was a journalist and editor of a socialist newspaper, “it was he [Gramsci] – many others of course – who made it [this mediation] happen.”
 

As has already been discussed, Gramsci’s social group encompasses not only advanced mass society (mass education, mass literacy, and mass media), but also mass periphery. My point is that Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual concept also includes this social group. This is evidenced by the fact that Baud and Rutten show that Gualavisí, Paredes, Joyo were three intellectuals of different backgrounds. In addition, the Spanish-speaking educated socialists were “advanced [developed] mass society” in terms of economy who were potential to help embrace the mass periphery. The Kichua-speaking Indian peasants were the periphery mass. Those three intellectuals reproduced their knowledge by grasping and elevating their contradictions to their hidden truth: the principle of nationalism. In consequence, they and their audiences arrived at new modes of thought that led them to uphold social movements in form of the Sindhi nationalism.  

As I argued previously Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual theory stands for the critics of Marx’s total concept of ideology. I can see this evidence from the beginning of their book. Here, Baud and Rutten define popular intellectuals as people who acquire their knowledge in their interactions either with their participants or opponents in public contests.
 In Gramsci’s intellectual task, I discussed previously that this process of acquiring knowledge is the position in which an intellectual has to play a role as a popular philosopher who understands not only himself, but also the entire group. In this role, he has to rearrange himself in the current of revolutionary struggle. This intellectual has to grasp all challenges, and is to be able to lift it to new modes of thought: his truth as a principle of knowledge that he has compromised with the mass group.
 

Rutten and Baud regard this compromised truth or unofficial learning as a criterion necessary to the popular intellectual.
 Both authors are inspired to come with this criterion by Gramsci who indeed differentiates between the “organic intellectual” and “traditional (great or professional) intellectual.” The former does not build an “ivory tower” between them and mass (common society), while the latter does.

About this compromised truth, Rutten and Baud are correct since Gramsci uses the terms “organic intellectual” to differentiate it from “great intellectuals” or “professional philosophers.” Gramsci asserts that organic intellectual is “one who works for his own class, convinced that it has a historical “right” at a given moment.”
 In other words, an organic intellectual is someone who endures the experience in reproducing knowledge (contrasting ideas between the intellectual and his social group) to truth. As a result, he and his social group accept this truth. This acceptance reveals an action: a cultural (stable) movement; that is to say, people’s culture is now to reject its adversary, capitalist development. Therefore, this organic intellectual is inclined to “become a popular, `mass’ phenomenon.”
 

By this quotation I mean that organic intellectual is in contrast to the great intellectual or the professional philosopher who does not feel “the elementary passions of the people” [mass: advanced and periphery].
 I read this citation asserting that the great intellectual is the one who articulates his knowledge not as a dynamic in the process of change.
  

Rutten and Baud portray further that the position of popular intellectuals could either be secular or religious whose “necessary criterion” does actually not refer to their “formal education.” However, Rutten and Baud found that these popular intellectuals derive also their “cultural capital” from “an advanced level of formal education” in comparison to their fellow members.
 Rutten and Baud use the “cultural capital” to refer to “modern education along with Western line, as education in religious centres of learning, including Islamic schools and Catholic seminaries.”
 Here is accurate for me to say that from the perspective of Gramsci’s intellectual task, this capital of culture refers to the reproduction of knowledge by intellectual. This intellectual’s reference to Western scholarship implies that he or she dovetails his Western erudition to his effort in reproducing knowledge. 

Rutten and Baud also define a social movement in terms of alternative structures by schooling and training as a phase when popular intellectuals and their networks solidify their ideologies and activist frames into a criterion necessary for a collective action. This schooling and training are independent of ruling elites and states.
 Again it is pertinent to keep in mind the fact that these educational activities are the elements of superstructures in Gramsci’s intellectual task that he (Gramsci) conceptualizes in his cultural hegemony. 

Rutten and Baud use the terms “activist frame” to refer to the essential part of any social movement. This part is the degree to which groups of people (popular intellectuals and their audiences) have consciously planned efforts to share understandings of the world (what real is) and of themselves (who they are: oppressed, and who oppressors are). They shape these understandings to legitimate and motivate a collective action.
 Here is clear that Rutten and Baud rearrange their activist frame from Gramsci’s previous preference to the Hegelian philosophy of praxis in his cultural hegemony. This philosophy recommends that an intellectual understand both himself and the entire group in which he wants his truth to spread. 
I enrich this philosophical recommendation with “the institutionalization theory” of Peter Berger (1929- ) and Thomas Luckmann (1927- ) that they made in 1966 may help us answer those questions. Man can produce environment by entering social realm. To this end, he must externalize himself in activity, from which his social or stability arises. Human activity is contingent on habitualization that provides direction and specialization of activity. This habitualization does not belong to human organism, but it can be created only by the course of his ongoing externalization. Whenever there is reciprocal typification of habitualized actions by types of actors, institutionalization occurs. “The typifications of habitualized actions that constitute institutions are always shared ones.” 

In Gramsci’s cultural hegemony, these shared typifications (the new environment created by an intellectual) resemble new modes of thought or truth that intellectuals have exercised by compromising it to the concerns of their social groups, so that they accept it. The fact that the social groups have all or most of the characteristics of this particular type of truth and be a suitable example of it is because of its actors’ habitualization.  In Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual theory, those collective typications are activist frames in which the actors rework their knowledge vis-à-vis contradictions. The next section examines Herbert Kitschelt and Mancur Olson’s “resource mobilization” concept to develop the popular intellectual theory.
IV.e. Herbert Kitschelt and Mancur Olson’s “Resource Mobilization” Concept    
  Herbert Kitschelt uses the term “resource” to refer to individual or individuals.
 He describes the word “mobilization” to mean the role of these individuals in facilitating their narratives of grievances to their audience. This audience includes internal and external networks (followers or sympathizers). With these supporters, these particular facilitators organize a collective movement in respect to the actions of their challengers.
 Kitschelt’s definition helps me ascertain what narratives of grievances that Jalaluddin facilitates to his audience, and how his supporters as well as adversaries respond to these narratives. In Jalaluddin’s case, I believe that these accounts include truth that he wants to perpetuate. 

Kitschelt employs this definition of resource mobilization from the collective action theory of Mancur Olson. He (Olson) uses the phrase “collective action” to refer to two groups: “rational individuals” and “collective.” He talks about rational to mean the “individual cost” (“deprivation”) and “selective incentive” (“benefit”).
 This profit is also psychic income in political entrepreneurship. In addition, the benefit means motivation and material. Olson argues that someone must bare in his or her mind this rationality when he decides to participate in a public good. This person must weight advantages and disadvantages of joining his or her attempt to support this collective good. Olson assumes that the person will participate in the group if the advantage (selective incentive) exceeds the disadvantage (individual cost).
 

Olson clarifies that this membership avoids a “free ride” within a group.  In other words, a participant can benefit from providing his effort to a collective good by giving his contribution to it (public interest).
 This non-free ride is the innate immersion of the system of norms that both individual and group (institutional mechanism) share (social network). This non-free ride is also what Kitschelt dubs “micro-logic” of a collective action.
 This logic is the foundation of all intellectual and social activities of participants of a collective mobilization. Therefore, none of these individuals are apart or estranged from this logic.
 

This Olson and Kitschelt’s exploration enriches my horizon of an activist frame in which I have also to discover the micro logic (the advantage and disadvantage of Jalaluddin’s mass) as the foundation of Jalaluddin and his mass’ activities in building their memberships. Moreover, Kitschelt and Olson help me arrive at two key idioms of resource mobilization concept. These two are a case study and its particular setting.  The former (case study) is the perspective or analysis that I have to employ. This perception refers to individual action as its vehicle and narrative. In my research, this channel or case study is Jalaluddin. The second (specific situation) is the focus that I have to determine in my research. This core is the development of this action and account in a specific situation.
 Here, the resource mobilization meets with the adaptive task of popular intellectual theory which encourage me to see transitory change. 
Result and Discussion: Reflection of the Critics’ Ideas: A Cultural Change in My Life as a Result of the Global Life at Duke University: Overcoming the Split between the Ideas of the Classroom and the Reality of My Day-to-day Life
To this point I have identified and outlined the central views of Rutten and Baud’s conception of the popular intellectual in this 21st Century. Consequently, I found its genealogy in ideology ranging from the French philosopher Condillac in the late 18th Century to Marx, the pioneer of what Manheim calls a “direct logical attack”
 in the 19th Century. I also moved to the defenders of Marx’s total concept ideology in the 20th Century. Furthermore, I contrasted these supporters’ ideas to the critics of Marx’s ideology, including Gramsci, in the 20th century. Subsequently, I uncovered the evidence in Gramsci’s two main intellectual tasks, adoption and adaption, as key words of his cultural hegemony. I will classify my life experience in undertaking my M.A. program in Islamic Studies at Duke University into two these categories. 

Evidently, these two tasks prevail in Baud and Rutten’s popular intellectual theory in different terms. I found that Baud and Rutten’s “activist frame” resembles to Gramsci’s adaption, specifically his Hegelian praxis philosophy. I also discovered that Baud and Rutten’s “capital culture” is a notion that is similar to Gramsci’s adoption.  Briefly, their popular intellectual concept reminds me of Mannheim’s phrase “indirect approach to truth through social history” as the antonym of Marx’s “direct logical attack.”
 

In tandem with Mannheim’s idiom, I feel confident with the popular intellectual theory. By this I mean that I positioned myself in my experience in pursuing my M.A. study program at Duke University in line with the social theories of the critics of Marx’s ideology. Their critiques encourage me to treat people, including myself, not as individuals but as a broader context extension, not as those who choose their opportunities in life to trace their own aims. 
In line with that concept, I propose that the new academic culture at Duke University influences my attitude and behavior. In this paper, I will first mention how I am able to make this argument. Then, I will describe how I arrive at this proposal. Finally, I will describe three days of my life that justify it. The goal of this paper is to attest whether or not my attitude and behavior at Duke have changed because of its new atmosphere. 

Taking Introduction to Sociology Class has enabled me to conceive the social change in my life logically and systematically. This course has reminded me that idea, status inconsistency, role conflict, and environment affect human attitude and behavior. For instance, Horace Miner states that magical beliefs of the Nacirema lead them to have unusual behavior like a mouth-rite: a ritual which consists of a small bundle of hog hairs into the mouth. They believe that this ritual can heal certain illness and improve their moral fibers.
 Another example would be Michael Messner’s finding of gender identity that one’s attitude and behavior are actively shaped by the interaction between him or herself and society where he or she exists.
   

To see a cultural change in my daily interaction at Duke University, I will apply the theory of social structure of Lisa J. McIntyre;
 that is, I will see myself as more than just an individual but will see myself as a part of Duke’s academic society. In brief, I will link myself to a global academic life at Duke. This angle of sociological vision helps me find the transition of my identity from ascribed status to achieved status or from Indonesian culture to American culture at Duke. One way to understand this combinative construction is to look at first my own historical experience in three days at Duke University. I was inspired to do so by my reading of Karen Brodkin’s How Did Jews Become White Folks. Here, Brodkin identifies how societies construct race and ethnicity by looking at the historical experiences of particular categories of American people, Jews.
 
Additionally, I have also realized how important the link between one’s personal daily life and the larger arenas and social structure from my reading of David M. Newman’s Sociology: Exploring the Architecture of Everyday Life. The advantage of this sociological vision is that our innermost thoughts and feelings are inevitably related to the character of culture where we live.
 
I still remember that this advantage may refer to the term “meaning” that Dr. Lisa Peloquin, my professor in Introduction-to-Sociology class, once mentioned in a piece of “Writing Assignment #2: Choice A.” For this importance of personal daily biography, I will describe my experiences in studying at Duke University that I collected in three days. Then, I will evaluate my previous question of whether or not a cultural change in my life is due to a cultural academic aura at Duke.  I start describing my daily activities from 31 March 2004 to 2 April 2004 as follows.

First day, Wednesday, 31 March 2004

Having dismissed from Prof. Lisa’s Introduction to Sociology Class, I went shopping to the Uncle Harry Grocery at Central Campus. As usual, I checked the ingredients of food before I purchased it because I was afraid if it might contain pork which Islam prohibits Muslims from eating it. One of the foods that I saw there was Vienna Sausage in a small tin, on which I found a notice: “Vienna Sausage: made with chicken, beef and pork in beef stock.” This reminded me of a McDonald’s Crispy Chicken that I bought and ate at the Bryan Center at Duke University two days ago. I worried that this Crispy Chicken might be pork. So, every time I purchase food, I associate the food with my religious norms, from which I cannot escape.

By contrast, in praying five times a day, I am seemingly not too devoted anymore because I often do my day prayer (12:30 PM) close to my afternoon prayer (3 PM) and my sunset prayer (6 PM) close to my evening prayer (7:30 PM). This often happens to me on Wednesday. I have Introduction to Sociology class at 1:10 PM. Actually, I can perform my day prayer at 2: 30 PM. However, I usually still repeat reading my books of sociology because I am very interested in them and afraid of being left behind in class.  So, I put off this prayer to the afternoon prayer. Furthermore, from 5: 30 PM to 7: 30 PM on the same day, I have English Academic Writing Class. Actually, I can ask my professor to allow me to perform my sunset prayer at 6 PM. Still, I would prefer not to do that because if I do that I might not only miss some important points of my professor’s lectures but also make situation in class inconvenient. Moreover, I usually do the collective prayers every Tuesday when I have Methodology and Pedagogy Class which takes places at both Duke and at UNC. The class starts from 7:30 PM to 9:30 PM. I usually go to this class at UNC at 4 PM or at the latest at 5 and at Duke at 6: PM. Actually, I am still able to perform my sunset prayer at 6 PM. But, I often do not do it at its proper time because I am encouraged more to prepare with reading my courses’ materials rather than praying. Then, I put off this prayer to the evening prayer at my apartment. In addition, unlike in Jakarta (Indonesia), I cannot find a public mosque either at UNC or Duke. I am likewise fearful of being late to come to the class if I pray first. Islam allows its adherents to put off their prayers. However, I have become less devoted than when I was in Indonesia where I performed prayers five times a day each at its assigned time. 

Second Day, 1 April 2004

Last night, I studied till 3:00 AM in the morning. I accomplished my third paper for another course. I woke up at 7:00 AM, thereby missing the ritual  the time of dawn prayer (5:00 AM – 6:00 AM). Nevertheless, I performed it at 7:00 A.M. I remembered the Prophetic statement that whoever misses prayer because he or she oversleeps, God will forgive him or her. Like on the first day, I pray alone not together. My two roommates are irreligious and my neighbors at Central Campus are seemingly not Muslims. The good prayer, as the Prophet Muhammad said, is that a Muslim does it together with others and on time but of course, there is no mosque around my apartment.

Like on the first day, after praying five times a day, I recited God’s remembrance shortly. For instance, I just read three names of God: Glory be to God, Praise be to God, and God is the Greatest. I read each of them three times. The required number for each name is actually 33 times. 33 names times 3 would be 99 names. 99 names are a total number of God’s names in Islam.

My academic advisers, Prof. Lawrence and Prof. Moosa, suggest that I read novels to improve my English. Prof. Lawrence showed me a novel entitled: Life of Pie by Yan Martel. He urged me to read it. I then purchased it. On page 61, Martel describes Pie as an eclectic person who explores religious practices and moves from one religion to another. He practices the recitation of the ninety-nine revealed names of God in Islam. Pie says: “I challenge anyone to understand Islam, its spirit, and not to love it. It is a beautiful religion of brotherhood and devotion.”
 I thought that I might be like Pie in a sense that I practice my daily prayer not as devotedly as I was in Indonesia, where the mosques are attainable everywhere. It is understandable because Indonesia is the largest Muslim country in the world. They are about 98% Muslims of 250 millions of Indonesian population. By contrast, in the U.S., the number of Muslim population reach around 5 millions.

Third day, 2 April 2004 

My Japanese roommate is a generous soul and a good cook. Today, he cooked noodles and beef. He mixed them together and the combination looked so delicious. It looked delicious. While eating the noodle, he said: “Usep, I wanted to give you some of my noodles, but I mixed them with alcohol.” So, he knew that I am still normative or Islamic in eating food. Indeed, I myself confess that I am still devoted in the selection of food to eat, but less so in ritual practices such as praying five times a day, and recollecting names of God. I still perform these ritual practices every day but I prioritized my academic affairs and assignments. 

I remembered my father’s behavior. He always reminded me to pray five times a day in a devoted manner. In addition, he is a religious leader in my village and highly respected. He has his own Islamic boarding school for children, boarding school, and mosque. We live close to these buildings. At Duke, there is nothing to remind me of praying that way. However, I am still praying. Later, I read my second favorite novel: Ibn Tufayl’s Hayy ibn Yaqzān, which is translated from Arabic into English by Lenn Evan Goodman. My academic adviser, Prof. Lawrence, recommended it. I borrowed it from Divinity School’s library at Duke. Unlike the first favorite novel of mine, Life of Pie, this second one is Islamic because it is composed by a Muslim philosopher, Muhammad ibn ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Tufayl (d. 1185). A passage, which has attracted me so far, is on page 215 that to banish sorrow in life, a man must recognize his own pleasures of mind. The foremost among them is the intellectual love of God over and above all other mental pleasures.
 In addition, the adventurous life of Hayy bin Yaqzan is also very attractive for me. He attained the wisdom both in natural and divine things without the input and interaction of outside forces. He develops his wisdom and philosophies while living a solitary life on a remote island separated from all other men from his infancy until, as an adult he reached a state of perfection. 

This story was like magic to me. It has inspired my life at Duke. In consequence, I regard my academic assignments as the required path toward the wisdom to which I aspire. While there is no one to remind me to follow my ritualistic practices, the independent behavior of Hayy bin Yaqzān in attaining the wisdom keeps inspiring me to do my ritual practices as well as my studies at Duke even though the devotional aspects have diminished somewhat.

I have also recognized that the idea illustrated by Yan Martel in his secular novel of Life of Pie influences my less devoted behavior at Duke. Thus, I have come to realize that my religious ideals are reflected and influenced through the ideas and writings of Ibn Tufayl specifically in pages of his Islamic novel of Hayy bin Yaqzān. I have also recognized that the idea illustrated by Yan Martel in his secular novel of Life of Pie influences my less devoted behavior at Duke. Indonesian practices directed me into a restricted, conservative environment with little incentive to read anything but selected religious publications including, of course, the Qur’an and its associated books of the Prophetic dicta. The pressures toward conformity in Jakarta in general and my father’s village in particular were great to say the least. 

At Duke, I feel more academic, rational, systematic, and effective. Here, I have my academic advisers who introduced me novels and other readings of secular circles as well as Islamic texts. They also advise me in getting to know and understand non-Muslim students. I also have my great professor in sociology, Dr. Lisa, who has introduced me to a vast repository of readings dealing with Western concepts of society like Durkheim, Marx, and Weber. The curricula of my courses at Duke also play important role in heightening intellectuality. Readings and assignments that my professors scheduled tightly and intensively have encouraged me to be more rational than emotional. 
Conclusion

To answer my earliest question whether or not I have changed at Duke, I want to say that, yes, there have been many changes--sometimes to the extreme--due extensively to the exposure to the academic and cultural environment at Duke University. This is understandably so because the rational and high modern academic life at Duke has made my own Indonesian behavior (ascribed status) an inconsistent or ascribed status. The statuses that I achieved in Indonesia are not congruent with those of others that I have been exposed to since landing on these shoes; knowledgeable and convincing individuals I see each and every day; my academic advisers, my sociology professor and her teaching assistant, my roommates to name but a few. Such exposure to so many concepts have naturally produced conflicts in my own concepts of self. My status as Muslim on one hand and my status as student in Western-style academia on the other. It is definitely a clash of personal ideologies. Nevertheless, both of my statuses inconsistency and role conflict have synthesized my new identity as a more rational and effective man rather than emotional and conventional. One of these effects is that I am now able, for instance, to write more effectively, conveniently and academically as I have hopefully proved it through this essay. So, this essay of mine may elaborate what Gwynne Dyer says about his theory of resocialization (unlearned culture).
 Dyer means with resocialization as a reality that “an individual gives up one way of life and one set of values for another,” where this individual remains outside of his or her culture. My essay clarifies this knotty theory by saying that one who struggles in the process of resocialization might achieve a synthesized identity like I have experienced. This identity is a latent consequence shaped through my social interaction at Duke.
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