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ABSTRACT
HYBRIDITY AND DISCURSIVE UNREST IN LATE COLONIAL
ANGLOPHONE PROSE OF SOUTH ASIA
By

Eric Grekowicz

This dissertation represents the first extended
exploration of Homi Bhabha’s notions about hybridity in
relation to various subject positions in South Asian
Anglophone prose of the late colonial period. The main
argument is that the hybrid’s race and gender inflect the
ways in which enunciations could be performed in imperial
discourse, and that these elements also impact the ways
in which they could be received by contemporaries. By
exploring subject positions with a recognition of their
race and gender status within the overlapping discourses
of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century India,
this study finds that Homi Bhabha’s theorizations
represent only the beginning of study into the nature and
impact of hybridity. Although there are commonalities
among all of the writings discussed in this dissertation,
the writings emerging from Bhabha’s “Third Space” vary
greatly in their destabilizing or supporting of

discourses. In this project, the four race-gender






coordinates are represented by Rudyard Kipling, Mohandas

Gandhi, Annie Besant, and Pandita Ramabai.
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CHAPTER 1
IMPERIAL HYBRIDITY, POSTCOLONIAL THEORY,
AND IMPERIAL DISCOURSE
[Tlhe space of the adversarial...
is never entirely on the outside or
implacably oppositional. (Bhabha 109)
PROBLEMS OF COLONIAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

In Maps of Englishness, Simon Gikandi calls for a

new approach to the study of empire and imperial
discourse--one that is able to incorporate the identities
and subjectivities of both the colonizer and the
colonized, because as he queries,
How can we advocate a diachronic approach to,
let’s say, English and Indian cultures, and at
the same time argue that the imperial
experience that created these cultures in the
modern period was a synchronic event? (7)
What Gikandi laments most is the fact that explorations
of the colonizer’s hybridity and subjectivity in colonial
environments have rarely been performed and as a result,
current understandings of the <colonized are also
incomplete. This is because, as Gikandi implies, the
colonizer and the colonized represent parts of the same
synchronic event. Of course, both positions are true to
a certain extent; English and Indian cultures operate
both diachronically and synchronically--only at different

limits of the discursive matrices that make them
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recognizable as separate entities. It is becoming more
apparent as research into the nature of imperial
discourse evolves that only an incomplete picture of the
colonized or the “home” culture of the colonizer can be
obtained without considering the impact of imperial
discourses upon each individually and both together.
Edward Said, the foremost representative of Colonial
Discourse Analysis, has charted imperial discourse in

Orientalism and Culture and Imperialism, and his work

represents the foundation upon which wvirtually all
inquiries into imperial discourse rest. However, the
voice of the colonized in these studies is profoundly
absent, which, while perhaps unnecessary to understanding
the economics of colonialism, effectively elides a
significant amount ©of imperialism’s discursive
functioning. In effect, Said’s approach silences both
the imperial agent abroad and the colonized through an
overly monolithic approach to discourse. It is this type
of approach that, as D. R. Nagaraj states, has had an
undue predominance in studies of colonialism as well as
in the development of Postcolonialism. Nagaraj labels
such an approach a “theory of total conquest” and asserts
that a methodology that *“assumes that all the
constructions, cultural and intellectual included, of the
phase of colonization work towards the consolidation of
the master’s hegemonic grip.” As a result, he indicates

that such a methodology disingenuously and falsely
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constructs “colonialism [as] an omnipotent presence” from
which there is effectively no escape or even resistance
(xiii-xiv).

As such, Said’s modified Foucauldian' approach

represents only a partial explanation of the workings of

! said’s ignoring of Foucault’s distinctions between
discourses and Foucault’'s explanation of discontinuities
leads him to claim that “Orientalism” has an essential
unity dating back to the Greeks, and exists in basically
the same form. In fact, Said does everything that
Foucault says one should not do when performing an
analysis. Foucault explains that discourse is
not organized as progressively deductive
structures, nor as an enormous book that is
being gradually and continuously written, nor
as the wuvre of a collective subject...One
cannot discern a regularity: an order in their
successive appearance, correlations in their
simultaneity, assignable positions in a common
space, a reciprocal functioning, linked and
hierarchized transformations.
Foucault later indicates that a methodology which
followed his guidelines
would not try to isolate small islands of
coherence in order to describe their internal

structure; it would not try to suspect and to
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imperial discourse, while eliding the subjectivity and
agency of both the colonizer and the colonized. Even
more significantly, this methodology obscures parts of
imperial discourse itself because it fails to realize
that discourses of the colonized are also interlaced
throughout the discursive field of imperialism. Ashis
Nandy explains,
colonialism [is] a shared culture which may not
always begin with the establishment of alien
rule in a society and end with the departure of
the alien rulers from the colony...disjunctions
between politics and culture became possible
because it is only partly true that a colonial
situation produces a theory of imperialism to
justify itself. Colonialism is also a
psychological state rooted in earlier forms of
social consciousness in both the colonizers and
the colonized. It represents a certain
cultural continuity and carries a certain
cultural baggage. (Nandy Intimate 2)
However, Said is in good company because these same
shortcomings occur in virtually all theorists--from
Fanon, Césaire, and Memmi to JanMohammed--dealing with

imperial discourse. This failure to notice the position

reveal latent conflicts; it would study forms

of division. (37)
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of the colonizer within imperial discourse, and the
partially artificial binary it creates, thus represents
one of the most global and debilitating problems of
Postcolonial theory and practice.

The hegemonic character of imperial discourse that
Said explores is a function of enunciation? and reception
in the colonial context and is dependent on the
subjectivities of the participants. This fact partially
accounts for the as yet perplexing problem of the uneven
impact that hegemonic discourses display within the
cultures of both the colonizers and colonized. Because
these discourses come out of the crucible of dispersion

(enunciation and reception),’ we need to be able to

! Bhabha’s explanation of “enunciation” illustrates why

Said’s notion of a unitary and stable Oriental discourse
is an impossibility. While enunciation of *“cultural
difference is a process of signification through which
statements of culture or on culture differentiate,
discriminate and authorize the production of fields of
force, reference, applicability and capacity” (34), “the
place of utterance--is crossed by the différance of
writing.” Therefore, "meaning is never simply mimetic
and transparent” (36).

?® Foucault’s “system of dispersion” implies both a sender
and a receiver--not necessarily as subjective entities--

but as “rules” that indicate not only what can be “said”






recognize which elements are being enacted and whether or
not they are actually received. Since each individual is
called into being by various and sundry discourses, the
production of a discourse is also as varied as the
subjectivities that produce it. The unevenness of impact
is then not simply a cultural or geographical phenomenon,
but rather a representation of the ways in which the
strength of various discourses (and their attendant
ideological frameworks) compete within individual loci of
enunciation and reception. Obviously, those enunciating
subjectivities that share elements with the 1largest
number will have a greater opportunity to be “heard.”*
TRADITION AND MODERNITY

In this context, discursive dispersion proceeds, as
Bhabha indicates, from the liminal space of hybridity
where the “enunciative process introduces a split in the
performative present of cultural identification” (35).
Bhabha claims that the split occurs between “the
traditional culturalist demand for a model, a tradition,

a community” and “new cultural demands, meanings,

but also what can be “heard” (cf. Archeology Chapter 2:

Discursive Formations).
‘* Applying the dialectic of sender/receiver (cf. Footnote
3) to Bhabha’s third space, one would necessarily have to

recognize that corresponding to the split of enunciation

is another splitting--the splitting of reception.
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strategies” (35). However, Bhabha overstates his case
when he claims that the “enunciative process introduces a

split in the performative present of cultural

identification” between the opposing forces of
*traditionalism” and “historical politics”® of
modernization (cf. 35). 1In fact, it is often the absence

of a splitting between tradition and modernization that
creates “a practice of domination” (35). In order to
understand that “tradition” and “modernization” are not
even necessarily oppositional within imperial discourse,
it must be recognized that these ways of thinking are
mutually imbricating, and exist on a continuum where it
is difficult, or impossible, to disassociate (or split)
one from the other.

Recognizing that tradition and modernization are not
necessarily oppositional, or even separable, Aijaz Ahmad
explains that the

saffron yuppies who are opening the Bombay
Stock Exchange--organize their own lives around

the fetishism of commodities bequeathed to them

> Bhabha is implying that “history” takes place within
the framework of “modernization.” He states that the
“*enunciation of cultural difference problematized the
binary division of past and present, tradition and
modernity, at the level of cultural representation and

its authoritative address” (35).



Il\‘l‘.\:‘ W 'l ' o e v 00
- . . ) LA
it ’ .¢. (@] 4 0 ) 0 o e 9 } o
., iy ' ) b : '
wyoowe © N T Y H ) ,
« o o - n "y 18} % H ) K 4 4 by o - "~
O O R ot ARG ' : 18] ARV g
. PR .9 ot ;” - . X % A Wl - o or
7 ., prY - Y (% Y] . ay r4 4 ‘ 7] o0
. . 4 O It £ < 0 © '3
‘,a e ) (] O e mn il u
B - ”_\“ N ) L %) m.. on o o Q
w :“ ey el « Ne o w 1Y - -—y.
o ot Rt e o ) " It X
xd 0 it M Y ‘1 it [T I
- ! o la ) ot Wi e £ «r



by advanced capital but are also the ones most
vociferous in propagating the discourse of
Authenticity and cultural differentialism.
(12)
Even earlier, Octave Mannoni noticed a similar fusion of
“tradition” and “modern” in Gallicized colonials of
Madagascar. He states that the fiercest defender of
tradition is also the individual who conscientiously
works toward modernization:
Paradoxically...in spite of himself he 1is
helping to demolish what remains of the
traditional structure...and advocates a return
to the o0ld ways...so in fact he 1is undermining
what is left standing of the edifice he 1longs
to preserve. (130)
In both of these instances, it is the direct heir of
imperial privilege, the Europeanized elite class, that
fuses the traditional and the modern. This class
represents not only cultural, but socio-economic and
political authority as well. This possibility of
oppressive and coercive action in the field of
enunciation is largely overlooked by Bhabha because he
ignores the possibility that a discursive disruption in
the performative present may not be a mandatory element
of enunciation. We have to agree with Bhabha when he
states that “enunciation...problematizes the binary

division of past and present, tradition and modernity,”
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but we have to stop short of his assertion that it
necessarily “undermines our sense of the homogenizing
effects of cultural symbols and icons, by questioning our
sense of the authority of cultural synthesis in general”
(35).

Just as tradition and modernity are not necessarily
opposed or even separate within the discourses of the
*colonized,” it is incorrect, in the imperial context, to
treat British and Indian cultures and discourses as
inherently binate. As with the ‘“saffron yuppies,” we
cannot assume that the fusion of Britishness and
Indianness into a third category (even if it is the
unclassifiable “hybrid” Bhabha formulates) is necessarily
resistant or even destabilizing to imperial authority.
In fact, as it is with the culturally dominant saffron
yuppies, the lack of a binary opposition is oppression
and domination. Ashis Nandy explains this mutual
imbrication of imported and exported discourse is far
from liberatory and often represents the functioning of
imperialism itself:

[colonial consciousness] includes codes which
both the rulers and the ruled can share. The
main function of these codes is to alter the
original cultural priorities on both
sides...[this] explains why colonialism never
seems to end with formal political freedom. As

a state of mind, colonialism is an indigenous
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process released by external forces. Its

sources lie deep in the minds of the rulers and

the ruled. (Intimate 2-3)
Nandy'’s reminder that colonization does not institute a
complete break from the pasts of either culture is a
useful one. It indicates that hegemony is more than an
imposition of a powerful group’s discursive and
ideological agendas onto a weaker group. Hegemony 1is
constructed by both (or more) groups, and is not simply a
question of total victimization, because participation by
weaker groups/discourses represents an inflection of the
stronger. This indicates that discourse is both more
fractured and composite, and more unified and hybrid,
than most theorists are willing to accept.

In the imperial field, the situation is even more
fragmented because imperial discourse rises out of the
conjunction of both cultures and necessarily uses aspects
from each. Only a radical break, a complete ideological
conquest of one society over another would produce an
absolute binary between tradition and modernity on one
hand, and between colonizer and colonized on the other.
Since there is no radical break of the kind that Said
presupposes (and Bhabha hints at), it is incorrect to
assume that imperial discourse is simply imposed upon one
culture by another, although force is certainly a major
factor. Similarly, it must also be recognized that

imperial discourse cannot be reduced to a deployment of

10
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absolute binaries. If either were the case, ideological
hegemony would be impossible unless in the context of
total amalgamation or with the erasure of all previously
existing colonized cultures. Of course, questions of
power arise in the type of hegemony I have mapped out
following Nandy, but the point is that, although dominant
groups have a preponderance of power, it is neither total
nor complete. Therefore, resistance, even when
participating in dominant discursive structures, is not
only possible, but may also represent a dramatic
restructuring of the elements that make up dominant
discourses.
SPEAKING AND HEARING

Homi Bhabha'’s explanation of the enunciative process
bears out this point. 1If, as Bhabha indicates, discourse
is already hybridized in the act of enunciation, it is a
mistake to disregard the individuals who, in their
distinctive ideological positionalities, re-compose and
re-inscribe discourse out of the elements at their
disposal. I think that it is important to recognize that
the individual’s position is the 1locus of many
discourses, many of which are intersecting. Since not
all discourses present themselves evenly to all members
of a society, it is also important for a critique not
only to proceed from a familiarity with the culture of

the time, but also to consider aspects of the

11
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individual’s ideological positioning in relation to any
given discourse.

Keeping in mind that discourse is relatively stable
at any given time and space, but still evolves over time,
it will be necessary to understand, to a greater extent
than Foucault provides, how the individual as locus
participates in the maintenance and evolution of
discourse. Since every subject is positioned differently
within discourse, every enunciation, as Foucault shows,
is unique and unrepeatable.® Thus, not all statements
can be said to be in keeping with the overall framework
of a discursive formation at any given time. Here is
where Bhabha’s notion of hybridity plays an important

role for my work. Every statement is inherently hybrid,’

¢ Foucault indicates that “[a] statement exists outside

any possibility of reappearing; and the relation that it

possesses with what it states is not identical with a

group of rules of use...in fact, exactly the same
sentence...is not necessarily the same statement” (89).
Thus, Said’s notion that discourse, as with his

presentation of Orientalism, is unitary with stable
subject-object identities, and unambiguous binate
distinctions is untenable.

7’ »The production of meaning requires that [subject-

object identities] be mobilized in the passage through a

Third Space, which represents both the general conditions

12
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thus allowing for change in the overall discourse, or at
the very 1least, destabilizing aspects of the current
formation. However, as all statements proceed from this
hybrid space, the concept of enunciation is not enough in
itself because not all enunciations are destabilizing;
many in fact support the current discursive formation or
modify it so 1little as to be more complicit in its
propagation than destructive of it.

In order for an enunciation to be destabilizing to
the overall discursive formation, it must first have
aspects within it that are contrary to the current
configuration and it must be capable of being received by
other individuals who participate in the discourse.
Thus, a concept of reception within discourse is a
necessary corollary of enunciation. A hybrid statement
must be received and “recognized” as such in order for it
to be destabilizing to the overall discourse. All
statements with the potential of disrupting a discursive
formation therefore must be not only ‘“spoken” or
performed but also “*heard.” 1Indeed, “discourse” implies
a dialectic between at least two positions and cannot be

understood as a transcendent monolithic entity.

of language and the specific implication of the utterance
in a performative and institutional strategy” (Bhabha

36).

13
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Recognition of the speaking/hearing dialectic allows
for explorations into agency, which is significant in its
absence in Bhabha’s work because he posits discursive
instability to be a function of the discourse itself.®
Of course, Foucault’s concept of dispersion implies both
speaking and hearing, not Jjust the enunciation--as
discourse analysis often assumes. Agency, from this
understanding of the dialectic, rests not just in the
ability to speak or act, but in the way in which such
action or speaking is, or can be, received.’ Equally
important is the fact that the enunciation/reception
dialectic, when such a dialectic exists, allows for a
more thorough investigation into the mutual construction
of identity construction because it places an emphasis on
the ideological positionalities of the enunciator and the
receiver. Seen from this angle, identity construction is
both a function of, and the enabling condition for,

discourse.

? This is best seen in Bhabha's discussion of the mimic.
He claims that discourse through its own ambivalence
renders the mimic a threat; it is not the mimic’s agency
that produces discursive instability: “in ‘normalizing’
the colonial state or subject, the dream of post-
Enlightenment civility alienates its own language” (86).

> Cf. Footnote 3.

14
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Ashis Nandy indicates that “colonialism is first of
all a matter of consciousness and needs to be defeated in
the mind” (Nandy Intimate 63). This assertion that
colonialism is part of human consciousness is important
because it affirms that such discourse cannot adequately
be understood without recognizing the specific position
of the individual within discourse, and of the various
subjective experiences and ideological tendencies that
come from the subject’s specific positioning. Discourse
is not a completely transcendent entity in and of itself;
it can only exist in and through human beings.'®

Said, however, approaches his topic with the
assumption that, in the operation of imperialism, the
only salient factor was difference between colonizer and
colonized. He also assumes that, within imperial
discourse, differences were understood only in terms of

strictly binaristic conceptualizations of self and other,

Y For Bhabha, speaking is the most significant form of
agency because it represents a “seizure of the sign”
which “is neither dialectical sublation nor the empty
signifier.” It is instead a direct “contestation of the
given symbols of authority” (193).

1 sajid states that “Orientalism aided and was aided by
general cultural pressures that tended to make more rigid
the sense of difference between the European and Asiatic

parts of the world” (Orientalism 204).
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where individual subjectivity was absent or minimal.?® It
is for this reason that he is able to make sweeping
generalizations regarding both colonizers and colonized.
Additionally, Said and many other investigators into
the workings of imperial discourse ignore many of the
ways in which race and gender play out in the space I‘ve
been describing. While Said does deal with the ways in
which race is constructed by the various discourses he
treats generically as “Orientalist discourse,” he has
little concern for how “Orientals” find themselves placed
within this discourse or how gender operates in the
contact zone. Similarly, Said pays no attention to how
these individuals work within their positions in these
discourses. However, this is not the only limitation
because he does not investigate the ways in which the
colonizer is interpellated by imperial discourse nor does
he ask if or how European subjects respond to their
racial placement. He assumes that their positioning, if

conscious, is unambiguous and welcomed.

2 said claims that “because of Orientalism the Orient was
not (and is not) a free subject of thought or action”

(Orientalism 3) and “[i]t is therefore correct that every

European, in what he could say about the Orient, was
consequently a racist, an imperialist, and almost totally

ethnocentric” (Orientalism 204).
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As an example, it would be beneficial to see how his
assumptions operate in regards to a colonizer. In the
following quotation, Said explicitly discusses Rudyard
Kipling’s racial assumptions, but he is implicitly
claiming that these were also held absolutely and
unambiguously by all British colonialists throughout the
globe: !

The division between white and non-white, in
India and elsewhere, was absolute, and is
alluded to throughout Kim as well as the rest
of Kipling’s work; a Sahib is a Sahib, and no
amount of friendship or camaraderie can change
the rudiments of racial difference. Kipling
would no more have questioned that difference,

and the right of the white European to rule,

3 My point here is to illustrate the weakness of Said’s

claims concerning the nature of discourse on several
fronts. According to Said, the “Orient” is a category
where free thought is impossible. It is because of this
idea that he says all Westerners are (must be)
consequently racist. If this is the case,
“Occidentalism” as a discourse would necessarily take the
same form. Since the “Occident” is the polar opposite of
the “Orient,” all non-Europeans consequently must have
the same ideas and opinions--paralleling the discursive

determinism that obtains within “Orientalism.”

17
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than he would have argued with the Himalayas.
(Said Culture 134-35)
Although on the same page, Said contradicts his assertion
that there was an unbreachable division between white and
non-white,' he is addressing a particular individual not

15

a discursive framework. For now, what 1s most

¥ said states that “‘White’ colonies like Ireland and
Australia too were considered made up of inferior humans”
(Said Culture 134). Not only does this statement
question Said’'s assumption that white and black were
conceived as necessarily oppositional in imperial
discourse, it also indicates that there was not
necessarily a rigid division which completely separated
them. Otherwise, “white” colonies could not have been
*inferior” since they were “white colonies.”

' Cf. Chapter 2, for my discussion of Kim, which
indicates that Kipling’s work denies and attacks, on a
fundamental 1level, many of the claims Said makes in
relation to Kipling an his work. It is also worthy of
note that in Kim imperial discourse is conscientiously
shot through by other discourses (religious, caste,
educational, etc.) which are non-British in origin. This
not only questions the absolute supremacy of imperial or
even Orientalist discourse, but also explicitly shows

that other discourses have both opportunity and force to

18
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interesting about Said’s generalizations is not that they
are either right or wrong, but that they tend to have
little or no evidence supporting them. The above
quotation comes from “The Pleasures of Imperialism,”
originally published as the introduction to the Oxford
World Classics edition of Kim'® (more on this topic in
Chapter 2). Though it is less apparent in the version

contained within Culture and Imperialism, readers

familiar with Kipling’s work, who peruse the piece that
served as the introduction to Kim quickly realize that
Said’'s reading is far too simplistic to come to grips
with such a highly complex and ambivalent novel.

Because Said is even 1less concerned with the
racialization of the colonized, he leaves this aspect of
imperial discourse wholly unanalyzed. However, the
virtual absence of race in Said’s work is not the only
oversight. Discussions of gender, of either the
colonizer or the colonized, never appear in Said’s work.
In essence, not dealing with race and gender within
discourse serves as a brake on the engine of
understanding. This dissertation, as should already be

apparent, seeks to serve as a partial corrective to these

inflect, or even erase, the impact of imperial
discourse’s ideological coercion.
16

Cf. Said, Edward. Introduction. Kim. London:

Penguin, 1987.
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problems--problems that result in heavily binaristic and
reductive readings of imperial and Postcolonial
literatures and discourses.

The continual reliance on binarisms is therefore
disturbing because it shows that Said’'s approach, and not
necessarily the items under consideration, relies on
binary oppositions conceptually; a strategy that is at
best misplaced. As many of his critics have pointed out,
Said, and the peculiarly-modified Foucauldian methods of

reading that he initiated with Orientalism,'’ perform the

same conceptual strategies as the discourses he claims
operate monolithically. As Aijaz Ahmad indicates, this
idea of a unitary discourse, regardless of subject
matter, “posit[s] stable subject-object identities, as
well as ontological and epistemological distinctions
between the two” and essentializes “the West” into a
*unified, self-identical, transhistorical, textual
[Europel” (183). Said’s modifications of Foucault’s

ideas have been powerful in the masking of British

7 said is not even properly Foucauldian in this sense

because Foucault at least was able to recognize that
change occurred over time and that distinctive discursive
subgroups exist. This is one of the reasons that Said
ultimately rejects some of the ramifications of
Foucault’s work, denigrating Foucault’s methodology to

*mere textualism” (cf. Said “Problem”).

20
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subjectivities, resistance, and agency both within and
against imperial discourse; if “the West” 1is such a
stable cognitive schema, there can be no counter-
hegemonic position within any European subject.

Homi Bhabha’s notion of hybridity represents a
potential corrective to these problems with Said’s
methods because Bhabha eschews any reliance on simplistic
binate constructions.! In large part, the popularity of
Bhabha’s ideas stems from the fact that practitioners in
the field have 1long felt the need to go beyond the
inherently 1limited perspective offered by Said’s

restructuring of Foucault’s ideas into simple polar

' It is my intention to update Bhabha’'s work to address

many of the shortcomings I have underlined in Said’s
oeuvre. Bhabha'’s theorization of hybrid space allows me
an angle from which I can continue to ask, and in many
ways begin to answer, these questions about the workings
of race and gender within imperial hybrid space. By
recognizing that race and gender constructions continue
to make themselves felt in the hybrid space, I map
various coordinates within Bhabha'’s Third Space. In
essence, I find that race and gender, by continuing to
operate within hybridized positions, produce varied
results in the ways in which they inflect, modify,

destabilize, or support imperial discourses.

21
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oppositions between colonizer and colonized.? Bhabha
formulates his notion of hybridity through his

investigation into the “disjunctive present of utterance”

(193). In other words, his investigation probes the
*‘performative present,” “performance,” “enunciation,”
etc., which allows him to explore what Said calls the

latent and manifest aspects of imperial discourse without

collapsing them into a unified intention to dominate.?®

! Bhabha himself takes up this shortcoming in Said,

indicating that “[Said] contains the threat” of

ambivalence within Orientalist discourse
by introducing a binarism within the argument
which, in initially setting up an opposition
between these two discursive scenes, finally
allows them to be correlated as a congruent
system of representation that 1is unified
through a political-ideological intention
which, in his words, enables Europe to advance
securely and unmetaphorically upon the Orient.
(71)

?° Bhabha indicates that the tension between Said’s latent

and manifest Orientalisms “restrict[s] the effectivity of

both power and knowledge” and that “it is not possible to

see how power functions productively as incitement and

interdiction” (72). Bhabha solves this dilemma by

22






He does so in order to open up a space for subaltern
agency within poststructuralist theory, while indicating
the inherently unstable nature of imperial discourse.
This agency need not entail active resistance, and he
posits such non-active agency through his use of mimicry,
where the discourse of colonialism itself
becomes hybrid--neither the one thing nor the
other. The incalculable colonized subject--
half acquiescent, half oppositional, always
untrustworthy--produces an unresolveable
problem of cultural difference for the very
address of colonial cultural authority. (33)
Thus, the mimic is an inherently ambivalent entity for
imperial discourse because “mimicry--a difference that is
almost nothing but not quite” becomes a “menace--a
difference that is almost total but not quite” (Bhabha
91). The space of “subaltern agency,” then, “emerges”
out of the “ambivalence” of the “master’s language” as
“relocation and reinscription” where there is “neither
dialectical sublation nor the empty signifier” (33, 193).
As Robert Young indicates, Bhabha’'s understanding of
imperial discourse allows us to see that any enunciation
potentially and "simultaneously stabilizes and

destabilizes the position of the colonizer” (Young White

understanding the Orientalist stereotype as both "“phobia

and fetish” (cf. 73-75).

23



148). However, Bhabha’s formulation relies on the mental
incertitude within the colonizer--created by mimicry--to
explain the effects of enunciation. Therefore, mimicry
is not active resistance so much as an ambivalence within
the colonizer’s unconscious.
For Bhabha, in the act of enunciation, the subject
opens up a
Third Space, though unrepresentable in itself,
which constitutes the discursive conditions of
enunciation that ensure that the meaning and
symbols of culture have no primordial unity or
fixity; that even the same signs can be
appropriated, translated, rehistoricized and
read anew. (37)
Despite its emphasis on migrancy and other forms of
radical hybridity, Bhabha’'s work demonstrates that the
conditions for *“speaking” within a discourse are a
function of the hybridity of any subject participating in
the re-construction of that discourse, not just the more
obvious types of hybrid like the mimic. As a result,
Bhabha rarely attempts to ground the concept; however he
does in his analogy of the stairwell:
The stairwell as liminal space, in-between the
designations of identity, becomes the process
of symbolic interaction, the connective tissue
that constructs the difference between upper

and lower, black and white. The hither and

24
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thither of the stairwell, the temporal movement
and passage that it allows, prevents identities
at either end of it from settling into
primordial polarities. This interstitial
passage between fixed identifications opens up
the possibility of a cultural hybridity that
entertains difference without an assumed or
imposed hierarchy. (4)
This image is inadequate to the task of representing
hybridity--largely because cellar and attic are fixed in
physical space and also because the idea of a building’s
levels carries with it a hierarchical conceptualization,
but one can roughly see what Bhabha is thinking. The
space of the stairwell represents the overlap between,
and therefore exhibits the relationality of, different

levels of the building, while not belonging to any.?* If

1 Therefore, the space of the stairwell (the hybrid)

allows for the recognition of difference between floors
of a building. It is important to recognize that the
hybrid, because it positions entities relationally,
constructs the difference. To continue with Bhabha'’s
architectural metaphor, a single step up from the kitchen
to the dining room would not constitute a distinction
between floor one and floor two. Thus, actual elevation
is not the determining factor between floor one and floor

two. Similarly, it is not simply the vertical space

25



Lilerenc

winizier W
wilding e
WIS I tn




discourses can be conceived as floors of a building, the
stairwell or liminal hybrid space exists outside of, yet
in-between, the spaces (discourses) that compose it.
Bhabha characterizes this liminal hybrid space as being
one of enormous critiquing power, and this is how it
tends to be employed within literary theory and practice.

There is a significant problem with this idea of
liminal space, however, because one can see that the
“disjunctive present” produces the perception of
difference that Bhabha intends for 1liminality to
critique; without the stairwell, the hierarchy of
building 1levels cannot exist. The in-between space
exists in the present and “constructs” the poles of the
cellar/attic (colonizer/colonized) binary. It is for
this reason that Bhabha calls the in-between “the
connective tissue” because without the in-between, the

binary between cellar and attic does not exist--

which allows for recognition of difference, because a
chimney can occupy the same “space” as a stairwell but it
cannot of itself allow for perception of difference
between floor one and floor two. Therefore, it is the
relation (the overlap, the similarity, the shared
characteristics) between the two floors, which the
stairwell represents, that produces meaning and

“constructs the difference between upper and lower.”

26






difference does not exist (ontologically)? prior to its
perception in the in-between space. Thus, hybridity
represents not only potential destabilization within an
authoritarian discourse, but also its enabling moment
because the hybrid space allows difference to assume

relational meanings.? Although his concept of

2 Because difference is recognized through the shared

aspects (or space of the stairwell), difference is
rendered meaningful only when elements are experienced
within the same system. Also, without such a connection,
objects are not seen as part of the same system, the same
dialectic. The stairwell may give meaning to the
difference between floor one and floor two, but it does
not allow the differences between the garage and the
doghouse to be meaningful. Since floor one and floor two
are part of the same system (their relationality is
understood only in the stairwell) meaning is
simultaneously ascribed to each, but not to the dog house
or the garage. Thus, although Bhabha overlooks it, the
binary is constructed in the in-between, even as, he
says, that binary is questioned and destabilized.

23 Given Bhabha’s characterization of enunciation, the
same could be said for an act of resistance. It is
enabled and dis-abled simultaneously in the hybrid space.

Therefore, following Bhabha’s logic, nothing is “pure”;

27
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“enunciation” does not appear in his stairwell analogy,
it is integral to his theory because it is at the moment
of enunciation that difference is constructed in the in-
between space of hybridity. It is also at the point of
enunciation that “the ambivalence of cultural authority:
the attempt to dominate in the name of cultural
supremacy” appears because this ambivalence is “itself
produced only in the moment of differentiation” (34).%*
Therefore,
[t]he enunciative process introduces a split in
the performative present...between the
traditional culturalist demand for a model, a
tradition, a community, a stable system of
reference, and...new cultural demands, meanings
[and] strategies in the political present, as a
practice of domination or resistance. (35)
After the split, says Bhabha, the “historical politics of

negotiation” occurs (36). It is for this reason that

all enunciations must be simultaneously collaborative and
resistant.

4 This raises the question of Ahmad’s “saffron yuppies.”
If “tradition” and the “Bombay Stock Exchange” are not
differentiated for subject positions, tradition and
advanced capitalism are therefore also not perceived as
relational. Therefore, the “difference” between

tradition and the Exchange neither obtains nor means.

28



[P
ez eS
Jar SELNT
-
. e
weezvesg 87
.
\
PP
ooy XD
ssmmazel
- 23
ERMSOS
PR ~-
2..Ta8 LU e
T N ~2c
230 (L€ gss
Talea -
- D) <l
Lsturse .
iohGL, S

A2 Anwl s
- uwenlnan

Ao, m

83 thae o
Ty man
Il 294
SRy Al P
e ULSCoUr:
S wiel
T oW nT




Bhabha states that “by exploring this Third Space, we may
elude the politics of polarity and emerge as the others
of our selves” (39). He believes that it is possible to
“explore” this (liminal) space in-between the poles of
binaries so that when difference is perceived, it will be
recognized “without an assumed or imposed hierarchy.”
However, Bhabha’s *“politics of negotiation”
presupposes that all positions a discursive formation
allows to be enunciated can be equally received. Such is
also the assumption of “Signs Taken for Wonders” where he
claims that the “problematic [of imperial
discourse]...reverses the effects of the colonialist
disavowal, so that other ‘denied’ knowledges enter upon
the dominant discourse and estrange the basis of its
authority” (Bhabha 114). This explanation of hybrid
space, rather than simply positing a discursive
instability inherent to imperial discourse, supplies the
idea that in the interstice “other denied kxnowledges
enter upon the dominant discourse.” The recognition that
other discourses (knowledges) interact, at a fundamental
level, within imperial discourse allows for the mimic.
It is not simply the mimic’s presence that is
destabilizing, but rather the incorporation of other
discourses and knowledges into imperial discourse. The
threat to the colonizers’ identity occurs not because
imperial discourse is simply unstable, but rather because

it is actively being modified at its own limits by the
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incorporation of colonized discourses in the interstitial
(liminal) space.

By taking Bhabha’'s idea of 1liminal space as a
starting point, of course keeping in mind that it can
also be used to create the hierarchies which, he claims,
it simultaneously attempts to subvert, it is possible to
begin to understand how imperial discourse operates and
why it holds so much power over the imaginations of both
colonizer and colonized. First and foremost, we must
recognize the plural nature of discourse, the overlapping
of divergent knowledges in what we tend to refer to as a
singular imperial discourse, and the importance of the
subject’s position within these discursive formations.

In other words, each hybrid is positioned on
different limits of these formations, even if the words
they employ seem to refer to the same concepts or
cultura