Lesthetics lics in Frantz Fanon’s Tp,
¢s theory in Edward Said’s
f it dates back g

It the origin of pn\‘lx'ulnnl.ll
\\ "('f(‘;’.’(‘uj Hf /i/.’(‘ }'.J}'//" (Ik)ﬁ ”

Ovrrentalism (1978), the critical , %
Asherofr. Griffiths and Tiffin’s cp()ch making hook, The E’”Pire

Writes Back (1989). While making an analysis ()f'p()stcol()nial
by padt 20 explain the terp

postcolonial and the significance attachg‘tl to it in the present
context. Like the term ‘}mst-m()d‘?”“t)"a’ LPUSt'Cf’l(miality’
cmphasizcs a contemporary statc and 18 currcntly In fashi()n
with the literary critics. [t at once Operates at two levels——ﬁrst,
as a historical ‘marker of the period following decolonization
an embodiment of intellectual approaches which
have been influened by POSf'S'fl'UCtU"aIism and post-
deconstruction. And what ' more, in the late 1980s and early
[990s the term postcolonial has been used to replace the earlier
terms like ‘Third World™ or «Commonwealth Literature.’ The
cerm Commonwealth Literature fell into rough weather in the
hands of writers from the erstwhile British colonies, when it was
drawn upon them that the writers of the colonizer (ie.
England) do not form a part of this body of Literature. Hence,
a new term, post-colonial literature is coined to suggest decentring
of colonial literature. Two books, The Empire Writes Back
(1987) by Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin and The Encyclopaedia
of Post-Colonial Literature in English (1994) ed. by Benson and
Connolly proved to be the last nail in the coffin ©
Commonwealth ' Literature and popularized the térm post
colonial literature. ‘ :

and |
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theory, it is imperative

and second, as
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re apen to debate.
“when exactly ||
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nded of Ella She

|

Post( olopial
shat's question,
wost-colomal’ begins» (1992 193 In

csting s Ant Dirlik g answer: “Whan

have artived in Fipg World

: 1-\“3,“\4\, Ortentalism (197

oy 't post-colonial theory
; \vp(\.lk and Hom,

have popularized postcol

fhl\ Lontexy

] Illl‘xl “’"'l‘l(i

ACademe” (1997, 294,
8) is said to represent the

Fdward Saud,
Bha bha—,
onial theory.

cks to study ¢}
tormer  colonies in the

. He has defined Orent
estructuring, h.\\'mg

Gayarr
dl.lspuru

Sad’s Orientalism se 1€ post-colonal
e context of Furopean
alism ag =, Western Style for
authority oyer the Oriene.”
s \:"..‘..f\ almost corrobor

ates this yiew n her hook,
[eaching Machine in the fn“mwng words:

of imperialism in the
lobe—1s a deconstructive case. Those of ys fronm
o colonised countries

unicate with
her and with the metropolis, to exchange and ¢
a2 OTNC <

1hlish sociality and transnationality, because we have
D:i \s to the culture of imperialism._Shall'wc then
~,: -‘.jh.—r;rh.u culture, in the \\'ords of the Cth!Cfll Phr_lusuphcr
r-u Willhams, a measure of ‘mo'ra‘l luc:k? .l t.hmk th;c
B no question that the answer is no. Th.|s< fmpo%.sn ] ¢
r , 1structure which one critiques, yet l-nhablth mnma'tcei‘y:

& &»‘;unsrrucri\‘e ph”()S()pth&"{l posmun,_anfi e\lfe)r) tgxc
now of ‘postcoloniality”’ is a case Uf.ltf l*urt(;c:, -
, claims that are most urgent In 'deu) omls‘cp ‘p %
\ itly recognised as codec_i \\:'lrhm‘ thc‘. (:i,il;;hlp
2 u-w .r‘= rj;l‘\lil.‘ mt\mnhn()d, consrlt.un()naht?\', (:II}:Z: ';C”w:
Iu v, socialism, even culturalism., Thc_\l are tf“l:. Whici‘
umed. indeed claimed as concept l1u‘ti“P ‘;’T:nccd s e
no historically adequate referent may be ady:
postcolonial space (1993: 60),

-olomahty—the hcrlmgc rest of

are able to comm

o valent attitude
Homi Bhabha's work demonstrates the 'dn,‘hf'(:r i
' the colonisers between hatred and lf)m;',llwm.“n of Chbiing
s Loc ’
o e challenged. Bhabha's b and Narration
PoN%and his_eablier edited book, Nation
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{ !\)\)(‘\

are landmarks i the hield of postcolomal lhmn.,‘ ™
A "

themes ot “hyvbediey, ambivalence” and contmgen y’

Ale

\“PP"”'\"! 1y l].n.y\; \H the [uv.ltnlnlll.ll III('HII'-!‘.‘
It Edward Said and Gavatri Spivak emphasize culpype nd
> I ' "
“u‘;‘tnl.lll\”] as (h( (I'~‘|||\‘1:||".h('(l t‘l( Lors th‘ |||Hl|l‘”( . l)”gt
colomal literature '

P ol  Fredric Jameson speaks of allegorical Natupe
;\tl‘i:x'w\ |.lz\;r‘mm- and underhines the history of the erstwhle
british colontes (now free mdependent countries), Moreove

Lli‘:h_"\\f'!‘a speaks of in terms of the binary opposition of the Fi r,
and Third Worlds, which has been questioned by Ajjaz e

‘ Ahm;
whaise . : : ad.
In his essay “Third World Literature in the Fr

ssay a of Multinationg|
Capitalism™  Jameson says that “all third world

. . : s . : tCXIS ;“'(:
necessarily [...] allegorical and in a very specific way
b

g _ ‘ : ; they are 1o
e read as what | will call national allegories [...]” (1986 69)
Anaz Ahmad questions Jameson by saying that the Iattcr"
concept ot National Allegory would be “positivist reductionism’
(1994: 97) ;

Frantz Fanon talks of the psychological aspects of colonialism
and myths of racism in his well-known books like Black Sk
and White Masks (1967) and The Wretched of the Earth
(1961). The importance attached to the critique of Frantz
Fanon, Edward Said, Gayatri Spivak and Homi Bhabha has
resulted 1n the dissemination of post-colonial theory. As I have
stated 1n the beginning of this essay, the book, The Empire
Writes Back by Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin and The
Encyclopaedia of Postcolonal Literatures in English (1994)
edited by Benson and Connolly have popularized the term post:
colonial and lent respectibility to post-colonial literature. In .Tbt;_
Empire Writes Back, the authors scck to broaden the scope 0
the term ‘post-colonial” in the following words:

- Afri ! ralia, Bangladesh,
[...] the literature of African countries, Australia, BanglxN y
a Malaysia, Malta, N¢

Canada, Caribbean countries, India, Vg J countries
Zealand, Pakistan, Singapore, South Pacific Islan Ll(')teratllff
and Sri Lanka are all post-colonial literatures. The chrhaPS
of the USA should also be placed in this catt‘g"ay‘the el
because of its current position of power, an

t
' i ¢ has n0
1z ‘ : tcolonial nature
g zing role it has played, its pos i . t
s : its relationship with ;‘

. been generally recognized. But j
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M Shohat goes a step ahead [0 Say that Post-colonal can
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(e most of the world 15 now living after the period of
e

casily become a
neuatralizes significant
political difterences between France and Algeria, Britamn
peop ;

re all living in a
sost-colomal epoch.” This inadvertent etfacement of
l\n‘.

lontalism, the “post-colonial can
e ”

\ versalizing category which
univetsas -

i Irag, or the U5 and Brazil since they a
a1 . y

perspectives, I should add, resules In a curious nfnhigmty in
scholarly work. While colonial discourse refers to the
discourse |um|l|c‘n| h)’ cnlnm/,vrs in both the cnh)n)" and tlht‘
motherland and, at tmes, to its cnnrcnuqury discursive
mantfestattons 1 literature and .m.lss.-mcdl.ltcd ‘culrurc,
‘post-colomal discourse” does not refer to colomalist discourse
after the end of colonialism. R.‘l[ht‘l',‘ it evokes “thc
contemporary theoretical writings, pl‘.tccd in hn.th the First
and Third Worlds generally on the left, and which attempt
to transcend the (presumed) binarisms of Third Worldist
militancy (Mongia, 1997; 324-25).

In course of an article, “The Politics of L?tcrary
Postcoloniality,” Aljaz Ahmad, a post-colonial theorist has
rightly drawn our attention to the lack of certainty about ic
exact date of the use of the term ‘post-colonial’ in the following
\\'(')l'tlh:

As the terms ‘postcolonial” and ‘postcolonialism’ resurfac_ed
during the 1980s, this time in literary and cultural theories

and in deconstructive forms of history-writing, and as these

B o ot s o e il 3
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M

terms were then conjomned with g newly

acing included ng .. Oine
‘postcolomality,” this resurtacing incluc g by Memop,
how the term had come mto being in the first place, | of
usages, the world ‘“postcolonial’ st]] atte
periodisation, so as to refer to that which ¢
colonialism—though this sense of periodis

used differently by difterent critics

ation Was

S itge

(Mongia, 1997. 28[““
Semantically post-colonialism me

concern only with the nation

imperial power.

ans something ¢,
al culture after the de
But in actual practice, it has to be
only m reference to colonialism. Like colonia]
colonialism 1s a state of CONSCIOUSNES§—

continuum ot our
Colonmalism

at has a
Partupe of
l_“]dk‘rst()ud
ISm, Post.
a crucia| stage jp o
and  self-qw
imperi
and history, |

cultural process
mvolves rwo types of
cultural. Therefore. myth
self and ‘the other’ are
colonialism.

he

ical ang
andscape

d“ﬂn\“p()h(
anguage and |

all very important ingredie

Post-colonial theory claims th

from post-colonial countries can be taken as resist
former coloniser. It turther assumes that the
back to the centre are
authentically.

at the major theme of literatype

aNCe to the
writers who Write
representing the people of their sociery

Post-colonial theory in using terminologies
oppressed,” ‘the colonized people’ and ‘the mdigenous® ¢,
describe *post-colonial societies it suppresses internal hierarchies
and divisions in these societies. What s disturhmg 1s that it
confers the *Subaltern” status on the entire post-colonial world.
Moreover, it states clearly that *post-colonial writing must be in
English® or in ‘english® as emphasized by the authors of The
Empire Writes Back. They explain:

We distinguish into

British English inherit
which the language h
(1989 88).

Vijay Mishra and Bob Hodge in
Empire Writes Back te
™Wo Kinds of post-col
OPPOsitional post-col

| RN

ll]\t‘ 'the

this account between the standard
ed from the empire and the English
as become in the post-colonial countries

a critique of the book The
It the need to distinguish sharply betweeﬂ
onialism. The first is that what we ca

omalism which is found in its most overt
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It is clear that periodisation ¢

une

POSt-colopja) will
he ,m\ly.uhn;‘:, :(;l- I‘Ih\;n::m ‘l:cl- licd ‘ .ﬂl'tcr its War of
independence. On ( ‘L.' 1‘ | this term is use

qps for designating some kinds of Im'mry Writings
o m. I am inchned to agree wigh Hom;j Bhab}
S al is incre
that torm ot social criticism thay be

d in recent
and lm.-mry
13 when he

aAsingly used ¢, describe
ars witpe

vs that “the term postcolon;
s :

§S to thoge une

ation by which the histe
rience of the once-colonized Thipg
eXPELICHEL

wed in the West™ (Critscql Fiction
frameoad

qual
rical
World comes to he
5, 1991 63
Coming to the ‘locale’ of ‘post-colonj
hould sav that it is not confined to
l\ The discourse of “p()st-col(mialism” 1S not abouyt the
‘h\ I.: -<‘»Innizcr (Britain) or neo-colonizer (economical]y, USA),
‘{“Il..i‘l:‘iv:(;,r the colonized other. For the first time the non-West
ﬁf:l ‘n\ ;nl(mized other) has been placed at the centre of tlhe
f'-‘;»‘u--mr discourse of the Western acad_emy. For examp e,
U)If‘l\\ ritings and Indian authors are widely represented m[
l” S é()1111()l|y’s (ed.) Encyclopaed:a. of P()Sl’-(()[(‘mta
Bensor A English (1994) and Patrick Williams .and Laura
eratures G : scourse and Post-colonial Theory:
Chrisman’s (ed.) CO[U’”“_[ Discor
A Reader (1993) respectively.

d uneven processes of represent
and

al’ theory and practice,
any particular country or

. g o ‘l
N literatures written ir
‘ow post-colonial literature refers to B8
Now post-colon . ; orrect to say that the pos
English in former colonies. It is not ¢ e Tadk, 66 Th it
-,}'lfmi'«' writers (poets included) WI‘I'“; b dhats W
LI ifU- In fact tht’)’ write to estazllts to show that not
colonizer. act, . S r _
dentity independent of their colonizer an fr()l);1 e A
Ll rihu have gained indcpcndclmt wge (ne., English) a
only v s é % A% ruage (i.e., =0,
/ ) . zer's lang : [4 l]Sh
; ade e colonize . that ‘ng
successfully made th i : anikra
vehicle for creative expression. ['he f‘.g in English and the
l(' s has yielded place to hwr%wr[’bh to other english (or
”U{W“L’ p hcin transformed from hngl-lhh in its own way (the
medium has bee ! Ty
englishes). Each former C()lol;y E-stb)m;?ld that is why we get
L : on
Bes 2, P 2 )ut ()f as
Queen’s English is ¢
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c‘s“

ran Enghsh, ( aribbean English,_ ¢ = ‘
9 . 1

R vy Enyaiish ustral
;\,v:"\:-‘*‘_ ~‘ \_;5:\}:. etc. in the '“n’r'-.ninnul age. "{engad.“h
diftcult to agree with \sheroft, Griffiths and Tiffin “’he:' it iy
sav that “P <t-colonial literatures arc a result of this INtep ﬂ-‘cy
erween imperial culture 1nd the complex indigenous Pr:c‘_u_,
serial language and local expenience”™ (1995; 1, c[_tlch
Gandhi refutes their ¢ faim n the tollowing words: - Leely
The arguments of writers hike Asheroft, Tiffin and Griff
fail to convince primarily on account of their rerSallths
\ddress adequartely the ideological wedge between hig o
of subjectivity and histories of subjection. There Ofies
fundamental incommensura bility between the Predomina‘s :
cultural “Subordination’ of Settler culture in Australia ol
the predominantly administrative and m”ita;i::-d
subordination of colonised culture 1n Africa and Asia ';
theory of pmtwlnmahsm which suppresses differences iik
these is ultimately flawed as an ethical and POlitic;i
ntervention into conditions of power and inequality
Equality, pious protestations of postcolonmality from Onc.
colonised nation such as India must engage with the
differences between internal histories of subordination, kept
in place by the continuing exclusions of postcolonial civil

v (Gandhi, 1999: 170).

SOCICLY
Postcolomial theory can be questioned on a vital point, that

with reference to the medium of postcolonial literature.
I | theorists argue that the literatures written only in
Enelish (i.e., the former colonizer’s language) in the erstwhile
British colonies should be termed postcolonial literature. They
lose sight of the fact that in a multilingual country like quia the
rich regional literatures written in the postcolonial period are
exciuded from the domain of postcolonial literature. To say
that only those writers who now write in English in India and

clsewhere were subjected to colonization but not the regio

is
& 2%

Postcolonia

writers, will be a travesty of truth. Thus, 1 suggest i
literatures written in any language including EﬂghSh' m
| identitys

former British colonies, which seek to assert nationa v
describe the rituals, culture and tradition of their "esl’eﬂ.’-b

nations should be included in the category of postCOkI’.
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¢ G.S. Sh'lr'” ) such as Derek
(lnnlz'lin of 1andra and others

)stcnlnni;ll htm’;lturc
ey

On reading and “”“"Pl‘t'lilm o

one a p;lmdnxic;,]
“1s not post-colonj

cncounters Nial rhcory and
peRs al g
kg | theory makes ‘
"“qll‘)l‘”l"‘I I . g '.,l ‘_ S‘rrucrurdllsn] a d
acturalism, the critica APProaches the oL
s(1

lism, though it is about the

[onia N0 Wy, €St and Doar
) (1 53 Pl . s . 5, 1s én ()ffs
( = “““](1 nism. What 1s stil] More d"’"tllrhing i thc ; .h(mr of
0! intellectuals of non-West, w} attitude (f

the

10 s5ti]] look to the Wegt for
e

Jlectual guidance. The gl()halisnti(m Instead of bein
v traffic becomes a one Way tratfic, We, for “Xample, in [p4:
wd, ’ 1a

s s O ) .( _'"; D A~ d

hecause of our colonial hu-lrlgc., accept whay (;

lls “a belief in the normality of the
cats -«

o he only the "Iinglish' ()rhcr" f()r' us).'
Deshpande when she raises a vieg] Issue in the following [ines;

But | have yet to l‘war thn‘t thf?re IS any writer in the West

who 1s waiting with trleplfia.mm' to hear what 4 critic in

India has to say al‘mut nerlhlm. | have yet to learn that an

[ndian critic can make or break a book that comes from the

West (The Hindu, Sunday, January 2. 2000. XII1).

Indian ntellectuals are yet to overcome the ff:eling that
Westerners know best apfi that is why, they give more importance
to Anglo-American critics than to Indlap cr;Fncs even ;;23:
subject like our i,]digCﬁ()us Indian 'Enghsh ltera.tturi.reative
colonial situation has given us confidence Cfofwrlc*j e
literature in English and it w_().ul‘d bf" good for l:;a _tg};en
confidence to write literary crmusn? In o‘ulr,own y
only, ‘post-colonial’ will redeem the ‘colonial. jal theory deals

To conclude, 1 should say that p‘.)StC‘O!Oma ntdepe}rhaps,
with cultural C()11tradicti()n§, ""nblgu'ttl'e)s;qaiist theory and
ambivalences. It repudiates antl—colopl'al na':t A
mplies a movement beyond a ‘SPClelC p()l's et
colonialism), Hence, postcolonial theory 1 ovement beyond
dimcnsi(m, multicultural in approach and a m




