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ARTIGO

Tracing Hybridity in Theory
Nikos Papastergiadis

In the last decade there is barely a debate oaralitheory or
postmodern subjectivity that does not acknowledge groductive
side of hybridity and describe identity as beingsome form of
hybrid state. This is a radical inversion of the historical atathat
has trailed this concept. For as long as the quaoef purity and
exclusivity have been central to a racialised theof identity,
hybridity has, in one way or another, served dgeet to the fullness
of selfhood. The hybrid has often been positionétthiav or beside
modern theories of human origin and social deve&mgmmostly
appearing as the moral marker of either contandnatfailure or
regression. Yet, one of the 'achievements' of postsiralist theory
was to liberate the subject from notions of fixdyd purity in origin.
And in a social context where the political struetifor mobilizing
and integrating emancipatory projects were alsgnfienting it was
almost a form of succour to remind ourselves of buultiple
subjectivities'. Can we now have the confidence Lydridity has
been moved out from the loaded discourse of 'race], situated
within a more neutral zone of identity?

The contemporary discourse of cultural criticisnd amitical
theory have embraced a number of models for reptiege the
supposed 'newness' of postmodern identity: alotiy theé concept of
hybridity there is the cyborgian fantasy of fusiogtween man and
machine, as well as the morphing of one object amother. This
incorporation of the concept of hybridity into thminstream cultural
discourse has raised new problems. Hybridity hasegseas the

YIn The Complicities of Culture: Hybridity and 'New démationalism' Cornerhouse
Communique, No 4, Manchester, 1994, | exploredriberporation of the term hybridity
in art criticism and curatorial practice. As anigadion of how similar inroads have been
made in literary and cultural theory consider teeent overview by lain Chambers,
Migrancy, Culture. Identity, Routledge, London, 1994. For a most comprehensiv
account of the concept of hybridity within ninetéenentury scientific racism and British
colonialism and its legacies in contemporary theseg Robert J C Young;olonial
Desire: Hybridity in TheoryRoutledge, London, 1995.
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organizing principle for both international cultumaitiatives as well
as entered the programmes of local social movemémtists like

Guillermo Gomez-Pena who previously described bdtls

subjectivity and the form of his work as hybrid @~ increasingly
suspicious of its utility. When Guillermo Gomez-Beance used
hybridity as an ‘elastic metaphor' to address thmecgss of
contradiction and difference in cultural exchangedid not expect
that it would be stretched so far as to justifineitthe exclusivist
territorializing in downtown LA or the expansionigiolicies of

NAFTA.?

From art critics in popular art magazines like FREEtO
influential social theorists like Zygmunt Baumaihgetconcept of
hybridity has been adopted to both demonstrate piireciple of
aesthetic connection that occurs from kitsch tohhogilture, and
address the construction of identity in a contexttogical
uncertainty’. As hybridity achieves a more popular status it ieesn
called on to perform a bridging function which poes concepts
have failed to achieve. Just as the old modernistali of
cosmopolitanism begins to appear passe, and tte dflea 'new
internationalism' is caught on the shabby hornshef New World
Order, hybridity is ushered forward as the spedifientity, which
paradoxically, is universally applicable. Hybriditis the most
unlikely contender for this role as 'multi-purpagebalising identity
kit'.

Despite it's historical association which bears th#ious
traces of colonial and white suprematicist ideadsgimost of the
contemporary discussions on hybridity are preoaipby its
potential for inclusivity. The dark past of hybtigrarely disturbs the
more cheerful populist claims. One of the aimsti$ tessay is to
contextualize the various trajectories of thoughtl draditions in
which hybridity has been inserted.

A quick glance at the history of hybridity revealsbizarre
array of ideas. Hybridity has shadowed every omaheory of
identity and was deeply inscribed in the nineteem#ntury

See ref. in Parellograme, Canada
3See M. Kwon, "The fullness of empty containeRRIEZE no 24, October 1995, and Z.
BaumanModernity and Ambivalenc®olity, Cambridge, 1992.
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discourses of scientific racism. Whether it highted physiological
or cultural difference in identity, it seved printgras a metaphor for
the negative consequences of racial encounterseTinetaphors are
mercurial. For even when the scientific basis daisa had been
discredited, the racist practices were not abardidné rehoused in
the discourse of social types. Indeed the enigmiatiture' of the
hybrid may still lurk within the contemporary usafshybridity as a
model for cultural identity. Cultural critics likkean Fisher stress that
the concept is too deeply embedded within a dissouthat
presupposes an evolutionary hierarchy and thaarities the prior
purity of biologisnt Gayatri Spivak also notes that the preoccupation
with hybridity in academic discourse has tended gtoss the
persistent social divisions of class and gender.

Despite the pseudo-scientific analogies and negdtigtory
that trails in the semantic associations of hybyidhe term has
gained considerable acceptance within culturalrihdts current use
maybe motivated by the perverse pleasure to takegative term
and transform it into a positive sign, "to wearhjiride the name
they were given in scori"Why should the nineteenth century
eugenicists be allowed to retain a patent on hithfidShould we
only use words with a pure and inoffensive histary,should we
challenge essentialist models of identity by takimg and then
subverting their own vocabulary?

The positive feature of hybridity is that it invaloly
acknowledges that identity is constructed throughegotiation of
difference and that the presence of fissures, gagscontradictions
are not necessarily a sign of failure. In its maatical form, the
concept also stresses that identity is not the auatibn,
accumulation, fusion or synthesis of various congmis, but an
energy field of different forces. Hybridity is natonfined to a
cataloguing of difference. It 'unity' is not fourad the sum of its
parts, but emerges from the process of opening Wbati Bhabha

4J. Fisher, "Introduction to special issue: Contaxtion", Third Text no 32, Autumn
1995.

°G. Spivak, "The Narratives of Multiculturalism", @CR lecture, University of
Manchester, February 1995.

¢S. RushdieThe Satanic Versg¥iking, London, p 93.
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has called a 'third space' within which other eletmencounter and
transform each other. Hybridity is both the assaglthat occurs
whenever two or more elements meet and the inimetaf a process
of change. This perspective is a crucial departtrem the
functionalist models of cultural exchange. It als®aks with the
‘cooking paradigms' of 'mix and match' which recarmuch of the
multiculturalist and anti-racist discourses on titgn By charting a
path between a number of key theoretical modelspansipectives |
hope to clarify the historical legacy and sharpka tonceptual
apparatus for our understanding of these much madignonsters of
hybridity.

Cultural Hybrids and National Reconciliations

Hybridity evokes narratives of national origin and
differentiation. Whenever the process of identityrnfiation is
premised on an exclusive boundary between ‘us’ ‘#mein’, the
hybrid, which is born out of the transgression s tboundary,
figures as a form of danger, loss and degeneralidrowever, the
boundary is marked positively - to solicit excharagel inclusion -
then the hybrid may vyield strength and vitality. nde the
conventional value of the hybrid is always posi&drin relation to
purity along the axes of inclusion and exclusion $ome
circumstances, the 'curse' of hybridity is seea asxed blessing.

For Octavio Paz, Mexican national identity is undéty
hybrid. With considerable melancholy, however, Ramates this
hybridism in the damaged maternal representatibtiseo’Malinche
complex’ and thechingada 'the violated woman'. The people of
Mexico are all children of a primal violation, thaf conquest.
Malinche represents the Indian woman who gave Hetsethe
conquistadors. Cortez took her as his mistress,shedby learning
his language, became both his lover and his gustie revealed
everything until there was nothing else to takegnthshe was
abandoned.

The ancestral drama for Mexico is thus poised betwe
traitor and a violator. The father wrapped in theak of the
conqueror escapes the moral gaze, but the mothehjragada,who
is left to give birth to the hybrid nation, is seas a victim who
facilitated violence. The identification of Malineh with the
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chingada reinforces the dominant ideology of rape as iftsimoral
attention away from the man and focuses on howpstreoked her
own violation. The figure of the mother asingadareduces her to
abject passivity. She becomes an inert heap ofshdahe@od and dust.
All identity is gutted. The mother is maligned fogr submission, her
wounds are reminders that the children are that"@fuviolation”.
Disgust and self-hate compound and provoke furthigterness:
"Mexican people have not forgivém Malinchefor her betrayal™

Paz sees in this rejection of the violated mothgr the
unforgiving child both a cry for purity in origirand a demand for
another mother who would rather die than suffertammation.
Rejecting Malinche, the Mexican rejects hybridity the past and
refuses engagement with difference in the preserg. rejection of
the violated mother serves as a negation of otigimpreferring the
phantasmagoric exile of solitude and the impossibigtalgia of the
uncontaminated womb. With stern invocations, Pazstback to his
people, urging them to face up to the traumas effadlen' mother
and to embrace the ambivalence of Malinche.

Racial classifications and the mythology of whitgoremacy
reached their zenith in the justifications of skgvend imperial
conquest. Notions of superiority were often prechisa alterity,
exclusivity and purity. The comforts of ideologywever, failed to
constrain a parallel ideology of conquest througkusl penetration.
Hence the paradox of conquest: distanciatiom penetration. In
Latin Americ desire and disavowal was most palpahpodied by
the presence of hybrids. The unspeakable distaste dnd yet the
undeniablity in the presence of - hybrids is rdfec by the
compulsive classifying of the gradations of bladsieEach word
carried a different status and specified the elésnén the union.

0. Paz The Labyrinth of Solitugeillen Lane, London, 1967, p 77.

®pParenthetically it can be noted that the originthef word 'miscegenation’, which is a
transform of the Greek worelaleukatiq referring to the passing from 'black to white',
connotes both moral cleansing and self correctiime word first appeared in an
anonymous pamphlet in 1864 which set out to satifibraham Lincoln by suggesting
the salvation of the American people could onlyftaend in the interbreeding between
blacks and whites in order to produce a brown-sidhpeople. D. Aaron, "The 'Inky'
Curse: Miscegenation in the White American Literdnyagination”, Social Science
Information 22, 2, 1983, pp 169-190.
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These names included, mulatto, half-breed, halfecamixed breed,
guadroon, octoroon, sambo, mango mestizo. Up tosodyg fourth
black could be distinguishedn Brazil, despite its cultural hybridity,
it took time before the word hybrid was not spokas a curse.
Gilberto Freyre's celebrated account of Brazilianture, The
Masters and the Slavesegins with the confession, "Of all the
problems confronting Brazil there was none thategae so much
anxiety as that of miscegenatioh'The rest of the book, as is
foretold in an introductory anecdote, seeks to dight to the
shadowy status of the hybrid.
Once upon a time after three straight years ofrateséom my country,
| caught sight of a group of Brazilian seamen-niakd and cafusos
crossing Brooklyn Bridge. | no longer remember \kleethey were from
Sao Paulo, or from Minas, but | know that they iegsed me as being
the caricatures of men, and there came to mindasphrom a book on
Brazil by an American traveller: 'the fearful moegraspect of the
population’. That was the sort of thing to whichsogigenation led. |
ought to have had some one to tell me what Rog&étit® had told the
Aryanizers of the Brazilian Eugenic Congress in 9,92hat these
individuals whom 1 looked upon as representativeBodizil were not
simply mulattoes or cafusos tsitkly ones'*

In the early records of the colonial encounters ahwbiguity
surrounding the hybrid was wrapped in ambivaler@e. the one
hand, hybridity was blamed for causing bad heditie symptoms
included fatigue and indolence. Economic inertiarah decadence
and even syphilis were also effects that hybriggpesedly brought
to the New World. But, on the other hand, Freyngorts that the
colonizer's and the priest's preferred mistress tes mulatto
woman, and he provides countless examples of tesire for the
"lascivious hybrid woman". For Freyre, the negatagsociations
given to hybridity were not the result of a deephternalised
ideology of purity but rather, a confusion of suibjpositions. The

°J. Williamson,New People: Miscegenation and Mulattoes in the.,UlBe Free Press,
New York, 1980, p xii.

YG. Freyre The Masters and the Slayésansl. S. Putnam, Knopf, New York, 1946, p xx.
When referring to the general development of suclulture Freyre doesn't speak of a
process of hybridity, preferring the term mestizamd when addressing the specific
formations of the Brazilian national identity heposed the term "Luso-Tropical".

Ybid. .In Brazil Aryanization alludes to the absorptiontiné 'inferior' races by 'superior'
ones (ie. the white race) and the gradual shedtfitige hybrid characteristics.
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disastrous consequences of the first contact, beedr had been
falsely projected onto the offspring. Once the geaucauses of
disease and disorder were identified, Freyre betidlaat the hybrid's
advantage would be restored and would establishragrounding

for a 'racial democracy'. Moral repugnance woulssdive as the
society was enlightened by its own potentialitiés. this new,

celebratory myth, which was defined in oppositionthie polarities
of race relations in the U.S., hybrids were conegias lubricants in
the clashes of culture, they were the negotiatoas would secure a
future free of xenophobia.

Freyre had found a resolution to his anxiety over
miscegenenation; he would no longer see himselfeksnging to a
civilization whose origin was "sickly". He becameneinced that a
hybrid society creates a new social order through grinciple of
synthesis and combination of differences. Neveed®l he retained
uncritically the hierarchy that privileged the whitace through its
positive association along the poles of public ugngrivate, culture
versus nature, masculine versus feminine throughisutelebration
of hybridity.

Freyre's Eurocentrism prohibited him from questgnithe
paradigms of savagery and primitivism. The concapitorld of the
other was rarely entertained; it was simply theirility and
domesticity that was embraced, and in this sersadtount bears a
disturbing resemblance to some integrationist digsgs which
promote otherness merely in terms of 'black maaro"ethnic
cuisine’. This is no coincidence, for the modelt tiaeyre is
expounding is drawn from European modernism, whisenarrative
of incorporation is coded in terms of a sexualiggdusal and
submission. The shock of the Other serves to stitaideduction and
to smarten consumption; via ingestion and absarpiitne useful is
extracted and the rest is excreted. The modemiste '‘New World'
cannabilised the Other, but something troublesdmays remained.
The hybrid social space that Freyre evokes stillilpges the
colonizer's aspirations - even as it incorpor#ttesmost 'useful' and
'desireable’ elements from the 'savage' and thee'slit was also
clear, however, that a hybrid society which adnotshe vagaries of
its origin and does not seek to define itself tiglotabsolute ideals’
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and 'unyielding prejudice’, a society that prockiroose and open-
ended cultural identity, while opening a spacetfderance towards
difference, does not necessarily guarantee a walvextension of
social justice.

So although Freyre seems to have demonstratec thglbrid
society is not necessarily one in decay or invéyiaken by conflict,
his anxiety over miscegenation is still evidenthis proclamation
that the hybrid is not a disavowal of the Europigiamtity: "(It) tends
to become more and more extra-European though isenee anti-
European™? The hybrid is transformed into a sign for the asten
of the European spirit. The mixing of blood shiftsm being a stain
or a stigma, to an aesthetically pleasing andevicdmbination. Yet
the success of the hybrid depends on a particatape: potency is
secured by the implanting of the white seed in theturing
indigenous womb. A modernist fantasy of appropiatthrough
insemination is repeated throughout Freyre's naerabf the
assimilation between European culture, Indian ddieigs and
Negro virility.

By privileging the role of mixture, Freyre's accowi cultural
development clearly distances itself from the reeath century
theories of natural law, evolution and racial putitat dominated the
romantic constructions of nationhood. Hybridity sgeds not in its
blind conformity to the European model, but in tygplication of
European systems and ideals in a 'New World'. Bszgin the 'New
World' is marked by the dialectic of adaptation arahsformation.
The hybrid's progress is therefore linked to a Eentric model of
maximization. Mixture is celebrated in Freyre'sratve, but at a
secondary level, because it is through mixture ghaew order can
be realised that will integrate and maximize thedgantric 'spirit'.
Mixture overtakes purity because it can out perfatn®nce again,
hybridity is justified, not by "love of humanity"ub by the logic of
maximization.

The limitations in Freyre's model of hybridity cae further
exposed by considering his acknowledgement of being

2G. Freyre The Gilberto Freyre Readettansl. B. Shelby, Knopf, New York, 1974, p
87.
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methodologically influenced by PicasSoThe ambivalence of
hybridity in early modernism is seldom examinedemnms other than
a celebration of the Western capacity for integgathe 'raw' forms
of the other into the dynamic body of metropolitamture. The
difficulties of conceptualising hybridity can betm@éssed in an essay
by Max Raphael where he sets out to examine thesnen which
Picasso contributed to the 'break’ in the Europesdition. Raphael
argues that Picasso's affinity for ‘Negro Art' egemted a potential
trespass of what was conceived as the border betwesson and
non-reason, while also signifying a reversal in thahange of
cultural influence from the periphery to the centre

Raphael's account of the evolution of artistic pcacwhile
ambiguously refering to Levy-Bruhl's controverssathropological
distinction between the mentality of Western anithjfive peoples
remains convinced that the nationality of the farroan assimilate
the spirituality of the latter. While not commemginon the
commensurability between these different cultural philosophical
forms and despite his attention to the brutalibéolonialism he
seemingly endorses the privileges of western ratign With these
limitations in mind | would like to examine the pess of
incorporating non-western cultural forms into maodeart that
Raphael offers.

The integration of Japanese art was the loopholeviigh traditional
artistic rationalism found its way to an artistiensualism closer to
nature. The incorporation of Negroid art, on theeothand, turns against
rational and sensory contents in favour of metaigkyand the irrational,
and at the same time creates a new, completely Bloopean

rationalization of form-"

Thus he suggests the integration of ‘JapanesahdriNegroid'
art follows the same principle but proceeds throdgdmetrically
opposed categories: 'Japanese’ art enters throughddoor of
European rationality in order to beckon the Westai@ its own
objectives - that is, to find its way back to natuNegroid' art, by

37. Nunes, "Anthropology and race in Brazilian madem", in Colonial discourse
/Postcolonial theory ed., F. Barker et al.,, Manchester University Brédanchester,
1994, p 120.

M. RaphaelProudhon, Marx, Picassdrans. |. Marcuse, Lawrence & Wishart, 1980, p
130.
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contrast, is projected into the anarchic zone ddtiwnality. The
presence of the two forms is at first perceivedath indigestible
and incomprehensible. Yet it is this confrontateith otherness,
albeit via latent or marginal concepts, that yieddsew form. In both
cases the foreign is incorporated in order to eonfdr extend the
conventional values. Raphael argues that Picassmcorporating
foreign elements, fails to question the rupturethiwi metropolitan
culture because he leaves the prior distinctiorwden spiritual
value and material production untouched. Picassssmmple
provides a template upon which Raphael can theaellyess what
he regards as the great contradictions betweew sartiernity and
colonialism.

Psychically emptied and over-rationalized, manaiscs in the natives
of his colonies a vast traditional domain, and thgcovery accelerates
his own rapid and continuing flight from Reason. tBii also

consolidates his humanity in the face of the mashand activates his

hitherto passive mysticisrlr%s.

Raphael’'s account of the reconciliation of the rmodsplit
between body and soul proceedst through a critique of the
existing relationship between material productiod apiritual value,
in which the modern self is already inscribed, Ibiatough an
argument about the consumption of the idealizede©OtRaphael
argues that the Non-European forms were assimilzae#t into the
European tradition, through the mediation of hisadly prior
traditions. The reactivation of latent forms is teeer which allows
the entry of the Other, and facilitates a form afrah and normative
rejuvination.

European art assimilated Negroid influences byodhcing: (1) the
principle of corporeality, and hence, the Greekd&ty, during the
period of Cubist objects; (2) the mysticism of 8wul, and hence, the

Gothic, during the period of the cubist fidfd.

This critique of the utilization of non-western mients in
Picasso's art gives us an indication of an undeglyathos in the
motivation to incorporate foreign elements, ancd ads surprising
insight into the simplicity with which the foreigwas understood

15 |bid., p.131.
16 |bid., p.142.
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within modern culture. | say that this insight ig@ising because
most critics associate the concept of modernityhvaih increasing
complexity in the structures of everyday life, amgsume that the
cultural processes that accompany such structures egually
sophisticated. As Don Miller wryly observed: "are&like 'simple
modernity’ would be seen as a blatant contradi¢tibBut this is
precisely what we do witness in the cultural dyre@athat Raphael
traces. He argues that the West's success in algtesiduction was
achieved at the expense of hollowing out Westeimtisg values.
However, the turn to primitivism in modern art wast a wholesale
critique of material production, but simply anotlextension of the
prevailing logic of appropriation and displacemdnt.primitivism
we witness not only the commodification of otheiriggal values,
but also the domestication of this otherness &s titanslated back
into the familiar western forms of 'corporealitgde'mysticism'.

By demonstrating Picasso's paradoxical appeal tcté&ke
reason and non-Western spirituality, and in thé $tdm realism to
abstraction, Raphael attempts to probe at the flans in modern
rationality, as well as to address the unresolvadgoxes between
form and content in modernism. His account of Ro&s
achievement is significant not just for its evaioias but also for its
construction of a model of cross cultural assinolat According to
the dynamics of this model, for the Other to be dsticated it must
also be doubled, it must have one face that tumwarids, conveying
a sense of belonging, and the other face that tiariike exterior,
pointing to the beyond. It is this duality, he sestg, which secures a
sense of extension and bridging; thus, for evergifm element to be
accepted, there must be both a centrifugal anchtipetal force; a
narcissistic sense of inclusion and a transgres®use of extension.
For the non-western to enter the West it must dmdbe guise of
the cultural hybrid: the non-western-Westerner.

Hybridity in Colonialism

The clash of cultures that colonialism invariablsoyoked,

rather than producing an absolute bifurcation betwihe coloniser

7 D. F. Miller, The Reason of Metaphddew Delhi, Sage, 1992, p. 120.
8See also John Berger's account of Picasso as dhéaV invader' in modern art in
Success and Failure of Picas$enguin, London, 1965.
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and the colonised, encouraged the formation of eidtural hybrids.
Ashis Nandy's account of the levels of consciousndsich at first
sustained and then, undermined the colonising grrgeesses that
the conventional binarism which represented theriséd as victim
and the coloniser as victor, overlooks that botmewsaught up as
players and counter-players in the dominant mofieinoversalism.
Shifting his attention away from the obvious sité#sconflict and
violence, Nandy focuses on the actual interfacegh sas the
processes of negotiation between opposing grounes,means of
resistance expressed by urban Westernised Indiathsh@ degrees
of degradation experienced by the English coloni&gency is never
the monopoly of one player, he suggests, for bothlecked in a
dyadic relationship in which the coloniser becomesl|f-destructive
co-victim.

And even that White Sahib may turn out to be defimet by skin color,

but by social and political choices. Certainly hes out to be ... not the

conspiratorial dedicated oppressor that he is noati¢o be, but a self-

destructive co-victim with a reified life-style aral parochial culture,
caught in the hinges of a history he swear¥by.

Colonialism produced new losses and gains, allowed
forms of identity to ascend, and debased or crusitbdrs. This
trajectory was always, at least, dual. It was ohdhe peculiar
features of English colonialism that the subjetist tinduced the
greatest discomfort and were the victims of the tnidiser attacks
were the hybrids. The repulsion that was genuifalytowards the
hybrids was, according to Nandy, deeply conneaidti¢ repression
of the antonyms and oppositional dualisms thatgdgor position in
the colonizer's sexual identity and political idmpt. Perhaps no
other figure articulated these contradictions squesitley as did
Rudyard Kipling. The very man who so persistentigszcrossed the
tremulous line between “"Westernised Indian" anddidnised
Westerner" was also the one who insisted that Veast'East' could
never be reconciled. For Nandy, Kipling displaybé gualities of
the hero who "interfaced culture" and kept openfémainine side in
masculinity, while also being able to despise tfiengnate hybrid
who lacked a clear sense of self. Kipling's cagdoitproject his own

A. Nandy,The Intimate EnemyDxford University Press, New Delhi, 1983, p xv.
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self-hatred is thus taken as an index of the uyitgrlrepressions in
colonialism.

Kipling distinguished between the victim who fightell and pays back
the tormentor in his own coin and the victim whassive-aggressive,
effeminate and fights back through non-cooperatichirking,
irresponsibility, malingering and refusal to vafaee-to-face fights. The
first was the 'ideal victim' Kipling wished to bend the second was the
victim's life Kipling lived and hated living. If helid not have any
compassion for the victims of the world, he did hate any compassion
for a part of himself eithe?.

The conflict of interests between the coloniser ahe
colonised was also a conflict between the parts @ogesses of
identity. It promoted a self-image and form of odpsisness that
was defined in opposition to the putative charésties of the
"Eastern man" and exaggerated the qualities of ness]
distanciation and responsibility. A self was fast@d that was not
only more congruent to the needs of the coloniathime but
intolerant of the inherent mixtures in one's seifl an others. The
acknowledgement of his own androgynous bicultumalisias -
according to Nandy - Kipling's most disturbing dilma, and his
solution, which accords with the dominant modelswa opt for
absolute choice. He should l@ther Westernor Indian. It was
inconceivable to bdoth for the path of progress was opposed to
those meandering oxymorons and perambulating paeado

While a reordering of the coloniser's consciousnasd a
distanciation from that of the colonised was cértydhe success of
the colonial project, it was also - as Nandy sutgethe cause of its
rigidity that ultimately facilitated its own demis&ipling could
never reconciléoth his Westerrand Indian selves, yet in everyday
life such conjunctions were both practical and tarus with the
syncretic processes which constructed Indian itlerthe relentless
quest for purity and the historical burden of sigdy never
allowed Kipling to grasp the resilient dynamismhgbridity, and so
he remained slightly detached from even his mokivied subjects.
Crucial to the transformative processes of Indradition was what
the coloniser dreaded most, a critical engageméhtthe other.

2bid., p 68.
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India has tried to capture the differentia of thedtvwithin its own cultural
domain, not merely on the basis of a view of thesi\és politically intrusive
or as culturally inferior, but as a subculture niegful in itself and important,
though not all-important, in the Indian contéxt.

Kipling's personal failures are history lessons fdandy,
because each expression of moral repugnance aititgabutrage
was so utterly framed by the Enlightenment idedisleelopment
through determinate sequences. Surveying the eultsiif caught in
the "backward innocence of childhood", the Indidentity slipped in
and out of the determinacy. It was this indetert@inass which
Kipling hated, yet it was the key to survival undetonialism and to
the creative space that ensured cultural transfitoma

For Nandy, all encounters produce change. The pstyeof
colonialism is thus measured not just in terms loé extreme
exploitation of the other, but also in the contamtand constrictions
of the self that were necessary to enforce sudtationship. Nandy
explains this process of cultural co-optation irotways. First, he
demonstrates the homology between sexual repreasidrpolitical
dominance which led to an internalization of selfiges of hardness
and detachment as the appropriate "manly" modelohial rule.
Second, he reveals that the initial identificatisith the aggressor
was not just an attempt to seek salvation by me&msimicry but
also a resurrection of latent self-images whichldobe made
compatible with the ideology of colonialism.

A version of Indian hyper-masculinism would thug ooly
mirror back the ruler's wishes but also serve asw;nnearly
exclusive indicator of authentic Indianne3s'Under colonialism
both the ruler and the ruled produced new self-esaghich were
selectively drawn from earlier forms of social cciosisness.
Colonialism found legitimacy because it elicitedet of codes that
were common to both cultures, and because it warebly able to
privilege components that were previously subomtlira recessive
in these cultures. The seeds for this foundatiao#ébnialism were
already contained in the consciousness of botlegadnd central to

24bid., p 76
2bid., p 7
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its legitimacy was the valorization of the pure dhe denigration of
the hybrid - that is, of sexual and spiritual amgjroy.

Nandy's account of the colonial modes of exchahgeugh
the psychic mechanisms of projections and intrmest and his
celebration of the 'superior’ resilience of hyhgidieaves one central
question unanswered: does the encounter with ther@resuppose
a replaying of old identities or the invention ofw ones? Nandy
systematically elaborates the principles of exchaag a rupture in
prevailing cultural codes and priorities, and ts&ablishment of new
modes of self-presentation and social managemdrd. rlipture is
not seen as a total upheaval but as a radicalahéftnphasis, which
leads to the highlighting of aspects of the selfcwthad been kept
dark, and a promotion of previously recessive camepts of culture.

Although there is no explicit theory of hybriditp INandy's
narrative, this process of rupture and regroundinglines the
dynamism of exchange. Nandy is able to link theiaenand
repressions in, say, Kipling's consciousness td laot inability to
keep in play the contradictory forces and a tengemoccreate a
distorted and untenable self-image. Similarly, hmigges the
"Indian’'s" humble capacity to include aspects & @ther without
losing his or her original cultural checks and baks. However, in
order to consolidate the argument that distanciatevitably leads
to atrophy and identification secures survival, ats® needs a closer
theory of the dynamics of exchange. Moreover, tdemstand both
the disturbing anxiety generated by cultural hybridnd the
productive and enabling force of hybridity thereed® to be a closer
scrutiny of the creation of differences, preciseliien there is a
renewed circulation of equivalences, or an exaggdrautburst of
hostility towards the ‘intimate enemy'. For thisedhzation of
difference we must turn elsewhere, and move on fiterhistory of
culture to consider the semiotics of culture.

The semiotics of hybridity

Bakhtin's attention to the mixture of languageshimita text,
which both ironizes and unmasks authority, dematesr a new
level of linking the concept of hybridity to the ljiws of
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representatio® The language of hybridity becomes a means for
critiqgue and resistance to the monological langudgauthority. The
hybrid text always undoes the priorites and disgugpe singular
order by which the dominant code categorises therotn Bakhtin's
theory the "doubleness" of the hybrid voices is posed not
through the integration of differences but via a@eseof dialogical
counterpoints, each set against the other, allottinganguage to be
both the same and different. This clearly con#ud turning point
in the debates on hybridity. This turning pointriest evident in the
current appeal of Bakhtin's theory of heteroglossiad the
carnivalesque. However, while there has been aeagragpreciation
of the subversive potential of language, the dtianto difference
within literary and critical theory has been mostignfined to a
representation of its products rather an engagenvati its
processes. To overcome this limitation it woulduseful to turn to
the work of Yuri Lotman, a Russian semiotician wiah drew on
Bakhtin's theory of hybridity and extended it iritee semiotics of
culture. If the concept of hybridity is to go begora mere
celebration or denigration of difference, then Lairs theory which
outlines the dynamism of difference within cultungght provide a
valuable framework.

Lotman's approach to the semiotics of culture dmy®nd the
conventional concerns with the uses of signs ferabmmunication
of content.Inhis work culture is thus defined assystem that
mediates the individual's relationship to his @r ltontext, the
mechanism for processing and organising the sudiagrsigns. The
way we deal with inputs, how decisions are madeorifies
established, behaviour regulated, models envisaged questions
posed in the "communicating dialogue" with the wigsvorld, is all
expressive of a particular sense of culture. Thédodue always
comprises of relatively individualised languagesolhare in a state
of interdependence and are transformed by theicifspdistorical
conditions. Lotman stresses this interdependenck aaoids any
movement towards analytical abstraction, for celtisrnever a mere

ZRobert J C Young, has drawn attention to the canetpybridity in Bakhtin’s theory
of language and its broader implications for cualtutheory. SeeColonial Desire:
Hybridity in Theory Routledge, London, 1995, pp 20-22.
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summation of separate and discrete languages. foherdhe

formation of a cultural system cannot be seen &emble the
overlapping leaves of an "onion" . In Lotman's tlyethe form of

culture is defined via references to motion rathan by comparison
to a static or bounded object. Hence it is sedretmore like a river
with a number of currents moving at different raé@sl intensities.
The aim is to see how culture operates as a wilwle, state of
constant "creolization”, or what he calls the "satiniphysiology" as
opposed to the "atomistic approach”.

The name Lotman gives for this dynamic processftdiénce,
transformation and co-existance within the spaceutfure is the
semiospheré’ The semiosphere is the totality of semiotic afttsn
squeaks to sonatas, from blips on the radar tosbatpghe dinner
table. It also includes all acts past and pregergsessing a "memory
which transforms the history of the system into dstually
functioning mechanism, this includes the mass xistever created
and ... the programme for generating future teXt3Vhile the value
and position of elements within a language shiét elmange, and the
set of languages within a cultural field intersddgment, diversify
or reallign, the whole of the semiotic space remaionstant. Thus
the semiosphere refers to the totality of the caltaystem, and also
the condition for the development of culture.

To illustrate the heterogeneity of elements anddiliersity of
functions which are contained within the semiosphastman uses
the example of the museum as a model for the ptissibf
representing and containing difference within aglernsystem. The
museum, he argues, is a single space containingpitsxtrom
different periods; each exhibit bears inscriptionganguages which
may or may not be decipherable, there are instmstiexplanations,
guides, rules and plans which, to some degreelategihe responses
of visitors and staff. Within this single space,tiban stresses, we
have to remember that all the elements are dynamicstatic, and
that the correlations between terms are constarthnging. In a

23 M Lotman,The Universe of the Mindrans. A. Shukman, Tauris, London, 1991, p
123.

%J.M. Lotman & B.A. UspenskijThe Semiotics of Russian Cultuteans. A. Shukman,
Michigan Slavic Contribution, No. 11, Ann Arbor, 84, pxii.
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context where the construction of the museum asrayclopaedic
repository of culture's diversity is deeply congglstthis may seem as
a flawed example. Nevertheless, it remains a pgnaatic example
of staging difference within contemporary culture.

Within the model of the museum we can at least lzme
Lotman's conception of the semiosphere recognipgssitions and
tension, for it does not presuppose that this Bmaeither leads to a
single point of antagonism, or that positions argually exclusive
and immutable. His representation of the systerooofimunication
recognises that binarisms constantly undo their diaty. It
describes a system in which there is a constarftictolbetween the
resolute and the opaque codes, the compatiblehendantradictory
practices. The relationship between centre andpipery in the
semiosphere is not explained by either the funetishparadigm of
mechanical interaction, or the dialectical model tfee overcoming
of antagonisms but, rather, by an attention to diggamics of
contestation over thét between the language of the code and the
language of practice. At one stage he tries to @bk incalculable
flux of intellectual energy within the semiosphdxe saying that it
"seethes like the suR®. However, with this metaphor, which
suggests both organic thrust and chaotic dispeissie is the sense
that the principle of power cannot be containedipéa the acts of
cultural exchange. In some sense this energy n§mngssion that he
refers to being central to the semiosphere bypags=golitical
guestions of power and overides the coordinatesorlity.

The structure of the semiosphere can be crowdeclaatic,
possessing languages with different levels and dormof
representation. Lotman consciously idealizes thgosition between
centre and periphery in terms of codification andeterminacy in
order to articulate the constant tension in thand&n of norms,
customs and laws which are generated to legitithieeextension of
one language over the whole semiosphere. He isestonscious
of the counter-productive consequences of a hegentamguage. In
the semiosphere, the expansion of one languagalysachieved by
its rigidification and its severance from the milieof dynamic

2 otman, The Universe of the Mindp cit, p 150
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interaction. To expand in a unified manner is tedme more and
more prone to disintegration. For the periphery enepassively
accepts conversion and it is this tension betwéencode of the
centre and its (in)ability to reflect the practidgeghe periphery that
produce a dissenting language. Lotman describesdhgadictions
that await 'the proselytizing mission' of the certtius:

If in the centre of the semiosphere the descriptibtexts generates the
norms, then on the periphery the norms, activelyading ‘incorrect’
practice, will generate ‘correct' texts in accorhwthem. Secondly,
whole layers of cultural phenomena, which from ploént of view of the
given metalanguage are marginal, will have no i@fato the idealized

portrait of that culturé.7

This uneven terrain of cultural production and gechastic
distribution or multi-vectorial transmission of twile is also stressed
by Michel Serres. In his complex analyses of caltalynamics he
persistently questions the transparency of the lafMdeterminism
and challenges the conventional passage from thal Itw the
global?® The productive tension between local and globaikernand
dialect that Serres notes, is similar to Lotmanalsking of the flux of
energy that follows every criss-crossing of a baumdFor Lotman,
the semiosphere is in a constant state of hybridityalways
oscillates between identity and alterity, and tteasion is most
evident at its boundaries.

Paradoxically, the internal space of a semiospier the same time
unequal yet unified, asymmetrical yet uniform. Casgd as it is of
conflicting structures, it nonetheless is also radrky individuation. Its
self-description implies a first person pronoun.eOaof the primary
mechanisms of semiotic individuation is the bougdand the boundary
can be defined as the outer limit of a first-perfomm. This space is
‘ours’, 'my own', it is 'cultured’, 'safe’, 'harnowsly organized', and so
on. By contrast 'their space' is 'other’, 'hostitielngerous', ‘chaotic'.

Every culture begins by dividing the world intas'ibwn' internal space
and 'their' external space. How this binary divisis interpreted

depends on the typology of the cultre.
An archetypical example of this type of differetiba
between US and THEM, a relationship of non-relaiop whereby

Zbid.,
M. SerresHermes The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore§219 80.
29 otman, The Universe of the Mindp cit, p 131.
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the exterior Other is defined by the logic of tmdrsion is the
designation of the Other as Barbarian. The cruonilker is, in this
instance, language: a Barbarian is simply the pevgoo does not
speak Greek. However, the Other that is within sbmiosphere is
not perceived by such am priori categorization, but is identified
through the processes of translation. The construct the exterior
Other by the logic of inversion is designed to prde dialogue,
whereas the presence of an other who speaks difftmaguages
within the semiosphere, interacts through trarmbatiand thus
facilitates both dialogue and transformation. Beeathe different
languages within the semiosphere do not have mudaaiantic
correspondences translation presupposes asymméinge the
other's utterances stop soundng like muttering Baarbar", and he
or she is demed to speak Greek properly, he oissh@ longer just a
Barbarian. But this difference, as Lotman emphasises to be
perceived as both necessary and desirable, fopréeondition for
dialogue is the mutual attraction of the particigahotman outlines
the mechanisms by which dialogue occurs in the ecanbf
difference - that is, how information is generafsain the tension
between a language and its contact with a foregx 1 and he
describes this process of interaction in five staddis enables us, |
suggest, reflect on Raphael's explanation of Pitassiccess and
Nandy's account of exchange within colonialism:

First, a text arrives from the outside, it appéaiiss original form, in
its own language, its strangeness is intact; ihas considered a
threat or a problem because it is presumed to Ipergw and
therefore will offer a positive contribution.

Second, a transformation at both ends begins tarocthat is, the
imported text and the receiving culture begin tetmgcture each
other. The foreign text is idealized because iemsfthe local culture
the opportunity to break with the past. Here theeifyn text is
imbued with salvific qualities. However, there alsmnerges a
counter-tendency whereby the foreign text is linkeé submerged
element in the receiving culture; the foreign thosvates a dormant
component, and is therefore interpreted as an argantinuation or
a rehabilitation of the familiar culture.
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Third, there emerges the tendency to deprecatedheee of origin
from which the text came and emphasise that tleegatential of the
text is only realized by being integrated into tleeeiving culture.
Reception has not only led to transformation butlgn a form of
transcendance. Before, it was debased and distarted it has the
grace of truth and universality.
Fourth, after the imported text has been fully rafated, its
distinctive presence has been dissolved, and dase ke production
of a new model. Now that the receiver has intesedlithe text and
restructured its own axioms and values, the loeabmes producer
of the new and original texts.
Fifth, the receiver is now a transmitter - or intiban's words it,
"issues forth a flood of texts directed to otheripheral areas of the
semiosphere®

Lotman was conscious that this dialogue - or wieatdlls this
process of “infection" - could only be realized endavourable
historical, social and psychological conditions.tBSerres adds
another dimension which locates the interruptivemaiot and the
potential for innovation not singularly in the diglie between the
interlocutors, but in what he sees as the alliaagainst the
disruptive third man:

Such communication (dialogue) is a sort of gameyegdaby two

interlocutors considered as united against the gohena of interference
and confusion, or against individuals with someketa interrupting

communication. These interlocutors are in no wagosed, as in the
traditional conception of the dialectic game; oa tlontrary, they are on
the same side, tied together by a mutual intetbsty battle against
noise. ... They exchange roles sufficiently oftends to view them as
struggling against a common enemy. To hold a disgdg to suppose a
third man and to seek to exclude him: a successiuimunication is the
exclusion of the third man. The most profound ditiéel problem is not

the Other who is only a variety - or a variatioof-the same, it is the

problem of the third man
Where Lotman defines the semiosphere as the raswatal
the condition of possibility of the system of commuation, Serres
invokes the third man - or what he also referre@dahe parasite.
Lotman's theory acknowledges the fluidity and therpptuity of

“bid., p 147.
*Serrespp. cit, pp 66-67.
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cultural interaction.  Serres  highlights the  pregigu
unacknowledged vectorial forces of a third elemghich emerges
whenever two subjects enter into a dialogical r@ship. Both

approaches break with the functionalist modelsufaterstanding the
incorporation of difference in terms of either astation or

amalgamation. Both theorists are intensely conscaiuhe role of
the hybrid and creolized, and draw attention to $pétting, the

interference in the dissemination of languagegsjitepus towards a
re-evaluation of the position, role and functiontieé stranger, yet
both theories say little about the preconditiondeSire in mutual
attraction or the disposition to delegate the gjearo the position of
the third man. Are these structural questions simipft as the
invisible bias of history?

The problem with the semiosphere is that it dodsdirectly
address the politics in the distinctions betweeglage and silence,
between coherence and babble, between compreheraion
confusion, the determining patterns of selectiat thfluence which
languages will be learnt, and what thresholds betwhe axioms of
transparency and opaqueness in language will laisad in order
to stimulate particular forms of knowledge and terrpit the
emergence of particular claims. In other wordsloés not address
the politics by which the margin is hierarchiseghpmpriated,
tokenised or fetishised in order to serve the egtrand maintain the
order constructed by the centre. For all his attento the fluid
dynamics of the semiosphere, Lotman appears to baedooked
the specific forces of access and exclusion. Tteldeof travelling
and the process of transmission discount any degfel®ss or
mutation in the course of the journey. Meaning beginly once the
text enters the space of the semiosphere, but trdts are there of
the meanings, prior to this encounter? The aro¥al foreign text is
never a perfect isomorph of another culture, i, ie formed by the
travails of travelling.

From this perspective it appears that the primarndéncy
within the semiosphere is toward the acculturatibthe foreign text
and subtle modification of the dominant languageweer, in order
to witness the innovative potential of the foreitgxt, or the
restructuring of the dominant language accordinth®laws of the
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Other, we will have to measure the resilience efftireign code and
examine the impact resulting from the insertiothef foreign text. If
the interruptive force of hybridity is ultimatelyn®othed over, as it
is incorporated into the semiosphere, then we uastion whether
this theory of dynamic transformation is sufficignattentive to
either concept of difference or the contemporarisicrwithin
culture.

Hybridity in Postcolonial theory

The most vigorous debates on the dynamics of eifieg in
contemporary culture have occured within the fieldpostcolonial
theory. Given the extremeties of social and psychjpheaval
generated by the colonial encounters it is no ¢dance that the
most radical critics of modern transformation hagene from places
that have experienced these global changes mosallipruAfter
Fanon's detailed and passionate argument that itlenge of
colonialism has to be measured according to the t®es
philosophical consciousness of right as much amilisary display
of might, and with Ngugi wa Thiongo's clear awassef the
ongoing processes that reshape cultural prioritegirect political
directions and rewrite historical scripts in waystt split internal
mechanisms of social mechanisms and bind them decolenial
structures, it is then inevitable to overlook tlymamics of hybridity
in terms of the colonizing of the mind and the degton of
traditional social forms.

In the context of rupture and violation, commutima and
identity is always problematical. For as Stuart IHalgues, the
emergence of ‘other histories' in contemporary adigge is
synchronous with the radicalization of the notioh&gentity, history
and language. If the experience of displacement dem®me the
paradoxical starting point for understanding theapeeters of
belonging in the modern world, then this would érgachallenge to
the conceptual framework for understanding ideraitgl culture. On
the one hand, there is still the Romantic claint ithantity can retain
the essential distinctiveness of a culture. Onother, the process of
constructing identity through the mixing and engggiwith the
Other has been given, as we have seen, a far muiealc
perspective. Recent writings within postcoloniadty routinely cite
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the work of Stuart Hall, Homi Bhabha and Gayatriivak as
authorising hybrid identities. At the broadest lewé conceptual
debate there seems to be a consensus over tlte aftihybridity as
an antidote to essentialist subjectivity. HowevBpivak sharply
dissents from both Bhabha's and Hall's suggestianhybridity has
purchase in both the Third world postcolonial arand within the
diasporic condition of minorities in the First wabrl

According to Stuart Hall, cultural identity is aws hybrid,
but he also insists that the precise form of thibrigity will be
determined by specific historical formations anttuwal repertoires
of enunciatior’? Homi Bhabha notes the rising influence of once
excluded voices now challenging the boundariesladtiis seen as a
Eurocentric project. The affinity of these intertiup voices, Bhabha
suggests, offer the basis for rethinking the precgshange and the
subjects of modernity.

For the demography of the new internationalism hie history of
postcolonial migration, the narratives of cultuaald political diaspora,
the major social displacements of peasant and gihaticommunities,
the poetics of exile and the grim prose of politiesad economic

refugee33.3
Hybridity may be a condition that is common towaho have
sharp memories of deprivation but - as Bhabha @sunds us - it
seems an insufficient basis to consolidate new soomcollectivity
that can overcome the embeddedness of prior arisagen
Nevertheless, Bhabha's work has focussed on thehjosgrocesses
of identification and the cultural practices of foemance to
highlight the hybridization that is intrinsic tol dbrms of radical
transformation and traditional renewal. GayatriVv&giis not so
quick to embrace such a demography of postcolosiasdraws a
sharp distinction between the diasporic communitreghe First
world and the subaltern in the Third world. The atdrn and the
diasporic, are in her view incommensurable worldd arojecting
the concept of hybridity into the former is not ypal misreading but
also akin to providing an alibi for global explditm. By charting

%2S. Hall, Stuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studiged. by D. Morley & Kuan-
Hsing Chen, Routledge, London, 1996, p 502.
*H. BhabhaThe Location of CultureRoutledge, London, 1995, p 5.
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how hybridity is variously defined by Hall, Bhabhad Spivak we
can break with the naive assumption that hybridtitself a stable
concept or that one perspective is interchangeaitteanother.

In Stuart Hall's writing the term hybridity is @gral to the
Bakhtinian-Gramscian perspective that he bringsbéar on his
representations of social transformation. Nowherehis work is
there a theoretical model which could be transéeme particular
sites of struggle and used to 'read off' examplasybridity. Hall's
understanding of the process of transformationeigen constructed
in terms of either an absolutist oppositionalitywhereby one
position demolishes its antagonist - or a neatesgion with each
stage being a clean brake from the one before.stoanation is
seen as occuring in a more 'generative way': assjdeorldviews
and material forces interact with each other, thegergo a process
of being internally reworked until the old ones digplaced.

From this perspective, hybridity can be seen asaimg on
two levels: it refers to the constant process dfedintiation and
exchange between the center and the periphery atdeén
different peripheries, as well as serving as theapteor for the form
of identity that is being produced from these conjions. Hall's
representation of hybrid identities as always inplate does not
imply that they aspire to a sense of wholeness #vad they
invariably fall short of becoming a finished protuaut, rather, that
their energy for being is directed by the flowsaafongoing process.
This anti-essentialist perspective on identity hesl significant
impact on the debates over the 'politics of repriedmn’ and has
been utilised by Hall like a spiralling coil to tuthe concept of
ethnicity out of its anti-racist paradigm, where cbnnotes the
immutable difference of minority experience, antbia term which
addresses the historical positions, cultural caoast and political
conjunctures through which all identity is constagt So ethnicity
becomes a positive concept for the "recognitiort the all speak
from a particular place, out of a particular higtayut of a particular
experience, a particular culture ... We are allaigenseethnically
located and our ethnic identities are crucial tosubjective sense of
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who we are® By initiating such a contestation over the bouiegar
of ethnicity Hall opens up a mode for understandientity which
is paradoxically both inclusive and specific.

With the revelation of the multiple others in tkelf - or
rather the understanding that the history of thé "ses composed
always across the silence of the otffer'and when language is
framed by a broader politics of articulation, emtbedi that is, within
"an infinite semiosis of meaniny!' then, this opens the space for the
process of re-identification and re-territorialinat of experiences
previously deemed 'too marginal' to be worthy giresentation.
Hall describes this re-articulation of the symbadicer through the
Gramscian theory of hegemony and counter-politidse margin
challenges the centre via a three pronged strafegt: through an
opposition to the given order; second, via recovefybroken
histories and the invention of appropriate nareafwms; and third,
through the definition of a position and a langudgem which
speech will continue.

You could not discover, or try to discuss, the Rlasovements, civil
rights movements, the movements of Black culturalitips in the
modern world, without that notion of the re-discgvef where people
came from, the return to some kind of roots, theakmg of a past
which previously had no language. The attempt tatcdn from the
hidden histories another place to stand in, angtlese to speak from.

... Ethnicity is the necessary place or space fnudnich people speasfg.

Hall's perspective presupposes that translatiorosacrcultural
difference is always possible. But, how do we mapulaure whose
own references do not correspond to the coordinateanother
culture? How do we represent a culture whose héstomemory and
conceptual apparatus has been so damaged by treat@ncounter
that the very possibility of exchange or dialogeeras no longer to
exist? These questions are central to Gayatri 8igiessay, "Can the
subaltern speak?". With characteristic bluntnespjvek has

%S. Hall, "New Ethnicities",Black Film, British Cinemaed, by K. Mercer, ICA
Documents 7, London, 1989.

%S. Hall, "Old and New Identities, Old and New Ettities", Culture, Globalization and
The World-Systeped. A. King, MacMillan, London, 1991, p49

®bid., p 51

bid., p 35
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answered her own question in the negative: shestadisd that the
subaltern cannot speak. Between posing the quesiuh the
negative response, lie profound implications alibatlanguages of
resistance, the structures of oppression and tHe of the
intellectual. Spivak argues that there are twossidethe meaning of
representation, the political and the rhetoricalchhare articulated
by Marx with separate terms, like proxy and portayThis
observation serves as both a rebuke against thdenen for
conflation by Western intellectuals, and a corsectito any
suggestion that there can be a representationeofethl subaltern's
consciousness. This is because any representafioauthentic
condition is always premised on "contestatory regit@ent as well as
an appropriation (a supplement) of something tlaauritificial to
begin with - 'economic conditions of existence thaparate their
mode of life™s

Who knows how to best manage the Other? Spivak ageits
a suspicious glance toward the possibly benigntiiiigation with
the subaltern, the well meaning gesture of soligakith a
constituency that the First World intellectualsther appreciate nor
could find the language to address. Against akéhfacile claims of
unity, she reminds us that subalternity is not adioon to be
desired. Taking the rural and landless poor ofdras her example,
Spivak points out that the question of understamannot confined
to the linguistic problem of translation, for hovewd you translate a
culture whose "responsibility based ethical systérage been for
centuries completely battered and compromi8edto the other
culture's notion of democratic rights and civil isbg? The
incommensurability between these two orders is sbahthe gaps
and silence would be more significant than anyratiees. There is
no clear process by which the realities and expeeg of the Indian
subaltern can be translated into western categoBipwvak insists
that in this instance there is no prior space twi facilitate a
dialogue between the West and its Other.

%®G.C. Spivak, "Can the Subaltern Speak?", in P.i@fils & L. ChrismanColonial
Discourse and Post-Colonial Theory: A Readearvester, London, 1993, p 71.

%G.C. Spivak, "Narratives of Multiculturalism®, Leze at Manchester University,
January 1995.
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The moment the subaltern has stepped into the apéna
representation and negotiation, this is the firarkrof a movement
away from the position of the subaltern. The apild 'speak up' to
the hegemonic forces is a step towards becomingorganic
intellectual. However, to become such a represesté already a
movement away from the condition that is being @spnted. The
subaltern condition cannot even bear the privilefgés own 'organic
intellectuals'. Spivak repeatedly warns againstgresumption that
subaltern experiences are texts that are avaifabkeanslation. This
prognosis is aimed particularly at radical histosia

When we come to the concommitant question of thes@ousness of
the subaltern, the notion of what the wodannot say becomes
important. In the semiosis of the social text, etations of insurgency
stand in the place of 'the utterance'. The sentllee peasant' - is marked
only as a pointer to an irretrievable consciousnassfor the receivers,
we must ask who is the 'real receiver' of an 'igency'? The historian,
transforming 'insurgency' into 'text for knowledge'only one 'receiver’
of any collectively intended social act. With nospibility of nostalgia
for that lost origin, the historian must suspens f@ as possible) the
clamor of his or her consciousness, (or consciasseéfect, as operated
by disciplinary training), so that the elaboratioh the insurgency,
packaged with an insurgent consciousness, dodsesae into an 'object
of identification', or worse yet, a model for initm. 'The subject'
implied by the texts of insurgency can only sersecaunterpossibility
for the narrative sanction granted to the colosidiject in the dominant
groups. The postcolonial intellectuals learn thmdirt privilege is their
loss. In this they are a paradigm of the intellatstf?

Spivak's reminder for the need of added reflexiater the
precise status of who is speaking in place of thmakern, and who
would be able to listen to the subaltern, is a guéon against both
false delegation and idle identifications. For las eeminds us, to be
in the position to speak for the subaltern, is bintipossible and
unenviable. The poverty and brutalised conditiohshe subaltern
imply that the very step towards representatiorolvas, at first, a
move out of its own context. Alienation is the price of eye
representation. This is the extreme edge of Bemjanubservation
that no translation can find exact correspondebegéseen different
languages. Thus we could say that unlike Hall'sntitin to the
‘politics of representation’, Spivak is more coneer with the

“°Spivak, "Can the Subaltern Speatp, cit, p 82.
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'violence of silence'. In this way Spivak, unlikalkl seems to limit
the concept of hybridity as a metaphor for cultitlehtity.

In Homi Bhabha's writing the concept of hybridityinitially
used to expose the conflicts in colonial discoutben extended to
address both the heterogeneous array of signs demdife and the
various ways of living with difference. Hybridity ebomes an
interpretative mode for dealing with what Bhabhallscahe
juxtapositions of space, and the combination a@fietilag' out of
which a sense of being is constructed that corlgtaogcillates
between the axioms of foreign and familiar. Bhabhggests that, in
order to apprehend the contemporary structuregaficy we need to
shift our attention away from the concrete productdf discrete
objects and consider, rather, the restless prostsgentification.
Bhabha places great stress on the ‘fact' thatiigéatnever fixed
once and for all, it never coheres into an absdhn®. For instance,
he describes minority discourse as emerging fra'ith between of
image and sign, the accumulative and the adjunesemce and
proxy"# However, the refusal to accept the primacy of agirary
essence, or the inevitability of an ultimate desfor identity, is not
an invitation to celebrate the liberation from dabsve strictures.
The theoretical qualification on the processeglentity formation in
no way imply that identity is constructed out ofpalitical and
cultural vacuum. To elaborate the elasticity in tingjectory of
identity is not a vindication of the claims thatetlorizons are
boundless, access is free and that the past isutitheight or shape.
According to Bhabha, attention to the process dniification
requires a finer recognition of the strategy of ategion. ldentity
always presupposes a sense of location and aoredhtp with
others. However, this attention to place does nesyppose closure.
For the representation of identity most often osqurecisely at the
point when there has been a displacertient.

The stress that Bhabha gives to the belatednesghéen
representation of identity is also connected tceaper problematic
of the partiality of representation in general. Thltatus of

“H. Bhabha, ed\ation and NarrationRoutledge, London, 1990, p 307.
“2H. BhabhaThe Location of CultureRoutledge, London, 1994, p 185.
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representation is defined more by its limitationsl aistortions than
by its ability to capture an 'elusive' spirit orldhahe totality of
presence. Therefore any theory of agency must iaslode the
process of 'bricolage'. Identity is always conceiue the 'twixt of
displacement and re-invention'. By stepping betwBenjamin and
Bhabha, we could say that representations of ijeate at best a
‘rear-view' of a part of the past that is pushisgfarward into the
future. For Bhabha, Jameson's attention to pasticBaid's
appreciation of the contrapuntal, Deleuze and @tiatttracking of
nomadology are parallel metaphors for naming tmmgoof identity
which emerge in a context of difference and disghaent:
The process of reinscription and negotiation - tinsertion or
intervention of something that takes on new meanihgppens in the
temporal break in-between the sign, deprived ofjesbvity, in the
realm of the intersubjective. Through this time-tatihe temporal break
in representation - emerges the process of ageoity &5 a historical
development and as the narrative agency of histiodiscourse. ... It is
in the contingent tension that results, that sigd symbol overlap and
are indeterminately articulated through the 'terapbreak’. Where the
sign deprived of the subject - intersubjectivityeturns as subjectivity
directed towards the rediscovery of truth, themedofdering of symbols
becomes possible in the sphere of the social. Vithersign ceases the
synchronous flow of the symbol, it also seizes fibeer to elaborate -
through the time-lag - new and hybrid agenciesatidulations®
Bhabha clearly differentiates his use of the tegrid from
earlier evocations which defined it as the dialadlistain or the
harmonic transcendence between different races.btlzhahas
divorced the term hybridity from the context of nggenation, by
placing it, at once in both the semiotic field ofsalrsive
reconfiguration, and in the socio-political domairde-territorialised
subjectivity. The exilic drives that underline ounderstanding of
language and identity in modernity are thus madailave to
highlight the complex structures of agerttyhe misfit between the
formal structures that confer identity in fixedrtex like nation, class,
gender, race and more fluid practices by whichtilemoves across
certain positions and manoeuvres around given b®rdenot taken

“Ibid., p 191.

“In an earlier article | have examined in greatetaileBhabha's utilization of
psychoanalytic and literary theory, see my "ReadiiggemiNation"Millenium, Journal
of International StudigsVinter 1991, Vol 20, No 3.
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as an index of modern freedom but rather highliglite order to
draw attention to the complex dynamics of agency.

Referring to the process of linguistic hybridizatim the re-
naming that Guillermo Gomez-Pena stages in hisopmdnces and
texts, Bhabha argues that their potency is notdbaesetheir capacity
to hold together all the earlier parts or fuse thgeall the divergent
sources of identity, but is found in the way thegtdnhdifferences
together. Like Bakhtin, he notes the sense of s¢gaess and unity
in a single semantic field. Hybrid identity is thnet formed in an
acretic way whereby the essence of one identityoimbined with
another and hybridity is simply a process of acdatimn. "Hybrid
hyphenations emphasise the incommensurable elementse
stubborn chunks - as the basis of cultural iderdifons.” The
hybrid is formed out of the dual process of displaent and
correspondence in the act of translation. As eueayslator is
painfully aware, meaning seldom moves across bsndéh pristine
integrity. Every translation requires a degreempriovisation. The
hybrid, therefore, is not formed out of an excavatand transferral
of foreigness into the familiar, but out of this ax@ness of the
untranslatable bits that linger antranslation. In this respect Bhabha
would be critical of Raphaels model of appropriatio

In many ways Bhabha's strategy for understanding th
formation of culture and identity by focusing ore timterstitial and
liminal moments of articulation and the proposal tefms like
hybridity are both timely and effective countersthe essentialist
views and organic models which are still commorhimithe social
sciences. Certain projects which are defined unlderconcept of
multiculturalism uphold the hegemonic view that newltures
simply emerge from the process of accretion andhggis. These
arguments at best confuse the constituency of rediltlifference by
guasi-demographic pluralism and at worst, collafise status of
minority culture to a commodity that the dominaaltare can safely
consume. Bhabha's strategy is not a redemptive lisestrongest
work is neither a chronicle of the strategies ofitipal resistance;
rather, it focuses on the more general procesgesigh which the

“H. Bhabha, The Location of Culturep. cit, p 219.
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tactics of survival and continuity are articulatetnce his theorising
of hybridity is distinct from Freyre's theory of algamation which
attempts to re-evaluate the historical legacy @md Iprestige to the
contemporary status of cultural hybrids.

Bhabha's attention to hybridity must also be dggtished
from Nandy's theory of co-optation. Bhabha does noohfine
transformation to the alteration in the positiondafcrete values and
project the encounter as a synthesis of thesereliftes. Instead, by
grafting the Bakhtinian notion of the subversivel aialogical force
of hybridity onto the ambivalence in the coloniateunter, Bhabhas
gives a new twist to the meaning of hybridity. Hyltly is both the
process by which the discourse of colonial authicattempts to
translate the identity of the Other within a siragutategory, but then
fails and produces something else. The interadietween the two
cultures proceeds with the illusion of transferatiems and
transparent knowledge, but leads increasingly ragistant, opaque
and dissonant exchanges. It is in this tension #é&hird space'
emerges which can effect forms of political chatiygt go beyond
antagonistic binarisms between the rulers and uteslr The case of
hybridity is pressed because the process of triamsls, in his view,
one of the most compelling tasks for the culturdlacin the modern
world. Yet - to paraphrase Spivak in her correctiages to other
prominent radical theorists - this evocation of fgity is "so
macrological that it cannot account for the micgtal texture of
power™s, Indeed, if we are all hybridised subjects, but@ncounters
with otherness and our flexing of translation ao¢ equal, then we
may well need to return to a theory of ideologyd@monstrate how
the gaps and slants of representation have vaeffests on the
subject.

“G. Spivak, "Can the Subaltern Speak8p, cit, p 74.



