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Abstract

DEUS-EX-MACHINA: A MODERN SKEPTIC’S RELENTLESS SCRUTINDF
THE PRODUCTION OF ETHICS IN POST-COLONIAL LITERATURE AN
POSTCOLONIALISM

Postcolonialism uses stories from the colonial wasldonfront global audiences
with ethical problems. This dissertation examines ttetorical strategies employed by
writers to organize new communities defined in terfmBastcolonialist ethics. It analyzes
the limits and failures of the neethosby redirecting the same critical methods that
Postcolonialism has used to undermine contemporaryCatahial representations. The
theme of ethics allows authors and critics to tadff deploy otherwise contradictory
arguments, and seemingly resolve them, at momerntsrofenience. In the cases being
examined, it promises consequences and achievementgivbatthe logic of the story, are
not likely to be reached except bigus-ex-machina An author can use the rhetoric to
make ethical demands in service to a good that haasdglteeen decided. For example,
Salman Rushdie would have us feel we are alreadyemted through stories of lived-
experience and take responsibility for the proposedemiiums, even when the reality of
the connections is untested, and the particular @askk rewards are unclear. Likewise,
Amitav Ghosh would have us appreciate how the writhdpistory is a function of the
archivist and historian, then act as though we haveedeem in the present something
extra-representational that history failed to recoftien the critic asks for commitment to

ideas “proven” only by his own interpretation of th@sbn stories. To do so, he exempts
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those ideas from the initial problematic of historiographg representation allayed against
others. It is by way of this exceptionalist postura tHomi Bhabha focuses ethics on the
revealed characteristics of that which had been defaseneither one thing nor the other
without having to offer up an emerging figure for tegtior “liberatory signs” for

discursive analysis. The dissertation tests the efinagzosed in post-colonial stories and
by Postcolonialist criticism; scrutinizes the discourseiproducers; and insists upon the

equal right to refuse the new ethical order.
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THE ETHICAL PROBLEMATIC

The problem with representation, identities, and knowledge categotles they
cannot be controlled to the extent that those who inherit them, and thosdeploy
them, would want to control. Their effects on the world are ungiaae: they may not
act like they were intended to act or be used by the right people for the agbimse The
bad ones have persisted too long. The good ones are too short-lived. Thedealpow
signs have a problematic longevity or equally problematic brevityitherferes with
their initially conceived usefulness. This interference &dfedl parties that use and are
subjected to representation, identities, and knowledge categories.wéllhadjusted
member of society obeys too acquiescently for his revolutionary-trass neighbor,
and too ambivalently for those who favor undisturbed civil peace. “Myierthe idea
of minority and its actual realizations in definite behavioralgpat—may cease to serve
the management of power as unpredictably as it may cease totkernpeocess of
collectivization that would exert political pressure against heggmmwhen before it had
been promisingly useful to the various camps. A minority can atanain rights in and
of societies that recognize the concept of minority-rightsant even make arguments to
demand more entitlements. At once, it can be kept minor, a ¢geveld perhaps
contrary to the initial goals. Likewise, the identification of lstorically oppressed
people and the writing of their histories produce signs that migivepadverse to the
promotion of other kinds of identities to further other political agendiace the history
that is used by a historiographer can be used against him orojle pe represents, too.
By telling stories of oppressed women, the writer inadvertentimonstrates the
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backwardness of the particular culture and unwittingly provides resgdéhat it is not
ready to join the modern world, a conclusion of course antitheticietaeason for
telling the stories in the first plate Despite passionate arguments about the power of
language and ingenious models for signifying-practices, the produot signs still
resists regulation and directive.

Yet writers and thinkers dealing with the problems of the worldhateeady to
dispense with problematic signs like the protagonists of histotiieodistinct genders,
even spirits and specters, since power, source of the problemthis same time the
reason for which the stories were initially conceived and subsdgueptoduced. It is
not simply a matter of having to participate in the circulatdnpower in order to
confront cultural imperialism and dictate local chafigeBor that, the writer should be
able to count on the immediate reality of the particular sdodb be sufficient cause for
local action. There are real ethical problems. Who can seeheerg and smell
shantytowns butt against the outside walls of their house and not t#ke cguse to end
poverty? Categories invented on Pennsylvania Avenue (1600 or 190Gimplly be
inadequate for dealing with the real life of slums. The @poverty stricken, no matter
what fantasies they are offered or what fantasies they ierper no matter which
romantic or realistic narrative we read. Nevertheless,ifacain immediate reality that
resists generalization is not sufficient—not for those who know sloawitytife and
certainly not for those who do not. Writers in fact depend on cinaglatgns to broaden

the reach and scope of their agency, to execute power moves shirigtan D.C.

! Dipesh ChakrabartyProvincializing Europe
2 Auxter, Thomas. “The Debate over Cultural Implésia”.
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concerning a village well outside its governance and far fronbdb@daries of its care.
There are real ethical problems, they must be expressed in wag(s), and the
expressions must elicit the right responses. Postcolonialirsyrin particular, while
“witnessing” the oppressive powers of colonial discourse, its idenétggories and
cultural transformations, are engaged in a common project tosgggethat empower as
much as the signs they replace had empowered the opposition, maylka theisame
global scale. Where once there was a subaltern, now therbusan speaking as a
(former) subaltern, identifiable not by name but by what it wamlt&re once there was a
primitive, now there is the ghost of that which modernity margiesalizThe appearance
of the world “subaltern is supposed to command a certain measuwknofindedgement,
respect and consideration, especially away from those real pldiege we might find
those matching—however one wants to “problematize” “match’—the sufalter
description and where subalterity is presumably lived-experiené¢hether during
colonialism, or deferred until criticism after decolonization, Sigiigy “emerges” at the
site of address where power is being negotiated and, in maeg, edsos written.
Subaltern and ghost are characters of the new stories.

To mitigate the recalcitrant reversals and changes to wWiest hope would
happen, writers need both the right signs and the right—that is, lethisa of signs.
The signs of poverty must have the proper future, which is ultiydite end of poverty,
and which must immediately stimulate such and such responsesneBusas lead to
the formulation of a paradigm, with varying terminology and congeiptswhich
antagonist discursive functions “check” each other and establigbtharself-regulating

system of representation. The effect is that we conanihé right signs until the time is
3



right for new ones; then it can be said the signs are in lisakfield. The idea of self-
regulation is theoretically like that of the branched government maddbl the
Constitution of the United States, although proponents of self-regulatgrgfying
practices would never admit it, either because constitutionalsmbaisically a
conservative idea, slowing change as much as possible by forcitigroiigh a
deliberative government, and limiting governmental power, or becadimission might
sound like an endorsement of the United States (and its ideologitt®) best model for
the world. Perhaps it would also be tacit agreement with thealkt American
Founding Fathers’ rationalist fundamental judgment on man: our motivepofeer
should never be trusted outright. Yet critics do seem to extengrdasical distrust to
the use of sign. Most at some point criticize previous histodatdgories with the
argument from the problem of uneven power distribution. We inhgrissiWe can also
make new ones, to varying degrees of agency. If new sign$ysignd they belong to a
new structure, then they may stimulate phenomenological transfommahis is the
constructionist function. Or, to appropriate Homi Bhabha’'s charaatem, this is the
propagandist functioh Signs may also be demystified, and structures exposed; the
discursive formations that dictate how they are organized and usgedendisrupted.
This is the deconstructionist function. Theoretically it restaggsncy from discourse to
that which the discourse addredse®bviously they are antithetical: if a person is trying
to signify, his rival can thwart him by deconstructing his sigatfon; if a person is

trying to deconstruct, his rival can use structures of effecsgiblimate desire towards

3 Cf. “The Commitment to Theory"The Location of Culture
* This would be us.
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other signs. Either one can be argued is consciousness. Thetmevar as far apart as
they might seem, and it seems the right kind of talent could mahgheonflict between
them to serve one interest.

In fact, we do this all the time. Scholarly article-writiconventions of late 20
and early 2% century criticism place the deconstructionist perspectiveeabéginning
and the propagandist at the end. A typical paper summarizegandielconstructs it;
rearranges existing terms to show a problem; and solves theemprddyl issuing new
vocabulary, new relations, and perhaps new structures. It iseldés fmethodpar
excellencdor supplanting authority, and not coincidentally the social-cultpaehdigm
proposed by many field specialists. New ethics would case ttves “authors”, the
disorganizer and the propagandist, that is otherwise mutually attoddther in order to
produce new authoritative signs in a presumably directed—that isaletiway. The
partnership can be repeated. Alternative signs of goodness arequraiuneededor
the Good. Critics like Fredric Jameson, Gayatri Spivak, Bruno Latour, HBhabha,
and Dipesh Chakrabarty hope that new vocabulary and new staniéisecabe repeated,
if not constantly, generated to benefit those who most need.th&@mthem, Freedom
persists, while the language-tools change from “Christian”, to d&mim then
“proletariat”, then “unconscious”, then “subaltern”, then “hybrid”, thepetders” and
“bodies”, then “migrant”, then “human” (again); and tomorrow the orgagiserms (the

“assemblage”, as Latour calls them) will change again to wlaferoves effective in

® Cf. The Political Unconscioys‘Scattered speculations on the question of vallieé Spivak ReaderEd

Donna Landry, Gerald MacLean. New York: Routled$@96. 107 — 40The Location of Cultureand

Provincializing Europeespecially “The Two Histories of Capital” 47 — #&spectively. They all in their
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response to tomorrow’s oppression. Perhaps the analogy to the parkicwlaof
government is avoided because it can lead us to judge the new potitiegtions as we
now judge previous authority, and consequently to constrain the power oprelsent
and future critics can do with signs of their own. Lategnnifer Forshee, Dorothy J.
Hale, and Robert Eaglestone, even Bhabha who has applauded ressutberity, do
not hesitate much in calling for more direct government through ethical problems.
Ethical struggle represents an interest of our moment, dagish. Or at least,
according to Dmoinic Ramsford and Tim Woods, “the word ‘ethics’ een used a
great deal in the last few years by literary and cultural thedris®iis does not mean the
problematics of power and representation have been abandoned. Inséeaehtionists
use the theme of ethics to reformulate the problems in waysrégbammend some
actions and constrain others. Especially advantageous is thattethidbe good as self-
evident. Skillfully formulated, ethical problematics can suggest pbenomena like
economic globalization and cultural encounters might be justifiabiylated. The
suggested agencies of control vary from the rule of law to politeyaesentation to
culture products like novels. Indeed, whenever there is a ttitbeethics of ...”, there is
likely to be the reauthorization of old agents, or admission of new tmesethics of
interpretation”, the “ethics of the novel”, the “ethics of poetrifie “ethics of the

impossible®, the “ethics of vulnerability”, the “ethics of coexistenc®” Bhabha tries to

various ways use dialectical history to promotehistorical Good, certain that the end is attamaiold what
is promised.
® “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”. (1992)
" Introduction. Critical Ethics Text, Theory and Responsibili999) 1.
8 Sangeeta RayGayatri Chakravorty Spivak: in other words.
° Eric Keenaghan.Queering Cold War poetry : ethics of vulnerability Cuba and the United States
Columbus, OH: Ohio State U.P., 2009.
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suggest there exists “the historical and ethical right to sfgnihich has been denied to
some—many—by modernitfy What sets ethics apart from direct knowledge of the
good is that regulation can justifiably persist, new rules writées long as the ethical
problematic remains; knowledge, especially secular knowledge ofjdbd, does not
necessarily entail such commitment. Whether the activating isigsubalterity or
spectral, equality or “coexistence”, upon the utterance of the damgréproblematic”,

we will be set in motiolf. We will redefine our relationships to each other, write new
laws, and reorganize into supposedly better societies—even if thtbédisr society”
necessitated this latest intervention. Indeed, the turn to “e#tioggle” may have been

in reaction to the possible diminishment of interventionary authority, should intementi
be forced to argue for the particular interest and offersoraéle signs of achievement,
and be held accountable to them. This makes dismantling the auth@rayltdiif it
comes to that.

Vague, high-minded ideals are indicative of persistent authdfity.example, in
formulating the “problematic” of “coexistence”, Priya Kumaredmot provide clear and
contestable terms for success. Rather, it is felt attithis that secularism (decidedly
Western), mediated by its concept of tolerance, cannot lead tog‘ivgether™, really,
really living together. What is “living together? “Livinggether” is, depending on the

ideas to be rendered inadequate, “cosmopolitanism” (Kumar’s chaptep@ace beyond

10 priya Kumar. Limiting secularism: the Ethics of Coexistenceridian Literature and FilmMinneapolis:
U. of Minnesota P., 2008.

! “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”.

2 Incidentally, a sign is not just a word. A stésyalso a sign, if the meaning it signifies ha®¢osignified
through the retelling of the story: this | will t&hllegory”. Problematics are often allegoricKlumar dose
not quite know what “living together” means, omwiswilling to conceptualize it, and signifies it dlugh the
stories that demonstrate the inadequacy of sesmiari
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truce (chapter 4), and the dignity of home for everyone (chaptefTag plot of this
ethics is that, at another time, in another context, the prevaingepts of that time and
context will be inadequate, too, and new interventionist signs needgdheBgoodness
of the cause is steady. | have already mentioned Bhabherspatto enlist the concept
of rights to create authority for his coutnermodernity. Ethicslmaused in the context
of law, too, to demand the same kind of long-standing commitment.

In a paper delivered at the International Studies conference, BaBomkinx
suggests that ethics be used to write laws to govern transnatomiées like
corporations and NGG% Specifically she argues against normative “principles” of
autonomy and social justice (especially since they vary atihesglobe) in favor of the
normative “focus” on “power as 'non-domination”. Instead of havinggaeafor and
even enforce social justice while affording autonomy, the “pragoé ethical change”
operates under the simpler mandate of checking (or negating) dominatistead of
having to deliver an end, which also requires representing sastadg in measurable
terms (social justice is...), the “program” builds open-ended redplitness and
entittement¥’.

Buckinx's concerns and proposed solutions are typical. J. McMurtry thic&E
Value-Added: Fair Trade and the Case of Café Femeninos, tmi@reserve the ethical
functionality of the concept of Fair Trade partly by arguing tiew cultural values be

included in calculations of what is “fair”. In his ethics, thécalus of fair changes as

Ibid. xix
14 “Global Networks and Global Administrative Law:Hittal Concerns”. Columbus, OH: Ohio State U.P.,
2009.
1530, for example, autonomy can be taken away iétiporation starts to dominate.
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new signs (of what is unfair) are introduced, while the idea ofdas is consistently
authoritative (i.e. we do not abandon it); in Buckinx, the authority td teadomination
by producing new signs (and laws) never changes. In higedrtien Ethics, Place and
Environment,also typical of the ethical turn, E.M Young tries to deconstrhet t
“tendencies in hegemonic discourses about hunger and environmental degr&datien”
likens his work to the literary criticism of Victorian repret#ions of encounters with
the poor: for him as for those critics, the romanticization of povdigyracts from
genuine engagement with the structure of its cdusghe intervention of ethics shakes
us from our wrongful fascination with images of what is wrongdrgihg us to seek out
the cause and do something about the phenom&n@&uckinx, Young, and McMurtry,
and many others across different disciplines, are trying tetete the dynamics | had
characterized earlier: the right representations has to bétee by the right use of
signs.

As Young indicates, literary criticism contributes to the usetliics by providing
analogous, sometimes even paradigmatic, methods. The firstostepd$ answering
“how shall | live” is to redefine our relationship to inherited cgusesimilar to how
criticism interprets texts: poverty has been romanticizedpthaitive is a function of

alterity, etc. The next step is to issue new signs andgstiem the ethical structure—the

16 “Far-fetched Meals and Indigestible DiscoursesfléRéons on Ethics, Globalisation, Hunger and
Sustainable Development”. 21
"Young's methods are Marxist.
18 et us bracket the circularity of Young's argumamtnow. My point here is only that academics and
thinkers are using ethics to control representationd using ethics and representation to changevehiel
after their (moral) image. Young's logic is cienubecause it assumes the premise that one isiakeaking
out and trying to eliminate poverty in order todpe” its conclusion that one ought to be reprimalnide not
having attacked the cause. In other words, oaréady ethical, so act ethically. The rhetorioas Young

9



field of ethics. That is not proverty, but this is! So | would dad some literature also
participate in the project to ethically govern signification, foralbsuggestion | am only
following others. Robert Eaglestone identifies the 1990s as thee wihen criticism
turned to literature (again) for what good the latter can do, atidattheory began to
focus on ethics (in particular the ethical influence of Emmanuel Levinas onifemnd
Lyotard®®); while Michael Eskin locates the ethical turn earlier, toehdy 1980s with
“New Literary Historis pioneering special issue 'Literature and/as Moral Philosgphy’
“Literture is the place where ethical work takes place”y@&umar reiteratéé For
critics basically functioning as ethicists, there is sometlabgut the literary that its
texts—some of them at least—can produce the right signs. Theaptcaduce the right
support structures, too, since they can deplathosand other rhetorical tactics. And
they can signify the ethical problems in such ways that subsedamands can be made
from them. Perhaps those looking for material to substantiates etl@cattracted to how
problems of ethics can be constructed through telling storieawhatic conflicts among
various characters, rather than having to deal with the rigors ibyingrpropositions.
Verification admits the possibility of disproof, and places the buotethe advocate of
change. Literary contributions to new ethics signify poveghtly by reimagining poor

post-colonial farmers not as undeveloped, or yet-to-develop, but as humans

to use reprimand to convince those on whom thémamd works that they had already been trying @ en
poverty as such.
¥ “Navigating an Ancient Problem: Ethics and Literat.
2% pid. 129.
#L“The Double Turn to Ethics and Literature”.
2 Limiting Secularism(2009) 237
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unconscionably deprived of dignity and histSryThe character that feels indignant has
in truth been disposssed—and is owed in recompense. Criticism teterasethics
would then archive, reproduce and disseminate the literary signgymitydiost and
regained. Critics like Gayatri Spivak have already set up theoretigetises that justify
ethically the authority of such signs, and the texts from which ¢hee, to the approval
of those who follok". Eaglestone adds that “the work of J. Hillis Miler in the tes
years is perhaps the most concerted attempt to explore tleal gdmifications of this
form of criticism®. It must be noted that all these writers are turning to etisca
matter of self-justified practice (like “doing military etkiwith war literature”, as Reed
Bonadonna puts ), and because it gives them the rhetorical advantage of moral
highground. They arenot looking to target ethics with vigor anyway close to
approaching the vigor of criticism of, say, capitalism or hegemony.

Candace Vogler argues that true ethics needs practicaxiogt engagemetit
| take a slightly different approach. | agree with Voglett @way ethical problematic
modeled in a story has been formulate by its author. | would Isay, that the ethical
engagement, if any, is between the text's producers and those whaldrésses. As

literary critic, | am interested in the artifice of lié@ure and the rhetoric in criticism that

can serve and/or frustrate this interest of my time. Whaethgiters write is not ethics

% Cf. Amitav Ghosh’dn An Antique Land.The university economist is the strawman for Ghestjument
to redefine losses and gairla. An Antique Lands the subject of my chapter two.
24 Dorothy J. Hale. “Fiction as Restriction: Self-Bing in New Ethical Theories of the Novel”. The
theoretization is incomplete, justifying Hale'seirvention. Spivak’s structure is told through t#arxist
story of what is supposed to dialectically happéth the introduction of categories like “the subaff’. See
also Sangeeta RayGayatri Chakravorty Spivak: in other words
% Ethical Criticism 62.
% «Doing Military Ethics with War Literature”.
27“The Moral of the Story”. (2007)
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as it is commonly understood and professionally applied in the preseré.daynedical
ethics, journalist ethics, academic ethics, but what we majhethos | take the term
directly from Aristotle, as he uses it in tNecomachean Ethi¢dbecause the Aristotelian
“ethos, when reapplied, has referential pliability and certain hermttced connotations
that more accurately represents the ethical paradigm of Ruostd@m than “ethics”. |If
ethos is the meaning behind habitual action, defined as the tendency reasac
happiness, and loosely taught as “character”, then the new ethidigisate a program
for redefining happiness and producing changitigps not amending the fixed rules of
professional ethics. Professional ethics requires pre-existergities like doctor and
patient, or lawyer and client, Indian and English; a notion of Good gh&teadfast and
relative to the area of governance; specialized rule-making fyodrel institutional
enforcement. Ethoscan be radically conceived to not just accommodate but seek new
representation, as though the meaning of life depended on it, an open pghatess
supposedly benefits the right people by giving them the abilityefimrm the field of
ethics, and writethosthat will be followed.

Homi Bhabha constitutegthos through desire for and as reaction to the
“migrant”®®, his virtue is liberation. Exported from stories of “the histriend ethical
right to signify”®, figures like the “migrant” appear in the field of ethics, vehébrey are
understood as “real” and serve as the instrument of liberatingfaranagions.
Postcolonialism is the attempt to control the importation of suchfdranative signs into

the dominant cultures ostensibly for the benefit of post-colonials. likkeesses

% The political concept of the “migrant” is explaihby Homi Bhabha in “Statement for tfeitical Inquiry
Board Symposium”, 42 — 349.
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between this newethosand that older idea ofaison d'étre between character and
conformity, between what is and what should be, are complicationth wexploring.
And it may turn out that Postcolonial ethics is as codified and &g any other, but uses
rhetoric, and valorizes literature, because its advocatescara authority. Aristotle
observed that there are many different happiness and virtues (elvergass on to extol
the moderate ones); whether a modern producethafsadmits to this complexity is a
recurring question. Relatedly, ethical philosophy enables us to neaksoths about our
lives®”; where Postcolonialism locates ethical decisions and how itistescthem are
recurring points of contention. For the moment, the term is meanarnb @ proponents
of late 20 early 2f' century and Postcolonialist writing ethosthe benefit of doubt
about those features that distinguish their projects from previousrsiadding and
current commonplace practice of ethics. The differaticegethics is provisional.

In the end, perhaps it is good that ideas inevitably fail. Citidinehas a heart of
darkness, and apprehending the horror means the philosophy of “ciuvilizatib not
beguile us the same way again. The new kind of ethics can poofitthis threat of
failure by seizing it as an opportunity for newness. Failureradeemable.
Postcolonialism redeems the failure of signification in post-cdl@aees by explaining
it as an ethical problem. The “failure” of the hybrid to be na#iud to be civilized is
interpreted as a (new) story of that which was neither natveivilized. Signs replace

signs when they need replacing. The world is transformed. [fadiglectic could be

% Homi Bhabha. “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeternghat
%0 Gerard J. HugheAristotle on Ethics12. Hughes writes, “So Aristotle’s train of thyti goes more or less
like this: To live a fulfilled life, we need to bmided by emotions which are balanced, and by hatfit
thought which enable us to see what is and iselevant to our decisions, and why.”
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established where ideas come into being as they are needed and fall into disusewhen t
become disadvantageous, then we might move the world towards dyntmacal e
existence. In the redemption of failure, in the elucidationybfidity, the two functions

for changing signification (construction and deconstruction), or the fates of
signification (its life and death), “complicate’—not check, not lidaie—each other.
The conscious government of such a process can serve as the basigttucal human
dramaturgy. Michel De Certeau’s praXijsBruno Latour’s constructionistn Homi
Bhabha's system of liberatory sigfisDipesh Chakrabarty’s dialectic of historicism and
ahistory”, Rushdie’s unfinished businé§sand Ghosh’s archive of the disappeared
humari®, are all attempts to structure such a drama.

This dissertation intervenes at the instance of the*hewanalyze, assess, and
offer terms for refusal. It questions the latest importantsidda questions the support
structures. It questions that authority which persists. It beyhat, after thorough
examination, people have no use for such worlds—the world that faiffdlparticular
ethicist’'s desire—or that such a world is driven to fall apgrthe forces of its own

enactment. Maybe it turns out the attempt to create an eghotell polit® runs counter

31 The Writing of History.
32«The Promises of constructivism”. See also. “WHBs Critique Run Out of Steam? From Matters of Fac
to Matters of Concern.”
3 “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”. See &Eve Commitment to Theory” fronThe Location of
Culture
3 Habitations of Modernity
% The Satanic VersesUnfinished business is the argument for revgitiontemporary history (to ostensibly
finish what is incomplete).
% This is featured in bottm An Antique Lan@ndThe Shadow LinesThe archive in the former is familiar as
the scholar's construct—the collection of importawidence—while the archive in the latter has been
expanded to include memory unrecorded and uncdllate
37 Of the latest intervention of the atemporal, gk who want to complicate history by proposindediit
temporalities are given the benefit of the doubt.
3 Homi Bhabha. “Statement for ti@itical Inquiry Board Symposium”.
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to our existing libertarian, market-basethos There is, in fact, no ethical problem.
These considerations are difficult, but difficulty has not preventeders from
conceiving ideal structures for the productionetthos Observed over time, the two
functions are the “forces” that have replaced one system withemdty deconstructing
and propagandizing, we made history. To control the functions is to glosstony. If
history is conflict, then the device that resolves the plot of lyisk@at has been going on
for however long is, from the perspective of literary critizisa deus-ex-machina
Detemporalized, so to speak, theus-ex-machina the good implicitly promised by the
intervention. An interventionist may claim that the particular siccamay not be the
last, but he must at some point deploy the different¢esafypefrom others to distinguish
his case. Otherwise, interventions would have us run in circles seeking sigme theava
but no better than before, or repeating history that makes no ddéeréVe are fortunate
that some authors of literature have themselves set the productbmenan motion for
us. For now, we can describe the general dynamics, and anabse works that
“argue” for models for producingthos For now, Rushdie’She Moor’s Last Sigh
(1995) and Amitav GhoshBhe Shadow Lingd.993) will serve.

Both novels are intimately engaged with the idea of historyicpkarly its power
structure, and with the new, ethigabxis of historiography conscious of history’s power
and willing to use it. They look to the past in order to participathe structure of
authority that says we should base our present-day actions on axgfelaoider of the
past. namely History. For his novel Rushdie chose the trope of thwigdiarts to
signify a way of understanding transformation. Consequently, the moveleives

history in discrete representations (the image-story) thatforams temporal existence.
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A representative mosaic connects stories from different padtsliferent geographies,
and magically changes to harbinger times to come. A represenpainting juxtaposes
a past story with the present of composition, conjures the pastsangeefor the viewer,
and in its own history, that is the story of what happens to thamggittaces the present
passing into history (e.g. the mother of India paints the evicfitne Moors from Spain
using as model her son who is descended from the last Spanish Mabhough
Rushdie nests stories within stories within stories until imseeo authentic knowledge
is possible, because each merely cross-references dnokigenvrites very much under
the authority of History to clarify the past, connect various pepplesidate truth, and
show the present what to do. In fact, the intricate connections arttiengpts to signify
the past become incorporated into the ethical production of Histanghdie’s ethics is
one of always already connectedness, especially “connectidnstasical consciousness
of the determinacy of conflicts, and all that such a philosophylent&or the living,
there is always the image of the dead. The dead fought elaeh oThey fight the
present (as ghosts and spirits). Thus the dead are quite althe ethical field as
something more authentic than what history had heretofore made ofttteefight is not
finished andshouldbe. The resulting stories assume and dramatize an intedrelat|d,
ephemerally captured in paintings and mosaics, looking to a new kindstofyhi-a
magical kind—to guide its ethical future. The desire for ththaitative images of
History, the anticipated plenitude of complete connecting, motividtegpraxis that
pursues brave, new stories of the past and from overpeasis Rushdie began

formulating as early as his first major nowdidnight’s Children Rewrite the past to

39 A tendency, not coincidentally, of the Postmodamgel.



remake the present; rewrite the present to remake the future.

Controlling inherited past representation and contemporary writingstdry is
important to Ghosh’s ethics, too. His novel treats history as visibasliving world
imagined from documents that have been relocated, either tempmralhatially, out of
that world. Both Rushdie’$he Moor’s Last Sigland Ghosh’sThe Shadow Lineare
especially aware of the work of literature as agent of humanreuénd of literature
formally as the enactment of its own failure. They take adgantéd this “failure” by
locating possible successitsidethe failing epistemology of history, and define success
as a sort of literary method rather than in any specific cenaestable term. It must be
remembered that they can represent the “beyond” because ¢t burdened with the
responsibility of proof and argument. In Ghosh, the historiographerrépagatedly
encounters strangeness, contradiction, disconnect, fragmentation, andslatahdlity,
does not give up on the project of history; or at least he does not cofdodéhese
tropes that change is radically unpredictable and knowledge is fltikory is simply
the best we can do, and some of us are able to do more and hzeitettters. Instead,
Ghosh transforms failure into a tautological-teleological methalllable because it can
project ideals, in particular ideal human relations, into the pasprafature. The
Shadow Linedramatizes the (self-correcting) procedure of historiography asadstr
history as an incomplete vision trying to catch up to past eterdsgh memory and
imagining future ones from what it knows. History is not composegte#dt events and
signs of progress, but unreconciled traumas that lie “beyond”give purpose to it.
Ghosh’s idea of an ethical production of knowledge, mediated by thdicnse®f

historiography, but centered on the old theme that history is wortiovering, is a
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synthesisof the seemingly warring deconstructionist and constructionistiptes that
sustains the authority of both while subjugating their authorityraais/ethosandtelos
The former function establishes limits for an “outside” to be enevedf and the latter
function reestablishes a now-corrected order of things. The stocppafig with the
violence of Partition ends by projecting reconciliation and recoimmmeeicross shadow
lines. The work of conceiving and striving towards tiedtsis another example of the
new ethics outlined above.

But thetelosof reconciliation and reconnection, so hopeful and suggestive, lacks
enough clarity for it to be realistically assessed anccteglewith cause. How do we
know we want peace on your terms? This indeterminacy raigssuengeneral to using
literature to formulate ethical problems. Has the moral atigul of the production of
ethosbeen transparent to thogeaddresses in what is promised? Especially when an
intervention is “transformative”, does that which is transformed krim@ichanges being
proposed? Has the proposed changes worked in those discursive comniuaitea®
represented as believing and practicing it, and would it work iwither world to which
the signs of the specialists and storytellers are sent? dowriters set up the
dependency for meaning, a now-basic desire for the migrant and subitbind us to
an assembly wherein they who can assume those now-privilegedetbleswhat to do?
What does the model promise exactly, and can it deliver wipabmises if we want to
empirically test it? What is the structure of promise? y\W we value promises, chase
them, as though we need them to complete ourselves? When do ofeheen? What
are our partsin all of this drama, one of which ethical cause, otherwised known as

“transformation” or ‘aufhebety is the end of us?
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Such questions tentatively confront new ethical models at two levéley
demand clarity at the level of practice and they force ethidefend itself at the level of
theory. In other words, they are the kinds of questions a skeptia &slever. For the
moment, the questions need not be answered definitively; we can gampartant
insight by merely asking them. From the questioner’s point of,véealman Rushdie
novel or Derek Walcott poem is symptomatic of the desire to rmalethical world and,
depending on whether or not the work affirms the ideals that mojadlyfy the
production of ethgsa kind of gratification of that desire. It is a wish articulated. And the
skeptic cannot believe that the expression of a wish in any wayrmos the reality of
that which is wished. It has to be interpreted and analyzedstdtement is also a claim,
it has to be tested. This skeptical demand for testabilityictsfiith the work of the
acolyte or believer, who simply takeBhe Satanic Versesr Another Life as an
authoritative text on the condition of being and the promise of becomnmbireats the
story as a plan for future action. To him, meaning is sufficientfl@dkeptic’'s scrutiny
can seem nitpicky, distracting, orientalist, neocolonial, or countdtgonary, even
profane. To him, there is no use discoursing on the nature of thésprohfood when
people are starving: there is only the problem of what to do. Yasaton is
problematic, but so is the drama of salvation, of giving what is tdlemause at the very
least it has been used by authoritarian regimes to consolildtstay in power. Thus,
the questions, though unanswered, reveal the nature of the conflict inéhedeeliever
and doubter points-of-view that will arise when we intellectualigstjon the production
of ethos

Let us for a moment suppose we are in the model ethical wiorldhat world, as
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the propagandist speaks, his supposed antagonist waits in silenmesyesk. The rest
of “us” are instruments. According to the ethical drama, tlaéityeof the correcting
principle is preceded by something | can only call its authorigadme “it” is not like its
coeval opposite. “It” is not fully there; or rather, it is anpgynmachine awaiting user
where the other is already being used; a piano awaiting §ingestrike; or better yet a
pulpit awaiting holy man. By structuring authority, the casleeaing made for future use.
Analogously, while the deconstructionist disorganizes -cultural and hplegcal
“centers”, his rival principle lies dormant until the time ight to author new ideas and
new representations. The preparation for future action may bevetiserthe life cycles
of the new Postcolonial categories. The hybrid migrant, which mpresdismantles
essentialist ideas of individual belonging, has to settle, as Bhabha says.
Migrants, refugees, and nomads don’t merely circulate. Tre®d to
settle, claim asylum or nationality, demand housing and educatiant ass
their economic and cultural rights, and come to be legally reprélsente
within legal jurisdictiong?
The unstated consequence is that Bhabha's ethics affords the nuigiapeded choice
of settlement and identity. In other words, “settling” is thgramt’s (future) power, as
the concept figures in the field of Law. Where does the authttrdtly readies for the
coming of the antagonistic principle work but in us (including “migrantdo have to
listen to the “migrant” and respond accordingly—that is, ethicallydging from which
responses to the “settling” of migrants are lauded in Postcolonial theory aauifiethe

moral production ofethosasks us to watch for and obey yet-to-be authors who will
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reform us, and apparently works well where it has found such a comynadinitaiting
believers. Both players of the drama must have authority at e tsae, though their
relationship, who is speaking and who is not, whose images organize tlke andr
whose images have yet to be written, may change in the fateteange for the better, to
be sure). Outside the community, the emerging speaker doesveanktant authority.
By introducing space-time and setting production in motion, we |é@the plan to
ethically produce powerful signs requires a persistent supportingise of authority
which is able to make a case for voices yet-to-speak. Bhabts&lhwants fiscal power
to redistribute wealth across existing sovereign borders and competirg'ethic
Postcolonialism now has the task of maintaining a proper drama dretwe
propaganda and criticism, the seemingly adversarial principlesdmalectical model for
the production okthosand the two allies directly named by Bhabha as he describes his
method? If they are not segregated and placed under a “liberatoriiortyt, the one
will tend to nullify the work of the other before a story has hatlance to meaningfully
change the world. If the conflicts that drive the plots are reeblved, sublated,
redeemed by some sort @éus-ex-machinahey will be meaningless. The Postcolonial
literature that tries to write a procedure for produoatigosis a drama of temporary
conflicts and resolutions across this important boundary. In Amitav Ghbsé’Shadow

Lines one vision of the world is confronted by another or by matter ¢@hathich the

“OHomi Bhabha. “Statement for tk®¥itical Inquiry Board Symposiurh
1 “Indeed, to the extent to whiafiobal equity and justice demands the free flow of peoples goods,
taxation has a crucial role to play in providinggnaints and the “poor” with social welfare, publicogs,
medical care, and educational benefitsthe nationallevel”. “Statement for theCritical Inquiry Board
Symposium”. 347 emphasis in original. The compgéthos of course, detest welfare states for various
reasons.
“2“The Commitment to TheoryThe Location of Culture
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vision is and the people it affects). These confrontations thecperipatetic narrative to
have to constantly adjust its truth-statements as its nariaeels. Revision after
revision after revision, slowly and eventually a method emergesmé&h®d for writing
ethosis to modulate back and forth between limited deconstructive and wcingtr
functions until a final construct, a synthesis, is produced. pfteessof revising, or how
the narrator’'s stories of a traumatic past he has not diregpgrienced and remote
places he has not visited get changed, becomesldaogyof the novel, the promise of

a “cure™

to revisionist history its telos Ghosh’s  historiographical
imagining/revisionism organizes the developing consciousness ofdtag@nist (and of
those reading the book). Our narrator becomes aware of his histoaggnation, learns
its possibilities and limitations, and in the final analysis coimgmds the good as a
practice of historiography. In other words, for anthropologist and lisov@hosh,
something positive comes from having to revise, and from its camistakes and
difficulties encountered while doing fieldwork.

There is something particular about Amitav Ghosh’s narrativenigae that
allows him to transform conflict and the failure of imagination—o& part of some—
into a method while avoiding the fatal problem of total fragmentainod moral
relativism, and avoiding what will be the conclusions of this presentatf he could not
rely on the first-person subject to make authoritative decisionsytitesis “method”
might not seem so convincing. The “I” that narrates is soverexen if his memories

are sometimes taken from and intermingle with those of othirstapos&he Shadow

Lines’s “disorganization” with the idiot’s narrative from William FaukieeThe Sound

“3\Whether or not, under direct cross-examinatioigggid that we are never absolutely “cured”.



and the Fury there is little impetus tonakesense in the latter—or the impetus is all
ours®. But we do not have to venture into minds that fail to constitutea &®ught
experiment, let us consider what a Ghosh novel would sound likealusther committed
to exploring the complicated reasons for creating ideas and prodegrgsentation, in
the way that a V.S. Naipaul novel does. After all, organizing patise group of
people/s to one principle of ethical “historiography” is not ag/ eas enlightening a
single mind already inclined to be ethical.

Wherever language and imagination are contested in a Naipaul rnbeel,
confrontation is consequential but unproductive: it does not produce anythimpdmpde
can take away and use to their advantage. In fact, the resthitange is usually not re-
visionary synthesis but simply change in the manner of fashion (fatalibouvthe style
of a Milanese catwalk). In NaipaulA Bend in the Riverthere is no authoritative
consciousness that learns to control the production of signs (evemdfis a protagonist
signified in the third person restricted narrative). Signsabstituted, disseminated, and
transformed as an uncertain number of interests negotiate larith,\@ea power to their
respective advantage. Any advantage rarely lasts, however, feamdaawhile the
authoritative allegories of “Africa”, or “development”, or “progeg, are again
abandoned for other ones. Sometimes they change simply becauseapeapieacted to
new things. The people in the book, especially the most passionatglatedus, those

most certain of the good in what they do, now and in the past, aigrathakers engaged

“ Of course, the first section of Faulkner’'s novehbt meaningful without contrast against the other
sections, and so even though it lacks the ethioplise of Ghosh'’s disorganization, it still hagtat very
least novelistic purpose. We are not talking aladigctunorganization. And this is my point. Writing about
the failure of language or “disorganization” meaommitting a disingenuous and suspect act. Allighkeft

23



in competitions with no moral end-result, no enduring, transcendézitd The
meeting-place at the bend in the river cannot support the kind dfesysitpossible in
Rushdie’s magical Mumbai or Ghosh’s divided Bengali Shore. Nedtlmarket where
different interests learn to trade nor an enlightened, ever-igelpsiis, its history is a
sequence of business and conflict. There are times when the dems peaceful, and
the people who meet there tolerant, even cooperative, but the peaeseofrtoments is
perhaps questionable and certainly finite. History, never nrageace, finds a way of
reasserting itself. The only possibility for sublimating tbwn’s rebellious energy and
reforming it, we soon learn, is to govern; and, in a bit of Naipaulony, the desire to
govern it is exactly what drives the policing program and propagainthee tyrant “Big
Man”. In contrast, the subjective narrative point-of-view lets Ghogintd#agonist
“govern” phenomena and the conflicts of different interests witdeptoying apparent
police power. Master of the society of his psychic functions, thatiteg subject never
despairs of his own incapacity, never becomes schizophrenic, and teaowsrect
himself ethically. The problematic of representation—long foegdttGhosh’s narrator
is a benign, almost enlightened “big man” of his own state; and rite bf a very
powerful, single-minded, almost totalitarian kind of ethical intervention.
Naipaul'soeuvreexplores the possible life and death of authoritative signs. The

people that use them do not let them come and go quietly. Those amiiegriters who
would distance him from the proper representation of post-colonial condgigosess

the fact that Rushdie, Ghosh, Walcott—and they—are interpretingatime “reality”,

for analysis is to ask why, and so | am asking whiters like Ghosh “disorganize” and trying to evae the
result of his attempt.
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using nearly indiscerable principles of cause-and-effect, cuétndematter, and differ
only in the incontestable ideals they choose to protect, if any. disagree about the
truthful form for representing post-colonial places. Perhaps Naipaul's biggéss that
he refuses to write a moral idea without understanding the agehategropose it and
benefit from it, and those who are ruled by it. In fact, attertgptsrite morally and
ahistorically, as it were, produced historical consequences tliatdefarther attempts;
and unless there is some radical change in premises, tHegomtinue to. Those steps
taken to protect virtues like freedom and the idea of post-colonialéndepce turn out
to be the most tyrannical, and particular actions are pardonable arbjetat believers of
the cause. More importantly, Naipaul demonstrates with theyctsria skeptic that, in
history, what becomes the two “checking” principles in the ntwca paradigm have
never acted in any controlled way, and that the promise of Good Wisthes the
dismissal of the old and the promulgation of new ideas (e.g. theigwoof
Independence) and new paradigms (e.g. all cultures in fragnpeothuce the condition
for the lack of fulfilment. He follows an idea until it igl§ified by reality, or it is
supplanted by other ones. It is possible to read these unoptimistial reonclusions in
Rushdie and Ghosh, too—radical because the conclusion subverts alltol@msorally
coherent universe—if we can resist that leap of faith which slruge to immediately
synthesize moral order from conflicts and write ethical ruidgn confronted with
“problems”. In other words, if deconstructionist logic is consigfenibserved, then no
idea should be able to establish authority as anything more thawehpons of

respective, competing interests. And if an igeauthoritative, then there might be little

that can be done to subject it to the ethical use of signs. The idea and its organiftation w
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pass, but what follows their demise is unknown. The whole “systens gissolution.
Perhaps no system was there to begin with. No Omnipotencendsdceset things
right, only deus-ex-machinaand the last to assume such authority turned out to be
another Big Man. Naipaul himself erects no ethical program tgeptine world of the
foundational premises shared with Postcolonialism and redeem itgbiyisg the
unknown that is not really not known: the authority of signs is truly ediptable;
indeterminacy truly indeterminate. Reasoning, then, from strudiiiffatences among
the works of Naipaul, Rushdie, Walcott, and Ghosh, we can write gueritf the
Postcolonialist production @thos

Criticism of the production oéthoscontributes to ongoing literary discussions by
reading a group of texts as allegories of moral order and wtescof authority, and by
analyzing certain theoretical statements on the subjectrmmatte in terms of authority
rather than sympathetically within the theories’ respectivadigms. It is therefore
deliberately at cross-purposes with producergthbd”. The “emergent” is not given
power automatically. The work that tries to fix the futuse$i a grammar for signifying
it, and that is a literary act. If we compel an ethibalory—even our own—to have to
repeatedly justify itself and explain its practice, we can exjtesnherent contradictions,
fundamental assumptions, and flaws in execution for the widerustinvinced world
to examine and judge. The “theory” that promises depends on the shelter of adig¢din b
to meet the skeptic’s questions. Ironically, in its defensiveupesihe contested “theory”

leaves itself open to analysis. Forced to defend the “thidgg” gopulate the ethical
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field, it can be systematically criticized and reasonabumted. Faith in ultimate Good
and the moral perfectibility of human society, for instance, tetreanselves as first
principles no amount of reasoning from observation can support; yet, belteeer, no
amount of reasoning can disprove. Skepticism asks those questiorsafaitmust not
be asked.

The faithful, of course, have questions that the skeptic can nevdadatidy
answer. | leave that business to someone else. Reconcilihg afait reason or
synthesizing a “complicated” middle-ground is not the only goodtuflacship. Indeed,
bad scholarship begins with compromise. Even if study does not rasodtholic
improvement or any other persuasive utilitarian reason, wehaxk learned much along
the way. We will have discovered a way of reading (tberétive language that affirm
ethical ideals); rhetorical strategies for expressing tbeahwish to create a good world
(as, for instance, dramas where imagination confronts the madf}s about ethics and
power emerging out of similar and dissimilar local writing caodg; proposed model
solutions for various kinds of prescient problems, including the problem of
representation, the use of social power, and inherent human values; @fgrexis from
different discursive and geographical locations, espousing differesiogles, linked by
comparable literary strategies and moral outlook; the function ohoatyt in
Postcolonialism as it goes “global”; and more generally how pesplee and value
literature to create advantageous power negotiations. All thisl&dgevis not bad, even

if it does not seem to serve the Good in particular.

“> but then, why do the two have to be mutually esiele? Can we not know how a piece of writing plags
our emotionsandstill make up our minds about whether to do as ssiggl by the ideas it communicates, or
27



No direct judgment is being passed on either witnessed “thorgsthics, but on
the literary strategies for writing those “things” and laogtthem in the ethical field.
Judgment is being passed on the authority that governs the productitrosdnd those
who establish that kind of authority, and those who take advantage of thefffuore,
and perhaps most importantly, the evaluation allows one conclusion @ms ¢e be
missing from criticism today: invalidation and rejection of that which preardsysis of
intervention and vociferously protects its stakes. Someone is niofg téfle truth.
Someone is making things up for their own purposes. Interventions ought to be
deliberated. Such readings may never be justifiable whenduagebility to produce
desired outcomes, whehat is the criterion, but they definitely provide knowledge to

master negotiations, however briefly effective is that knowledge.

not?
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1. THE EXCEPTION IS THE RULE: QUESTIONS OF METHOD

Literature... is a language, and a language in itself repeeseriruth, though it may provide the

means for expressing any number of tHem.

How can a text be rigorously analyzed when it invokes anuahtg redemptive
Story and is delivered by an author who would not be denied? A stbegms when its
understanding of things is based on the teleology of some higher intetiigence; the
Story is inarguable because it asserts authority to speak threnmighest. It is an
authority that treats unfavorable assessment to be no less thiah d€he theodical
rationale that man is evil becauti&t is part of the unquestionable Good serves as a
simple example. Of course, such stories assume what they “proeeder to “prove”
what they assume, and may well have made up characters, idedsingadkernels of
what supposedly had been denied, in order to gain what has yet to beedisclofor
proof they recall supporting testimonials from the archive of humadugts, they may
simply be recycling the logic, as a new testament introdoeestenets and re-cycles the
old faith. If for argument they deconstruct a rival’'s categgoand narratives, they may
simply be arguing that the rival is wrong for not supporting them.s@ rks run the
gamut from the inane and blunt to those that deftly exploit emagiotiglesire, and from
propaganda to literature. Recognizing the tautology of the jungifpgic, however,
does not make contestation any easier. Like the idea of God/s uitidgriyre sacred,

the Story protects both the text and producer of the text fromtirsgr moreover,
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depending on the ambition and skill of the writer, a text can invokey $toclaim
dominion over that which would disagree with its propositions, refutebigervations,
and refuse its claims. Under such authority, when a Story-sgikaks, his words have
the mystical, magical effect of remaking the world in hiagey when they do not, when
he lacks that authority, this type of storyteller seeks to establish it.

Poets and novelists and for that matter any language-user @mn dfé¢hat kind
of power and try to signify what they think they want. And they haeey have dreamt
of the final account and they have written down their dreams. yitmas simple as one
word: Peace. Or Shantih. Shantih. Shantih. Or “liberatory”. theg have been
disappointed. Then, in some cases, a teller can make the Stapdtllbeautifully and
regain some measure of the imagined certainty, meaning, Wwh#t,have you, through
the order of Art: this, too, is tautological, and may be considdredspirit of literary
Modernisnf. Was there ever a still point of the turning world, an omphalos v een
lost? Perhaps not, but the experience of loss is authentic, and consssoo$rie
important, so it goes. In other cases, a teller insists in oathldteat language is slippery
and the world in flux, then in another demand unwavering commitment haracter
type, the word of the other, his cause, or change, the unexamined ateangé, because
the goodness of doing so never changes. Against wondrous signs and theouam
producers, literary criticism also developed to a point wheteutd to take dependable

positions of doubt in order to study the work of art. It could skeptiGanceive

! Northrop Frye.Anatomy of Criticism 354
2 To be sure, this periodization is debatable.efighds on, for instance, or perhaps determines Keats's
equation “beauty is truth, truth beauty” is intexjed.
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adamantine truth or teleological history as yet another humanduaneind look for real
consequences of the various ways signs address and are interf@gtadalyzing the
production of beauty and truth, and by discovering how words are Mgriosed to lay
claims, criticism enables its audience to make up their own naindst any text. And
perhaps most importantly, students and scholars of literature feanold signs as
indeterminate, neither true nor false, but with the capacityltthéetruth, or to lie, and to
hold ideas in tension, what Keats called, in reference to Shake'spkgarary skills,

negative capability. But the important and limited responsibilitgriiicism to analyze
and demystify is abandoned when the critic and that which he would criticize phegue t
high-minded purposes.

This change in purpose is accompanied by a shift in mode fromcKegialysis

to the writing ofethos Ethosis not overt directive, although it can be communicated as

such. Usually, the self-directed motivation is subtler, composesiseh@lages of ideas
and things that move subjects to repeat speech and actions. Theorepetalmost
compulsory, insofar as the actor can keep repeating the task tovéeled (or avoid
reprimand), even if consciousness of being ethical is recolleofianoral intention.
And, as with all regulatory mechanism, ethics does not come intotwi®e scrutinized
until there is a violation, an instance that can be cited as gakthihe writing ofethos
is supported by a range of discursive functions found variously iatliter and literary
criticism. Criticism today abounds with schools that have madetktheal turn, and new

niches continue to emerge fully employing the mode. For instaacmus Cultural

3 “still point” comes from T.S. Eliot’s poem “BuriNorton”, part of theour Quartets the omphalos is used
by Joyce to pivot between Homer’s world and his own
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Studies subspecialties, from the more established African-&areftudies, and Latino
Studies, and Asian-American Studies, to the newly recognized /disaéilities/crip
theory, to the up-and-coming Fat Studies, justify their interpretationgg®ahng to self-
appointed and deliberately open-ended imperatives like social juslicgtice calls for
relating to culture in these ways, proponents will say. To suletnts calling, each
school has developed new vocabulary, interpretations and theory.re8slt standards
for literary evaluations, for example, what might have beered&l mot juste which
defined literature and good literatuteggve been changed again, and are now determined
not by traditional beauty or deft use of language but by setwitigat which the various
schools hold to be the highest purpose: every story shall be meagaiedt the ideal
Story thatshouldbe told. Interpretation must be an act of affirmation. One resulttais t
really poorly composed works are promoted because they say oe ased to say the
right things. Furthermore, curriculums are developed to estabhidhreinforce the
desired identities. Much more is expected of “literature” ‘@niticism”. This genus of
criticism is recognizable by the relatively heavy investmergigns (again), as though
the right ones lead to fulfilment where all others fail, and orahauthority superior to
all human activities, while the species may be identifiechbyparticular vocabulary and
texts featured in the campaign. Producers of ethics have not owiyosed ways of
speaking, but also developed the particular apparatus by whichalcdgcisions are
made. They are so fully committed to the ethical turn that dus @f conforming
knowledge and representation in the ethical field has become sfevi The stories

that signify ¢hosare revelations of Story; hence the difficulty of contestation.

* Take for instance the critical argument of exansh?



The turn specifically taken by Postcolonialism may be idewtifiy looking for
subtle relocation of characters and plots interpreted from post-abtuyjects of literary
study into other fields. If “post-colonial” describes conditions commootihose places
that once held special interests to Colonial Empires, that were colonies, then
“Postcolonialist” may be used to describe a set of speciaksiten them now. There is
interest in what can be made of the various conditions, their candeshat they mean,
and of course how to understand post-colonial persons. There is interédse¢ i
knowledge derived from interpretation, and the establishment of newecditam it.
Characters like the resisting mimic or the emerging semmltwhich were conceived
because the paradigm of colonizer/colonized failed to account farotihelexities of
colonial history, become fundamentally important to these new visions of the viorid.
the world now follows new plots. The new plots are oriented on pectamcepts and
characters; ethical decisions are made in reference to theefact that characters and
plot are composed from accepted past events and present conditiorienalsiythem
added substance, and claims about them, with them, on their behalf; greditaility, as
though human lives, the world, the cosmos, constitute story—the Story—lis@iaut.
The plots in which they are redeemed replace those plots in whichrd@ot. Literary
criticism’s points of contact with ethical projects follow fromur discipline-defining
questions: in what kind of story—or Story—do these figures stand, and isviia¢
language in which the stories, and sodties are written?

Admittedly, study of post-colonial realities do in many casesfy revising how
we understand a particular culture and history, because we have takeyn m

representations as referential without test, ideas as trltbbwiteason. Something like
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the noble savage was thought to have existed that did not; theitetord the many
“truths” that are based on it are relegated to the archigeraal idea that produced real
consequences but on no real basis, and come to understand the ¢rveastiaade.
Realizing that the “noble savage” configured in stories aboutwmnds were created to
motivate the public that consumed them, perhaps we also learn to berdrfayuany
rhetoric that uses the function of alterity to structure motfgesrdent subjects. Since
rhetoric is always being used, we are on constant guard. Vés@eeially guarded when
the rhetoric tries to teach whomever it addresses a new dgegistructure new
subjectivity. Those who are not risk becoming instruments of sigemmaand we guard
against both them and structures that grant the latter authority ared. péaditionally,
the examination of new cultural products from places under the sifgssmendous
changes and outsized expectations has given us new knowledge of how aualtur
people function, and how they may yet function in the next severalleeca so. And,
to an extent few seem to acknowledge, we also learn how a &uthalfunctions and
malfunctions to the point where it must be concluded that eitheefresentation o4
culture is false, or interpretations in support of it are so. Anglophonetites is a
participant of that which it documents. We can study it and usesitudy how a new
language is formed from old and sometimes extant languages, antiehnewt is used to
produce identity formations no different from how the old was used. nt¥gpret. We
invalidate. We demystify. Postcolonialists are more ambitious.

Homi Bhabha often reminds us yet once more that some personssaddbss

Colonial discourse could and did resist conversion into Colonial subjeetsubject and
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the addressee are not the samdoments of hybridity in which the would-be subject
seems neither one thing nor the other are really moments of ¢wteduction and
resistance. Subsequent studies of hybridity catalogue variousstadtipower, and
Postcolonial theory has been amply applied to texts across vanmssand genres until
the catalogue is vast and descriptions like the Postcolonddii&iAges make perfect
sens@ Interpreting widely, however, would not necessarily prodihesand is not the
relocation | meant. What is a well-stocked library with feats circulating? The
relocation to which | refer is found in another story told by Postcalists, often
implicitly but no less authoritatively. Indeed, it may be moréautiative because latent.
As we will see, Bhabha's analysis of hybridity is usuallstory within the Story, a story
of hybrids within the Story of Struggle, the moral-ethical ingtiien being that,
measured against Empire builders, who were self-evidently unethieale responsible
when one of thosethosdefining characters figures among us. Either we observeeor w
impede “the historical and ethical right to signffyds revealed in the study of culture.
The function of the “Postcolonialist” relocation is to introduce thiy ¥gpe of character
and overarching plot tourrent and futuredecisions. When Bhabha finally lists the

demands of the hybrid “migrant”, he reveals the purpose for promibtengoncepts and

® Cf. “Signs Are Taken for WondersThe Location of Culture

® Cf. the collection$®ostcolonial Approaches to the European Middle Agels. Ananya Jahanara Kabir and
Deanne Williams. Cambridge: Cambridge U.P., 2088.Tde Postcolonial Middles Ageisd. Jeffrey Jerome
Cohen. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2001. Sem &ichols, Stephen G. “Writing the New Middle
Ages”. Neohelicon 33.1 (2006): 141 — 169. Nichols examines hatle “Middle Ages have something
important to tell us about ourselves and our agéfér pointing out (in the same sentence) that we are
fascinated by the Middle Ages precisely becauiaittions as the other in our self-conception.haiigh he
does not pursue the skeptical analysis that follras the idenitification of “our fascination”, himitial
framework does raise the question of whether “thsté®lonial Middle Ages” indicates a period of bist
more aptly described through concepts that emergen@ study of Colonialism and Decolonizationhe tast
three centuries, or the Postcolonial Middle Ageshis “Middle Ages” imagined by Postcolonialists to
“confirm” their rhetoric.
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all that they entafl He reaches the real end of the story—the Aristoteleaoldgleal
cause—and in disclosing this end, he demonstrates how a wnteuseaa story to
assiduously slide moral meaning from anti-colonialism to socialesticine and other
entitlements. Moreover, the “theory” sets up a structure formgdkirther claims in the
time of intervention. When one feels one cannot decide againspeb#ics demands,
and veto each line as it emerges from obscurity, because it putsaonaconscionably
close to neocolonialism, the new ethical structure is more & fielly formed.
Postcolonialism, therefore, may be understood as common if not cooddstedtegies
for appropriating critical practices like historical and cuwdturevision to produce a
species okthos It is epitomized by thethosthat the ethical person cannot fail to meet
the demands for settling these figures.

Although | said that the key figures of Postcolonialism are agdocamong us, |
could have also said that the present, with its concepts and its,ttsrgeing relocated
from the many stories in current use to the s/Story against @blomiver. Economic
development as understood implicitly in the World Bank's World Developme
Indicators database is now economic development as observed by thal “soc
anthropologist” in an antique land. You and | are supposed to be diffétenttee
intervention. The past is studied, but it is we who are to be tramsfior Meaning in the
present is signified through allegories of the Colonial past @ogd-colonial places.
Contemporary grievances and past victimhood are superimposed. Suduzalarte

new emergencies. And rather than resist and contest what is daethgwve who are

" “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”
8 «Statement for th€ritical Inquiry Board Symposiuth
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being addressed by the interventionists become good subjects of tbersbsand
effective instruments of its esteemed purveyors. After malapticism about how
people manipulated each other by producing historic callings, mhseee are still
obliged to history. We are all obliged to answer the call obhist We speak these
“liberatory signs®. According to Edward Said, “positive knowledge of languages and
history was necessary, but it was never enougf 1."am intervening at the latest point
of address, where knowledge of hybridity is not there for us to doasiive choose, but
tells us what has to be done. One could complicate Postcolonialtbnotiver post-
colonial examples, and argue that post-colonial realities have catgplesufficiently
theorized in a Postcolonialism dominated by South Asian literatustory, and
criticism, but this means participating in the same struab@irauthority derived from
“ethical” representation of the post-colonifal | want to push harder, and from a more
conservative position. Naipaul is post-colonial. Bhabha is Postcatbnidllahasweta
Devi, borned and educated on the subcontinent, writing about it, and choosing to
advocate for the suffering Indian masses and the non-institutiom@ssions of whicH,

is both. The distinction between post-colonial and Postcolonial medrenthaan study
literature written from post-colonial, by a post-colonial person,bouta post-colonial

place, without being Postcolonialist and without having to become one. Why relocate?

° “Freedom’s Basis”

10 preface.Orientalism (2003) xxv.

M Chu Yiu-Wai's article “The Importance of Being @bse: Orientalism Reconfigured in the Age of Global
Modernity” is an example. By astutely going backSaid’s Orientalism, Chu can claim common heritage
with and equal status to the Postcolonialism dotathby South Asians and their examples.

12 And authenticated by the intellectual Gayatri &fjwvho translated some of her stories.
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The new, or renewed, relationship to the philosophy of history is otteediest
indicators of the turlf. The (re)turn to uncomplicated history and the turn to self-evident
ethics, at least in literary criticism, serve politicaltitives that are very much in line
with each other. Already for the novelist Amitav Ghosh and thec cBipesh
Chakrabarty, skeptical questions about the writing of history—the tignss of
historiography—are merely starting points of contention. His®not just a construct
to be deconstructetut also a field, a mode, a form of rhetoric, for creating issues and
taking the past and the present to task; that is, history isitmias before the advent of
modern doubts about it. Indeed, for Chakrabarty, whdPiavincializing Europe
includes himself into the Subaltern Collective project of writihg histories of the
peasants of the subcontin€hthe concerns of historiography serve as a way to address
Western Theory about signifying practices already deemeadhbial elsewhere. Both
writers take issue with the valorization of the philosophy of adoand economic
development that drives the most powerful sectors of the modern wortdulzatly
when the plot of development assumes progress is always prefératae jnevitable.
Historical consciousness leads to a race to be the most developedfedr. Both make
their cases by complicating the apparent truth that developmirat &bsolute pattern of
history. In Ghosh’dn An Antique LandEgyptians fellaheens marvel at modern ideas

and things without understanding how those things and ideas affect thleeydive. As

13 Besides patent statements like Robert Eaglestotmiticism must be sensitive to the way in which
language reveals the othemd our responsibilities to the ottidiEthical Criticism emphasis mine). It must
be noted that Eaglestone locates the ethical tlitneaway back to Levinas and modernist criticatgzligms.
The modernist paradigm, however, is no longer &bleffer an ethical criticism (30). Eaglestonekset
revitalize criticism’s production aéthosby advocating for the use of a critical mode tlmicé again) steps
out of the text (what he calls “epi-reading”). ®e agree, in not about anything else, then at kasut the
latest turn.
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a result, the peasants unknowingly superannuate themselves; they understand tbifeir way
life as an error in time that Modernity must correctPinvincializing Europewriting in
a different mode, but effectively building the same characteessame world beyond
modernity, Chakrabarty makes the same argument. Addressing thiersuballective,
he claims that the kind of critical history being written ablodia by Indian historians
(presumably with the best of intentions) may inadvertently keemulgects in the
“waiting room” of history, because certain characterizatiomskntheir subjects as less
developed and unready for the modern age. Thus a charge agairest igendalities
based on a history of oppression may locate a society or cultar@ratvious stage of
history, before the advancement of individual rights, and actuallyiéedidadvantages in
current global political and economic power distribution. Concurrentigesstandards
for historical development are set by Western societiesriass reinforce the sense of
superiority of that which they are not supposed to. In other wordsritizing does not
always advance the cause. Chakrabarty proposes a partial cetihistory in his next
bookHabitations of Modernityl say “partial” because it is done while also historicizing.
| do not dispute Chakrabarty’'s initial observation that certain kinds of
representation will produce effects undesired by the originadlymers. Only near-
absolute authority could ensure that words and ideas always theiteanted reaction;
then again, this is a truism. Chakrabarty’s insight is thatlltleffects may be unseen
because they occur in a different context. Stories that help individual mights global
stature by justifying rival political agendas. Given the pplecpositions of the audience

he claims to be addressing, namely the subaltern group, his pelatioms warnings are

14 See for instance the introductionRmvincializing Furope



to be expected. | might have elaborated on the warning, adding tatdhlegue and
reaffirming the presumptions with more examples from acro$sreint contexts, if |
were from the same school.

Nor can | find a way to disagree with Ghosh’s stories of losf@mnad, since they
are based on his engagement with the world and his lived experi€ocenim, Nabeel
really did disappear from history. And this disappearance, hg feel consequence of a
world in which Moderns are but actors. Even if there had been no INHi®re remains
the fictive imagining and the narrator’s feelings, which gugagently real; | cannot very
well argue that the narrator is not distressed. Then againh@Ghdstermined not to let
his experience stay just his experience, Nabeel just Nabéehitab/v'>. He has
published. He has identified points of value and established pattebehafior in his
published works. He has introduced categories and concepts, plots andhidearites
about problems and offers resolution. He would not want “Ghosh feelsbdenate the
idea of disappearance-redemption, or claims based on the trope. Tevdiatever
exceeds those supposedly unassailable idiosyncratic limits ofiexge whatever tries
to assert itself as a thing, real, and true, is subjected pdickestudy, however much the
writer may resist.

In these preliminary examples and throughout the analysis, wiattlto expose
is the structure of authority which underwrites and is reinforgetitérary and critical
practices, and which is epitomized by Chakrabarty’s declardtatnniot everything has
to be historicized, for the simple reason that | want to resbeveompelling decisions

for myself and for us severally. The novelist and the cultuitad tilave already made up
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their minds about which ideas and concepts are to be subjected twiisioticism and
which raised above such critiques. Enduring such critiques are“thoggs” in terms of
which good behavior is defined: archetypes, events, change, etc. Tdrs Wave found
them in history and in antique lands, and if only we would find thesgdluarselves we
cannot help but come to the same ethical conclusions. The suffering fellaheshsand
dwellers are ready example, disappearing and reappearihg atot calls for, changed
by external forces yet retaining some indomitable essentbeaargument demands.
This superposition of mutability and durability is necessary &ertdie latest demand of
ethics, and the idea of good it implies, above faults and egavkith previous versions
have been exposed. Peasants are historical; the idea tempadaiyrgoorarily occupied
by the peasant is understood as ahistdficahnd “above” it all is the empty signifier
that makes redeeming these characters meaningful and seeposgible—the promise
of ethics. That which is promised does not have to be realizabileefaliscourse to be
authoritative: as anyone looking forward to the afterlife knows, #éuemption of a
promise may be deferred.
Now imagine a method like Nietzsche's study of moral categdria kind of

historicism, continued, extended, and leveled against the latest atemgurite the
good and you will get an initial sense of that against which my tigat®n runs. A

genealogy of liberation, | suppose, or a genealogy of Postcofmiali | am not

15 «Amitav” is the narrator’s given name (also thetaw’s); “Amitab” is how the Egyptians pronounce it

18| make no claims on peasant; rather, | am talkibgut the idea of the peasant that appears in txis
referencing the kernel that allows writers like Ghdo use the representation “fellaheen” as theg.ha

7 Cf. “The Genealogy of Morals”.

18 Here is a telling engagement. Nietzsche himsal not above offering redemption. | am only ushey
suggestion of a method, in particular its antidaoipulse, to help juxtapose against the langudgearality.
Steven V. Hicks makes an interesting attempt tomfédate a new “coherent and attractive
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Nietzsche, nor do | want to be. But | am similarly wary of attempt to stymie analysis
and exempt special stories and their morals from the kind of Heraation that his
criticism can do. The newly discovered Good is one in a long linmasfy other
propositions including the ones it would replace; likewise the new story andetiess
The mere fact that Chakrabarty’s is new does recommend itsaghé “old**—against
the modernity he would superannuate. Indeed, if the same crityjcathants, perhaps the
critique that character-types are really straw-man comsqasito the ideal (and not just
the Western ideal self), were genuinely and consistently applitee new propositions,
would not the conclusions be the same? Could the new bamgnothing? It would
and it could; and | think that is why Chakrabarty and a host of ethégrs insist on
maintaining the fundamental authority to use the rhetoric of theoahaitin conjunction
with the complexities of historicization.

Invoking ahistory saves the writer from having to answer for padtpresent

failures. Invoking ahistory exempts particular acts, rhetoriogudage, events, the

important ideas supposedly exemplified by history, from the histbhow misguided

ethical/sociopolitical alternative for our postmadeworld” by comparing and contrasting Hegel and
Nietzsche, and comparing and contrasting his owerrative against them. He concludes that the
postmodern world needs the redemptive power of Fegense of social reconciliation, and when tlsat i
inadequate, the redemptive power of Nietzsche’'sesei self-created, self-directed meaning. In resit |
would not “synthesize” from each, but set the muolehers against each other to better understaridribion
between social institutionalization and individuaitiative. Yes, this tension can produce what éleg
Nietzsche, and Hicks try to get away from (namefylism); yet | also think a world driven by thisrtsion is
better than that which would try to redeem it. Téason why Nietzsche and, say, Postcolonialisrrasts
well is that they are both using redemptive plotdy they diverge enough to show what the othesttd get
rid of. It may be that | lean towards another@ode, too, where certain kinds of antagonisnmoimeed to
be reconciled, much less redeemed, and nihilismetidbadper seunless your sense of self or politics require
the kind of reaffirmation that comes from commoridiein Meaning. Steven Hicks. “The Project of
Reconciliation and the Road to Redemption: Hedgadisial Philosophy and Nietzsche's critique”.
19 Although there is a tendency to seek newnessholaship. It remains to be seen whether thiseeoyg
comes from the demands of the profession (to gubliginal works) or from a predisposition of manythe
profession to seek whatever is promised by newness.
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similar attempts have been, and how badly they ended. Actually, invakistpry
spares the historian himself from having to satisfactorilyvanshe question of why the
world seems to continue to defy modeling, a question immediaiegdravhen he speaks
against all other previous histories as false or self-servingoking ahistory saves him
from being perceived as the next faillneforehis promising rhetoric has had a chance to
disappoint, whether the cause of failure is an erroneous model (gglyat the right
one may eventually be found) or the insufficiency of all modelihgroking ahistory
exempts him from the determinism to which all others in histogysabjected, and from
the logic to which other arguments from history are held; in faciyhich the historian
subscribes the moment he links events in time. And invoking ahistotyesnghat
nothing, not even hypothetically, comafter him (to avoid opening the possibility he
will have failed). Historicization follows the impulse of doubspecially about ideas
that are received as transcendental or “timeless”, or eventu#l@®, and a producer of
new ethos must at some point get rid of or suppress this competing function. The
rhetorical effects that reconcile logically antithetical neodee common to redemptive
discourses, and a skeptical study of post-colonial literature s&¢ many of these
features, thesdeus-ex-machindeing used.

The meaning of these stories—the stories of women’s strugghes ihousehold
cited by Chakrabarty—are not relative to different culturebistorical periods like the
philosophy of development is bounded to what Postcolonial critics caleMday. Their
ideas and their morals are ahistorital The purpose for starting certain kinds of

arguments about historical representation, then, is to set the fstaghtroducing the
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incontestable ideas and “things” that support the vision and for suppresisicigm of
the unstated visionary authority to reapportion power. This is theatada | meant.
Stories do transport. They transport not only (different) virtuesvahees but also the
authority to argue from those “things”. Ahistory is another setiles, another mode. If
Postcolonial things were suspected of being instruments fatirggethe undisclosed
formation, and the stories interpreted and analyzed as such, fervoew government
by new math would diminish. And fervor would diminish if it wereagnized that a
strategy must be usenh someonespecifically on that which would be transformed, not
that which already has the proper understanding. If the tautdaggognized, and the
reasons for its use made transparent, we may decide to teflm® the question of
“what has been erased”, and figure out that, between Chakrabaatywtions and
“development”, which more accurately describes conditions next quaeberyear, next
decade, next century; which is the more advantagethuss and/or which does not
suppress our respective interests and development to the demands of others.
Modulation from history to ahistory allows the writer to redeem and all other
evidence that may be used to resist, even all the other alistati¢there. One does not
make a play for ahistory to admit that whatever is ahistoscsimply what one believes
at this place and time, or that in some other time and placegdenmty, for example,
the ahistorical means nothing. Chakrabarty’s point of view implicitly ctllall political
entities under the auspice of power redistribution so that they—we—wa effect,
already subjects of the (new) government that would be in clofngkich. The subject

is responsible to thosethos signified by a text that uses both the historicist and

20 Just as Moderns hold on to their ahistorical isleaipe fair.



ahistorical modes. Failing to meet expectations, for instassessing then rejecting
somebody’s entitlement claims made as the emerging “otisei@ntamount to denial of
this “vision”. That which is othered by the philosophy of development teiggiven
means through which it (or its representative the interventionsst) tansform any
discourse that keeps it waiting. The stgoa “vision” is not to be judged by the same
criticism that has identified the desire for development astéfifesor the pursuit of
consistent order as bourgeois, because judgment retards this power.vision is
exempted from the critical apparati used against other visionse isleonce more, the
authority to control categories and shape argument, exerself @s difficulties to
unsympathetic scrutiny, contestation, and rejection.

Out from under this authority, we can begin to ascertain thetyreafl the
intervention that addresses us, check it, extrapolate its fealsgfand take stock of risks
and rewards. | want us to be able to audit the critic’s books andaqug accounts
when we need to, as we need to; the need is arguably greateewehéhere are patterns
of obstruction. Chakrabarty wants to pick and choose, and his ultiteaitding factor is
power: his critiques, directed against some senses of historyljrextithers—the native
ones—challengany representation that hinders establishing power distribution he
wants. The emerging figures do not have what he believesirigusteshare of power;
this is the deciding issue. In its service are deployed functik@shistoricism and
ahistory, analysis and propaganda; the functions are deployed sucbnthanode
temporarily compliments the other and in the end reinforce the keohelut of which
political and ethical statements are made. To use Chakrabarigtaphor, old

habitations are torn dowand new ones builtHistoricizing is good when it helps shuttle
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power to the right “sites”. Historicism must be suppressedwvior faf ahistory when it
hurts: indeed, ahistory is simply a utilitarian rule against hzomg, as suggested by
Chakrabarty’s phrase “not everything has to be historicized”. Eweetruth—the truth
of past or present oppression of women—should be submitted to power politics.

For Ghosh, Modernity subtraéts The culture and society of the agrarian village
lose when they have to compete against it. Villagers and ordoeaple disappear in its
nationalist wars and its global capitalist development. Problsxacerbated under
bad government (and, though Ghosh never explicitly talks about it, an toaffec
citizenry). Modernity too often ignores these experiences, aogptdithe novelist. The
ethical function of his novels is to introduce those kernels which wbale been
subtracted (and filled)—that is subtracted when not dignified. Thisoi ordinary
algebra. By deftly modulating between deconstructive and construtteteric, he
reaffirms that which is beyond the superfluity of signs, beydw drrors of human
understanding, beyond the faults of human manipulation, and which happens to be
located in the ethical field. Kernels like the slave of MS H.6Nabeel, or even the
cosmopolitan trade network of the Indian Ocean in tH& déhtury, are emptied (i.e.
deconstructed signifier) and filled (historical referents) angteed and filled again. The

repetition actually reinforces the sublime durability of thenk&f. According to the

% He does not thoroughly characterize “modernitiRather, he positions it as the larger world beytred

societies of Egyptian villages and threatening it. is also the world juxtaposed against the mealiev

cosmopolitanism in which lived the historical sultjeshose life the historian is now trying to recov&he

one certain ascription is that modernity seekgtead its idea of economic development, which it @fits

philosophy of history, so that, in an Antique Landnodernity is often nearly equivalent to globalusttial

capitalism.

% The difference will be seen in comparisons to Bails sense of history. The empty-fill modulationark

a kernel of language, according to Slavoj ZizeKlive Sublime Object of Ideolagyizek likens the action of
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discourse, the kernels are not “third categories”; they arthaowriters’ additions at the
time of address. They function, in fact, as the sole and indispwaabhors of the field:
the differentethos discovered in the search for the slave of MS H.6 and fromagtieg

with well-meaning peasants, all derive meaning from the figutheotlisappeared-to-be-
redeemed.In An Antique Landbasicallyproposes that we should hold the same concept
and value for the sublime human being and the same ethics for ensowittenther
human subjects that (some) social anthropologists of the presentlin@dethical person
gua anthropologist is responsive to and responsible for the disappeeaipgearing
kernels found in the attempt to recover history.

Again, I do not dispute Ghosh’s claim that village agriculture lasesmpetition
against modern industrial production, nor even that unscrupulous post-colonial
governments have forced many to call on their ancestors forssedve work from the
same facts. And | appreciate how his stories try to convegeahge of loss, which may
hardly be felt by those already interpellated into or who hheeen the existence Ghosh
calls “modernity”. Stories help complete the archives and someodeith literary
merits. Part of the enjoyment of readingAn Antique Lands to experience and analyze
how Ghosh makes Nabeel-the-disappeared indicate that there had besthirgpm
invaluable erased to be redeemed (how he plays with the kernelsgofabe), just like
reading T.S. Eliot'sFour Quartets Wordsworth’s Intimation of Immortality or
Shakespeare’s sonnets. Additionally, he and | may very well agtie ttility of some

of the same moderate political principles, for | recognizettte@tvorld is more likely to

emptying-filling to a cartoon character sufferimg tphysical rules of falling only to return to nainfor the
next fall; he characterizes these destructiblegeiverable objects as sublime.

47



be at peace when people are not invested in ideals and repressntatthe point that
getting others to recognize our signs, and correlatively appeasiegs whenever they
try to signify, rule over everything we do. But he, you and y mave come to these
tentative agreements differently, and that will have made all the differenc

Ghosh deconstructs culture, specifically modernity, but in his stbiygteéhere
are moments when he shifts rhetorically away from deconstructioimdeed,
deconstruction takes up only brief moments in the novel. After the catnphs of
historiography, Ghosh turns to rather conventional history in which maogésmone of
many actors, interactions between moderns and their “others” avenphcated, and the
value of things constant. An explanation of a *“failed” cultural oenter is
deconstructionist, but Ghosh almost always attempts to constructexjgabs universal
understanding. History is pedagogical and authoritative, agaonm &crimony to peace,
from subtraction to reparation, and from cultural misunderstanding toaggepciation
of everyone’s respective Culture, these are his narrative’'saktteadencies. The
rhetorical shifts, the modulations, then, represent his philosophytofyhisWhat | want
us to be able to do is to conduct the “next” sublation beyond Ghosh'’s intervention, and all
the turns of the pattern the text claims to have observed. Andhth@ext one after that.
And then the next, relentlessly.

What does this mean? It means that while there is no doubt abosh Ghe
story-teller, there is doubt about Ghosh the philosopher, the politiciathamdoralizer,
as he tells his sad stories. It also means that what is loiognstructed is not
necessarily Nabeel's statements or the slave’s feelihngs;person’s” inherent value or

their humanity, but Ghosh’s story, and in particular the discourséhich the texts are
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instruments. Especially important is skeptical assessmenthaf exactly has been
subtracted. Can we not listen to Ghastd evaluate his stories free and clear of the
authority that permits him to shift modes and write moral categories; or,redimewe not
deconstruct the modulations since thaigtinguish these kinds of stories from other
stories of and/or written under post-colonial conditidn3o writeethos Ghosh needs to
make the losses figure heavily on the general Balance SheeQrie documenting
liabilities to which we are all exposed, so that we feel ollligedo something. To that
end does he employ the drama of the disappeared-reappeared, trhgadgharacters
lose that—Ilet us call it “humanity"—which fills the kernel, comealyen the stuff of a
kernel, such as the dignity of a culture discounted by modernitgsisred to the social
imagination. If the story is well executed and moves reade@ydemd the reader lets
emotions and imagination rule ethical thought, then it may be able to suggest thelt Nabe
the-disappeared and the slave-that-reappears, and the villatfeddgened by economic
development, refer to something deeply entrenched in the ethichl fdabeel and the
slave of MS H.6 have to be recovered, or otherwise be egregimssly Without a
rhetorical shift, Nabeel the laborer would simply be a functionth®f dominant
socioeconomic organization: his significance, his value, fluctuatesne eventually
hitting zero, and that which is claimed to have been (unethicallyfracted turns out to
be simply an offer, a price, Ghosh'’s price, or social anthropolgayice, for which there
are (currently) few takers.

To be sure, it isve to whom the stories are addressed. Weéswvho recover the
significance of the disappeared. Whatever is subtrageecompensate. It is we who

redeem to tolls of history as priced by An Antique Land Ghosh is promoting the
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alternative philosophy of loss-and-redemption, and because commitroerhist
philosophy wavers when controversies arise, the sense of loss aadesther pursuits
are deemed more worthwhile, the produceretifosmust really prevent criticism that
would question the validity of losses and gains, the accounting systeimylaat is
promised. What is to be gained by pursuing the cosmopolitaniegoaited as the
cultural encounters that produces the slave’s story? Undeautherity of story-telling,
entitlement becomes open-ended, and the paperwork on which demandsdacarfibe
as easily erased and rewritten as another story told. Adlisstind of commitment, let
the few of us do so who can enjoy Ghosh’s stories, and choose to qukstignlive
apart from the world that would be set up by their morals, andifiseent math. Or are
we, are some of us, the unethical ones as defined by moralissly barred from
making up our own minds about our relationship to comedy and tragedy,dtmth@nd
its producer?

Even cursory examination shows the impact of Ghosh’'s kind of stongés a
Chakrabarty’s kind of criticism on the ethical field would berfaehing. This should
not be surprising. To reach far is the purpose for producing them finsthglace. | had
earlier represented ethical imperatives mainly as injunctiong do (bad) things. The
new ethical position regard ethics as dramatic positive actioagthical person mudb
this and that; in so doing, he fulfills the responsibility to the oth€hakrabarty and
Ghosh are but two examples of many others using the samejissaté look askance
may help illustrate the difference in obligations; then it Wwél evident from which side

of the difference these writers are already operating.
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The American television shoveinfeld considers ethics in its series-ending
episode. The show’s sense of humor is irreverent, absurdist aatiractually quite old.
The characters’ constitutions get them into bad situations, fronhwliny are extricated,
often by somealeus-ex-machinaome windfall or other. They are extricated so that they
can basically get into more trouble. And they do not learn. They deeldhe need to
change. In some ways, the live-action sitcom is like a cartddm intelligence of the
show is that it repeats with difference our everyday routimes the odd ritualistic
meanings we invent for ourselves. It acts out the occasional thoingitsve might
forestall or censor (like trying to profit through the economy azfles from the bum'’s
business of collecting deposits on recyclables). And it plays upetiston of seeing
hard-to-like and possibly unethical characters made by thecuire that we call ours.
| qualify “unethical” with “possibly” because the charactées/e their own codes of
conduct, their reasons for doing things, the gratification they exgedtthe codes are
some of the ones we observe in this world. The absurd an@dkenable are not so
clearly delineated. Some people find the show objectionable foathe seasons others
find it humorous.

In the series finale, the four New Yorkers, having been strandedpodunk
town, stand by, comment on, and laugh at a fat man being carjackeekalSanes the
man yells “help”; the protagonists would have no part in it. Theyaarested under a
local law for failing to be good Samaritans, which to their ibdiiges is an absurd
expectation for society to place on any individual. To some fanmang observers, the
two-year jail sentence they get at the end is righteous &aetribution for all of the

things they have done. To others, the end is galling. To a fewyidtds from past
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escapes. To me, it is consistent with the show’s intelligamesof humor (thdeus-ex-
machinaabandons them in an out-of-the-way place that is weirdly moratjoomist).

The only thing that troubled me was how part of the show’s audidagot understand
their own desire to not only turn decisions they have already madeemselves (like
whether to help or not) into Law, but also punish those who would not change
accordingly. Hypocrite lecteur, truly.

Both the frivolous program cited above and Postcolonialism are afete
difference between negative and positive obligations/rights. pfit@sophical difference
correlates to differences in the scope and force of ethical depsanttiso in the authority
of the ethicist and the moralist. It is the difference betwsay, professional ethics, and
“the production ofethos, between “doctor, do no harm” versus “help”. And as we will
see, it also is indicative of many other kinds of cultural, palifi moral, and
epistemelogical differences. When the law criminalizegacking, there is an
unenumerated “list” of decisions that are reserved for us. o0Ag &s we do not take
someone’s car by force, as long as we do not carjack, what weodphsisiness. When
the law presumes obligation on everyone’s part in a matter, itnhafect chosen a
narrow set of actions that must be performed over all others. diffieeence between
opting in and opting out is no minor quibble. Between the story of villamyening to
the ghosts of their ancestors to maintain their way of lifetbadtory of villagers forced
unethically to crisis that makes them supplicate to protecting spirits diehost of
unexamined values and expectations. Although Postcolonialism is noy abGadod
Samaritan laws, it aims to institutionalize structures fating the very same kind of

obligation and expectation: the “right” of _(insert figure her&) “signify” may be
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violated if, when he yells “help”, or makes his dearest signsgavanything else but
what is expected. A producer ethoscan follow Rushdie’s lead iklidnight’s Children
and establish a broad matrix of ethical ties-that-bind whiclefoeveryone, even in the
context of medicine, to self-evaluate in terms of broader namlpolitical struggles. It
is not just a matter of thinking of others, but letting that whilgins to have been
othered to answer the ethical question “how shall | live”; to feeshagical chutney, so
goes Rushdie’s metaphor for writing history. To establish a marle expansive ethics
is also why Homi Bhabha measures colonial oppression againshe/banceives is “the
historical and ethical right to signif§® instead of the modern concept of self-
determination; the latter is a negative right and entails no dbligan anyone’s part to
help that “self” signify®. And on behalf of migrants, Bhabha is already talking in legal
terms.

Clearly by bring up a difference that admittedly—deliberatelynit$ ethics, this
investigation differs from some of the literature and much ofctiteeism it studies in
terms of the range of possible responses to “migrants” rithg/) “mimic”, “subaltern”,
“post-colonial”, or any other figure that is represented as@nge from the margins of
modernity or recovered from obscurity, any that commands atterthah,motivates
action. A story like Ghosh’s can call forth a manageabl®fidte unethical, or inspire a
palimpsest of the ethical. The ethics of interpretation can lm®wtised by trying to
answer a test question like “can we read any story, enjdhiimtk about it, defy its

expectations, transform it for our own various uses, file it in sartieive, or leave it to

B «rreedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”.
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its writer and its fans?” The more qualified the answer, tepaflethe turn. There is an
undecided middle-ground and vast indeterminacy in the critical intatijore of
literature. There is the same between you and me. Againsatkh®rs and critics who
insist certain stories are more than stories use stonygedls an instrument to gain
greater power and authority. At the very least, to set up em¢itiedemands, the stories
have to be foremost in many minds, because they can rewliitgopast-like obligation
that have not yet been met (unfinished business, to use Rushdie’s pbraséhé
Satanic Versgsand create subtracted “things” for which the present and future are
responsible. The story of the burning bush is not just a story. Thedftdne fire
sermon is not just a story. The story of alienation and consumntatimwished is not
just a story. The story of neocolonialism is not just a storyhieding these effects
requires shifting away from the critical modes. The charestic shifts in modes are in
truth attempts to introduce structures, including archetypes and fhllatssupport the
production of ethos The negotiable middle-ground and indeterminacy disappear;
correlatively the authority to moralize and redeem, with alit®fcontradictions and
mysticism, is greatly expanded. The slippery slope is slippetien the demand moves

125 Or uthe

from help against carjacking to deliberately open-ended signiflee “dignity
right to signify”. In fact, if my comparison of signifying gttures is inappropriate
because the issues of post-colonialism cannot be taken frivolouslgnitentions cannot

be satirized, then the authority | want to scrutinize is already exeringluence.

24 ith either right, we must be care to watch treagpointed who tend to escalate pursuit of sugfntst.
Self-determination can—has—Iead to ultranationgliswonder what the right to signify would lead to.
54



How, then, can stories of significance lost and other basic stesctaf
Postcolonialist productions ethosbe read critically, the ideas in them be contested, the
“things” tested, when the stories and the accompanying ciitiealies are configured to
peremptorily rebuff any unsympathetic critique as denial of #aheays already
significant? Are some of the texts offered as must-read iesary? How can we
possibly dispute, and therefore genuine agree with, claims about wtatlas? How
can we determine if some “thing” is neither present nor abséhthe story-tellers’
causes are just, then demystification of their composition methodsrhretdrical
strategies, and verification of the very things that passethifogs, should not preclude
us from recognizing so. If they require the protection of circular lagicfiaal authority,
then the reasons for scrutiny would be not just suspicion about the lauseore

importantly resistance to the surreptitious instrumentalism being isktdhl

In response to my observations above, a radical critic—say, a Manistentay
claim that his philosophy has always been ethical, that, in fimech Georg Lukacs to
C.L.R James to Louis Althusser to Fredric Jameson, critibssnalways been ethiéal

As such, the characterization that a turn was ntadghicsmisrepresents the work that

% “dignity” comes from the language of such instiins as the United Nation, specifically Reclaration of
Human Rights Having established “dignity”, the UN uses itimduce a variety adthos from healthcare to
disability. 15 Mar 2009 < http://www.un.org/esa/dee/enable/rights/convtexte.htm>
% Cf. Terry Eagleton. Criticism and Ideologya study in Marxist Literary TheoryThere is also an
interesting, if not somewhat suspect, collectioradicles edited by Crystal Bartolovich and Neilzhaus
trying to build a history of engagement between »¥an and postcolonial studies. The articles thévase
may not be suspect, but the auspice under whighatecollected is. Bartolovich states in heradtrction
that both sides have ignored each other, whendbelgd converse to their mutual benefit. C.L.R. danif he
were alive, would disagree. In fact, Eagleton dacheson would. Be that as it may, the writersrimring
to the collection seems to accept that criticadgtoas been ethical since before what | am charzicig as a
turn. Marxism, Modernity, and Postcolonial Studies.
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critics and literary critics have done. At the very leasticcam did not have the outlook
| am describing, and the challenge would be to show thatradereating a turn because
| want to occupy the position of that away from which criticisra Waongly turned. In
other words, | may be arguing from illusionary nostalgia. kagand disagree. The
distinction here, as throughout, hinges on implicit disagreements #imutingeand
limits of the critical and/or ethical decisions to be made, and diiter®e among the
various standards for determining what is ethical, what is watthiwhat is
indeterminate, what is a lie, and what is nothing. In the findlsisal may represent no
more than a clash of ethics.

A respond to this challenge can be formed at several levaldtamaously. Some
are demonstrated above; the full range will be used in treletbtanalyses to follow.
First there is a semantic issue: the meanings of “crticend “ethical”. As with many
semantic issues, the stakes have not been made transparentiatib@ desputes of
“consciousness” comes to mind. But the issue can be elucidated witlogsiéisat force
each of us to clarify our principle positions. One dialogic tiiesvould be: is ethics
and criticism synonymous? The question needs to be answered ertthsiséfore we
could continue, because when left unanswered, a produethadcan “invalidate” any
reasoning that threatens the centrality of his morals by aiguige relationship of the
two signifiers in the middle of analysis. | would concede the pwinteturn for
consistency. | would concede to the hypothetical Marxist codaiiercf that means the
Marxist would no longer be allowed to contradict it by assumingyahly revolutionary
or anti-capitalistethosis truly critical; at least he should not be able to turn to this

characteristic argument of last resort, since it would contrétakccritical rule deployed
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to fault my version of history. In other words, | am preparedite up the minor
position to gain another that is more valuable (and that ironicafybe used to prove a
point about the turn). | am willing to surrender the charactesizdliat what had been
criticism has already begun moving towards the productioretbbs because the
counterclaim provides a rule of invalidation that can subsequently dgk against the
exceptionalist posture assumed by the latest published exhortatiom good and do
good. How this happen is something assiduous rhetoricians and critics Kmeow
rhetorical stance assumed by Marxists, by radical critttg Ghosh with his
history|ography, and Chakrabarty with his alhistory, are gxtetlsame as the relatively
conservative one being invalidatéd The projectors are the same, just with different
images.

Since we are dealing with signs, | will characterize mythoe in terms of
Structuralism-after-Poststructurali$in Let the characterization entail no commitment to
Structuralism, though it parallels the Structuralist impulse to kmow way that is
decidedly different from how another, including the subjects of study,“knaw” .
Disputes over signs and historgre important: as instruments, they are proxy
controversies for what is really at stake. Without historythait an interventionist can
say is that | want the world to be the way | want it to bgoar should dignify his signs
by doing that. Without history, it would be hard to find a structurecfeating moral

meaningoutsideof the community of believersAnd it would be hard to expand that

27 Cf. Michel de CerteauThe Writing of History In any writing of history, there is always théh€r against
which is contrasted the present historiographyis Ehbecause the Other is a function of the sithjitg that
produces the text, not any antagonist identifiedtbySo even self-reflexive writing will valorizéne self-
reflexive observer as liberal and self-aware antsicterate, against other writers who are not.
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community. History is a common language and a public discdurddistory can be
written to espouse a philosophy in less direct, yet much more engagergpenetrating
ways. Therefore, the philosophy and core moral judgments arewstsahpparent and
opened to attack, least of all when the rigors applied to conventional nmmoder
historiography are suspended. In order to really understand the riurieeventionary
discourse has to be forced to police its rules, and reveal its most protectedTiiedirst
rule, seemingly applied to all parties, says: Either criicis ethical, or not, and either
ethics is critical, or not. My description implies that crgm was not ethical before the
turn; the description is wrong because criticism was. The seatedthe hidden one—

is: deploy the first rule against selected ideas, textswaiters but thennullify it so that

it cannot be used to criticize and controvert the ideas, texts, ateiswhat need to be
propagated. Criticism of new alternatives can be blunted bgxmmple, confining the
logic of evaluation to Capitalism, the West, Modernity, or sorherotvhich an intended
audience automatically feels is unethical. In more overtly tigegglbstructures, it may

be confined to Earthly logic. It is this second rule that idestifantagonists and
orchestrates the modulation: the rule designates who can and whenotmde binary
exclusionand who can and when to use it; it designates when to and who can use the
function of the Real against representataord when to and who can operate in the
referential mode again. Any skeptical description of change wmildistoricized, just

as ideas of thetatus quaare, while the meaning of change is promoted under the implied

2 Based on that which is elucidated by Jonathane€idlOn Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after
Structuralism.
29 At least common among those signifying economies/hiich circulate the stories that are supposed to
promote change.

58



privilege of the ahistorical. Without mastering the storyet&l and critic’'s methods,
arguing over whether the spirits of village life are untranklataor economic
development alienating, over the reality of transformation and proofiseorld-wide
revolution, returns very limited results, and certainly is notcéffe in contesting
producers of Postcoloni@thos The discourse is not only prepared for the attacks, it
counts on them. To really know how and why some stories are wiibewn,some
“theories” come to their explanations (and what ideas they intrdalutcdo not explain),
we need to violate the second rule, and other hidden rules, and examinéthose
those “things”, that basically authorizes usage. Where the sdem to have their
strongest effect is, of course, the field of ethics.

To test the rules of the subject being studied, we also look atstoeyhin which
the writers and critics act, not just the history they writel @alculate the effects of the
discourse that changes modes, not just the sublime of which they. desua thought
exercise, we historicize where the texts and the writéus think ahistory is important.
“Criticism” can refer to the institution consisting of professl scholars, intellectuals,
and pedagogues supported by the university system, academic peessgsurnal
publishers; the rules would be set by the institutional underwrdads of course critics
themselves. Then, there is the more nebulous cultural formation, foondddas such
as independent investigation or analysis of how language is used.s Tigs“criticism”
that can change—or seem to—because of something the cydicasdhe same time, it is
difficult to grasp, and perhaps most difficult to change, as fantyti with Foucault’s
analysis of discourse and Bhabha'’s struggle with the lingenitigprity of colonial ideas

and things would have already suggested. The two are intimafeled, although
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comparing the two complicates a history of either one aloné;ighahy we examine

both. To study literature, which is the institutional mandaf@oéessional literary critic

invariably deals with the formations and comprises their nevdtibms. The history of

both is traceable through the critical conversations. Givex e turn may be neither
what | nor my hypothetical critics characterize it to be.

Both formation and institution fall within the ideals of modern Westagher
education, one of which is that study, though conventional, should be urmfeltere
imperious demands from external doctrine and dogma. “Free-thinkiegtlea used to
be called, though the term is now almost a throwdfatyis, in fact, an implicit value in
Professor Chakrabarty’s critique against blindly following post-calomationalist
historical categories. University education performs a déichifunction, within which it
has no undue limitation. Wondrous signs are demystified. Everythisgagalyzed—
everything from why a laborer feels alienated from his workdw a propagandist can
use those feelings to project an un-alienated wholeness to balwaistiencite violence.
Everything is examined, including why and how writers use storyei@te cultural signs,
then use those signs to argue for necessary and real chandgengN®tpromised from
this learning save individual enlightenment, and perhaps a soniethich there are
educated, enlightened individuals. However, when it is assumedWestérn” reason
cannot be critical or that its criticism is always alreadyetimcal, usually because
historically some products of academia have been used to support doehaw

considered heinous, as, for example, described by Edward S@deimtalism (1978),

30 Cf. Anthony Collins. “Discourse of Free-Thinking1713. New York: Garland, 1978.
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then obviously my description of the tufirom criticism becomes questionable The
turn is not away from criticism teethos as | described it, buto true criticism.
Furthermore, when it is thought that critiques should actively advapeeific moral
imperatives—to transform, as it were, and not just to transfornrdngform into, say, a
more spiritual sociefy in which a person can invoke the authority of “spirit” to make
claims—the limits placed on knowledge derived from the institutiocriitism can be,
well, limiting. The turn is an institutional correction, and therecr use of the
institutior™.

Again, a counterclaim based on history could be useful, and | can ssd#f my
conceding. | might concede because the counter to my claimdusts dhere has been
change in time. The difference is how and how far we dimgvto go to characterize
that change, how much we believe in the plots that assure dependabléyc@rsaige is
not chance) and the stories that redeem (change is for goody itary well be that the
institution to which | refer as “criticism” has failed to uphdl foundational principles,
or strayed from its founding mandate; or it may be that the esltthrat created the
institution, themselves changing, have failed to sustain it. \fadrthese causes-and-
effects are true, we have to know. In fact, Said’'s observasaggest, or may be
interpreted to suggest, that we ought to stridently preserve our saptependence

from moral, political, and economic interests, those we inledt those struggling for

31 The insupportable assumption is that another cém.fact, that assumption violates the problem of

translation, for how can another perspective claimnderstand the inner workings of its subjectitndther:

Western culture.

32 Cf. Ashis Nandy.Bonfire of Creeds: the essential Ashis Nandy

% For an interesting discussion of the history ajsfgolonial” practices in the academic institutieee Bart

Moore-Gilbert. “Postcolonialism: between natiotaianism and globalization? A response to Simon
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atttention that would have us invent “things” to know, not slide unthinkingly to the next
vision. Is this not the most appropriatetical respons&? An ideal wrongly executed
does not make another ideal suddenly right. A concept demonstridiedaseless does
not mean another has been proven. History that did not happen does not methrethis
pattern is suddenly meaningful. Why commit the same error? d&fthsgail to find the
omphalos? Why not use the faculties which Said, and ChakrabartyGlessh, and
Bhabha use to analyze the authority they believe wrong, onlyirttesvihy not use them
on the ideas and concepts of Said, and Chakrabarty, and Ghosh, and Bhabha which would
be, but are not yet, in authority? The discovery of a signifidnowit referent cannot
legitimate other signs. At least it ought not to strictlytbg same method and in the
same mode. Nothing cannot prove anything—that is, except when “notkimgally
something erased yet saved in a higher accounting: some “thingthékgostcolonial,
the migrant, already saved in the highest of Accounts.

Instead, a little over three decades its publication, S.N Badagihara and
Marianne Keppers understand the critiqu®©okntalismas justification for “the creation
of alternative theorie$® specifically directed at the West. | agree, partly. Wime of

the arguments used may be legitima@rjentalism—or that interpretation of it—

During”. The article is somewhat dated, and airese Bhabha'’s characterization of Postcolonialiamies
much more weight.
34 Herbert Lewis claims that the influence@fientalismon Anthropology is crippling, because it transforms
the discipline into occasions for the self-aggraimdj of radical activist scholars to shout overeotkinds of
work. “The reputation of the field has plummetedi ahe discipline seems increasingly irrelevangivis
complains (783). What Lewis describes is the attian in his discipline that makes every “anttoiogical”
engagement, with either people or text, into arasion for producingthos Now, there will be inevitable
disagreement about the good of the turn; bothse#lk to characterize the same historical phenomeitbn
different reputations. “The Influence of Edwarddsan Anthropology.” Israel Affairs 13.4 ( October 2007):
774-785.
% “Reconceptualizing the Postcolonial Project”. (@00
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establishes what could be near-blanket authority to approve reptEsenta
Balagangadhara and Keppers interprete Orientalism as epistémablogrrection, not
just proof to the contrary, they justify wholesale transformatiothaf which had been
Western. | disagree with the nature of the “correction” aadc#hl for—the commitment
to, as Homi Bhahba salls—(new) theory. The new Account and its history, the new
system of interventionist signs may very well have bypasised/ery (modern) rigors
allayed against old and extant otfesBy giving up the initial position, | gain the use of
the now-transparent functions that would have been used to invalidate mgstadgic
history of criticism. Longing for some phantom lost fullnessasallowed. One cannot
just deploy rhetoric and rewrite things for one’s chosen purposagreé. That the test
functions will be derived from post-colonial literature and Postcolamiitism should
make it harder for the subjects of study to repudiate critiquédseai. The functions can
be skillfully turned against the new productioretiiosto reveal a kind of fundamentalist
authority that insists the things in the ethical field are themause stewards of the good
say so. It can be used to resist the instrumentalism of tgitigal knowledge” to gain
new subjects. When a critical discussion about the reality ofgehattempts to install
some new ideals, and establish authority to regulate over othersu&yehen critical
analysis has to have the skills, the wherewithal, perhaps even tbatiobl to engage
what is most precious to the interventionist, too. After all, baw we tell the “things”
of history in the ethical field, new things (already old) likgbhdity, mimicry,

ambivalence, have not been instituted to work in ways of which waaraware and

% The Location of Cultute
37 Because, as Balagangadhara and Keppers argue,
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how can we reject authority established to disable our objectioesRag? | am a bad
historian, but then the turn is not what those who would steer us make it out to be, either.

The functions of truth and morality, and of course ideas of objectwnityhistory,
because they can support judgment for one story over another—or others—are
prominently used by critics, once again, in response to modernitlypg@stmodernity).
Not all stories are created equal; the produceeshafs speaking objectivefy, telling the
truth, and serving Good, can tell us which is which. The new stamnes new
interpretations—History—are offered against the seeming irresplitysdfia modernity
that valorized individual freedom from history, reality, represertatanything and
everything. Since we are still modern, even with all of the pustand post-that floating
about, the “ethical turn” is still being made; however, a monolitiistory of literary
criticism may illustrate why there developed a community of schalztsa method, so to
speak, in which the turn seems already taken. Between Haydee’'dMiotmalism
outlined inMetahistory(1973) andTropics of History(1978) and Michel De Certeau’s
praxis fromL’Ecriture de L’Histoire (1975, English translation 1978) are differences the
discipline has considered important enough that criticism, espeatlpost-colonial
literature, now closely resembles the one and not the other.

In Metahistory White constructs a matrix of historiography with coordinates
derived from rhetoric and literary analysis. History argtelling, after all, and to begin
to elucidate the stories, we have to classify their forms. mekéhod is similar to

Northrop Frye’s attempt to draw up a scheme of genréAisomy of Criticisn{1957),

3 Even about subjectivity.
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and Kenneth Burke’s grammatoldgythe latter of whom White cites. Of course their
respective languages of formal differences differ. While coratemg on historians and
philosophers of history from the #@entury, White seeks to “provide a new perspective
on the [then] current debate over the nature and function of historicalddg®i. His is

a “poetics of history”. According to formalist analysis, thstdvian searches for a form

of story-telling that can adequately explain human events. The search does not have to be
done consciously, and “Vico alone in his time period [lat&, 1&arly 18" century]
perceived that the historical problem was precisely thattefaéning th extent to which

a “fabulous” or “mythical” apprehension of the world might be adequgtany criterion

of rationality, as a basis for understanding a specific kind of hiatdife and action®.

In other words, (and in Vico’s argument against Descartesamtemporary) rationality

is the steadiness of formary form It follows that the historical sensibility of a time
period is its formal characteristics, not what it ostensiblyfgsses. The Organicist
argument eschews universal and causal relationships, and talksoof msterms of the
Whole. The Comic plots toward reconciliation. Hegel's dialectiedeology is
Organicist and Comf¢, and explications of Hegel consider why he might have chosen to
organize the world as such. To characterize his historical sstddegel is also
monumentalist; Monumentalist history is metonymic, an individual ggartding for the
whole. Nietzsche thought the Monumental undermined the impulse to fuaamegs

by always defining it in terms of the past, and therefore clioseironic mode to

philosophize his “Critical historiography”.

39 Cf. A Grammar of Motives
0 Metahistory 52
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Critical historiography is history in the mode of Irony, histdriteought

carried out in the conviction that everything is frail and worthypeihg

condemned, that there is a flaw in every human achievement, truth in

every falsity, and falsity in every truth. This mode of conceiving history is

creative when it acts in the service of present needs and underinene

authority of the past and the futdfe.
For our own investigation we are interested not only in the natuvéhite’s fomralist
knowledge, but also its own impetus, and its perceived inadequaciesforrBally
categorizing the historic texts, White introduces multiplicitgd @omplexity; complexity
and multiplicity are phenomena of modern doubt, and what White doubts teritas
consciousness” as professed by his subjects of study. The ™ sfirit9" century
historiography may be what Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, or Crocengtdb be; or it may be
the formal pattern common across the different stories they welildf the fate of
mankind. The latter is White’s contribution to history, historiograpdny literary
criticism during the 1970s.

Because formal analysis alone of, to choose an example, Mhaististical texts

does not reinvigorate the Marxist grand-narrative to inspire #sept (it is supposed to
do the opposite, in point of fact), a “poetics of history” cannot fedliysfy the desire for

the kind of knowledge that also entails responsibility. Formalmsgeneral acts just like

I bid. 30
2 Metahistory 351
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the last form to be explicated in its seminal theoreticast&xdistrusting Consciousness,

it indexes rhetorical strategies and offers its readeisatalogue of compositional

elements which can be recombined into whatever form meets the mirtwet moment.

Final decision is not White’'s impulse. He writes:
In my view, there are no extra-ideological grounds on which toteatar
among the conflicting conceptions of the historical process and of
historical knowledge appealed to by the different ideologiest, $ince
these conceptions have their origins in ethical considerations, the
assumption of a given epistemological position by which to judge their
cognitive adequacy would itself represent only another ethical ehdic
cannot claim that one of the conceptions of historical knowledge favored
by a given ideology is more “realistic” than the others, fas iprecisely
over the matter of what constitutes an adequate criterion distréahat
they disagree. Nor can | claim that one conception of historical
knowledge is more “scientific’ than another without prejudging the
problem of what a specificallyistorical or social science ought to B&.

With critical knowledge derived from the explication of histaya text, it may be

possible to learn to stand free and clear of the burden impoge Bubject(s) of study.

But when a writer needs to do the opposite, and ask his audience to thestruth of a

form, and burden the knower with history; to allow “the pastatodlaim on the present,

43 Cf. Mikhail Bakhtin. The Dialogic Imagination His forth mode travesty is perhaps ironic withright
repudiation. Or, perhaps irony would travestiag, &iso considers the possibility of reproducing dtatus
quo

4 Metahistory 26

67



as Benjamin say§ when the moment absolutely demands particular stories and
consciousness committed to right action, a writer must turn asigeférmalism. Or, to
put it another way, historians require an audience that does notthekrmalist
approach but simply acts “in service of present needs”.

Michel De Certeau turned to psychoanalysis for concepts, method, aod)d
add, a grand narrative, to “ethicize” historiography. His turn wasoparmovement that
continues to be crucial to Postcolonialism. And while he has beemgaeaders in
English in the 19908 (he published in the 1970s in French), | am not making a case that
he had direct influence on our subject; he did not respond to Haydert {Miitewas he
cited copiously by Postcolonialists. | do claim thHBbhe Writing of Historyis
representative of changes in criticism which Postcolonialisuldvdevelop and expand.
De Certeau introduced the authority of the other to the production sbbribal
knowledge. History as revealed through historiography is the presesiructing itself
vis-a-vis the strangeness of the past. Questions of how thehathbeen erased stand in
for (the broader set of) questions of how and why historians wrdteroughout de
Certeau’s inquiry, there is, of course, an implicit responsiliititthe other often treated
as self-evident. First, the responsibility is implied by its negation: in Ewabfhe advent
of the printing press and the formation of nation-states, ascemdinwgrs used the
practice of writing history to suppress heterogeneity. &adatily under threat were oral

cultures and village life that did not fit into the new rationaeor Then, in the last part

> Theses on the Philosophy of Histofjhesis 1.

“°Wim Weymans. “Michel de Certeau and the Limit$Higtorical Representation”. 162.

47 Carrard, Philippe. "History as a Kind of Writingtichael de Certeau and the Poetics of Historiogyaph
469
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of The Writing of Historyde Certeau characterizes Freudian analysis as a breakthrough
for Western historiography. As such, in identifying Freud as lanatturn (in analysis),
Certeau was trying to steering historiography. The megaainthe form is latent, not
patent (as Formalism tends to interpret). More importandyCerteau enlists the ethics
of psychoanalysis that defines responsibility in terms of “othértngregulate the
practice of writing history. The function of alterity is cotgive of writing. We cannot
delete it, but we can interpret the ever-changing signifgctg. We ought to especially
analyze our own actsand why we try to fit the world into the historical order.
Historiography is really the study of how a moment gives faonitdelf directly and
indirectly through the past/present binary. The ethics of historiographypiv&lis how
to fulfill this responsibility to the other, which is at the satimee responsibility to the
self; and this, ironically, requires a kind of recommitment to knovedg It also
requires submitting to arbitration (over which forms, which reprasen, properly
consider the other and which do not), a phenomenon important to our investagaon
structure of authority. The measure of right knowledge tisrac Rightful praxis of the
moral grand-narrative produces the formal artifact, which iraredgngagements will be
realist historiography and in other, in Ghosh, for instance, a novejhtf&i praxis
producesethos

A critique of the production a#thoscan find its way partly by contemplating how

the past—the near past and last four decades—led to the presene’s\ppbétics of

8 Which is why Win Weymans can argue that de Cerfmagticed the human sciences even while the
constructs of “objectivity” are under question. el de Certeau and the Limits of Historical
Representation”.
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history and what Carrard calls de Certeau’s “poetics of histapty™® represent
divergent goals for criticism. Since both base their study ebrography on critical
methods for reading literature, their goals also represent cpatameous divergence in
literary criticism. Formalism angraxis differ in the kinds ofdemandsmade by the
respective problematic—or what the new knowledge entails. As baghatso differ in
the values that underwrite those demands—the demanthivatory be read anthat
history be known. The ethical turn is fully made only if the unkesbissues that had
led to the investigations of historiography are completely bunjethé latest writing of
history’® if the demands are, say, received as historical responsibilitya way, the
critical method | am outlining follows de Certeau’s; only, histgraphy intervenes
(again) nearly simultaneously to the latest writing of histoPyactically this means the
production ofethosis subjected to criticism that came before and that contitmuesist
coeval to it. As producers dathoswrite history, criticism of projects that seek to
reconfigure the field of ethics would deconstruct the enabling functiaiterdfity. We
ask, for instance, how does Chakrabarty formulate history/ahist@tyucture a latent
image of the world? What kinds of people populate this world, and svitydesired?
Why should | want it, and listen to the stories in which it has li@agined? How does
Ghosh configure his historical category, and why? What is Madernity” that seems
to threaten not only post-colonial places but our moral development? infdig, fwhat

interests are arbitrating the “encounter” with the supposed otremit an objection to

9 "History as a Kind of Writing: Michael de Certeand the Poetics of Historiography"

0 The turn is “full” in psychoanalytic institutionsince the various groups have established respecti

authorities for issuingthos and the various members obey them. This is whsyl above that various
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this resistant redeployment of our literary and critical irtaede is that, in questioning
praxisand promise, it owes little to the subject(s) that it studies.

De Certeau seems to leave whatever comes out of the histphimgemalysis
episode as something to be determined, trusting the negotiation with#éreto be self-
correcting. Yet to those who have greater political ambitions awdlutionary
ideologies,praxis can be both too free and too restrictive. Recognizing the function of
alterity opens up possibilities, yet the possibility is too gteat the struggle with
otherness reproduces the presumably “repressive” structures sthtus quo So while
De Certeau borrowed the ethics of psychoanalysis, Luce Irigaitegyzed it for failing
to genuinely deal with what analysis had begun to uncover.

She claimed irSpeculum of the Other Womé&t074, English translation 1985)
that psychoanalytic theories of the subject from Freud to Ldithnot theorize female
subjectivity, because they subjected women—or what has to astenogition of
“woman’—to the inherited “masculinist” framework. Actually, Lacied to remove
hierarchy from Freud (the hierarchy of self-consciousnessisimg the language of the
“specular”; for instance, he introduced the “mirror stage” imcWw the mind develops
limits, and the specular-I, apart from—because before—the intemeot the phallus,
the constitution of self/other, and the final functions of desi@gcah did not characterize
his mirror stage as such, but it served the purpose of mollifgingerns about hierarchy
(or verticality, in specular language). He also recoordingtedmind to move the

psychoanalytic schema away from our tacit valorization of consness. For Irigaray,

schools of Cultural Studies have already made uhe t The methods from a few decades ago, and the
principles they value, may not help them produeekihds of knowledge they want to produce.
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even the new “flattened” space developed by the revised theamadsquate; she is
particularly concerned with the future of the other.
When the Other falls out of the starry sky into the chasms gbsihehe,
the “subject” is obviously obliged to stake out new boundaries foreid fi
of implantation and to re-ensure—otherwise, elsewhere—his dominance.
Where once he was on the heights, he is now entreated to go down into the
depths. These changes in position are still postulated in terms of
verticality, of course. Are phallic, therefore. [...]

Man only asks (himself) questions that he can already answer,
using the supply of instruments he has available to assimilate kgent
disasters in his history. This time at any rate he is prdp@aréay odds
again, and, give or take a few new weapons, he will make the unconscious
into a property of his language. [...] And since there can be no question of
using the same plan/e for this “strange” speech, this “barbalangtiage
with which it is impossible to conduct a dialogue—read, monologue—the
discovery will be set out hierarchically, in stages. Will beught to
order. By giving here a little more play to the system, laeliétle less.

The forms of arrangement may vary, but they will all beamptradox of
forcing into the same representation—the representation of the
selflsame—that which insists uponlitsterogeneityits otherness*

The accusation is that when the Other emerges, it is immigdaat@milated into another

version of that system which forced it to emerge (look, the oth&His, of course, is the
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paradox of theory-making by that which desires; or irony if trogplsupercedes logic;
or dialecticism if history supercedes logic. Most of us want our favibietery to be true,
and if it requires the other to speak, then the other ends up sayinghtbla would make
true the theory that introduces it. It remains unclear witatld happen if, as Irigaray
seems to want, hierarchy, or verticality, were to be annidilatewe do not repeat
ourselves. Nevertheless, Irigaray’s radicalism helps todaiteg ethical turn, because
movements like Postcolonialism have the twin impulse to stronglyept repetition of
the same and arrange for repetition of what is right.

One way to place the ethical turn in a continuous history of isntids to
characterize it as a growing confidence, after a period ofli@bagainst any semblance
of systematization, with the task of formulating from specdrdical methodology
general motives for action. Critics have always had to mhkies? the ethical turn is
distinguished by the production of those signs needed to reproduce thosesdhoa
targeted populationafter a period of relentless scrutiny of discursive oversight.
Basically, the new thought is that we ought to submit to regulatigain—except this
time we will get it right. The critic can prevent thesiasilation of the other if the other-
now-emerging is used to assimilate the dominant as other. Ogfegotlmis requires
contriving devices that prevent the critical counterresponses tledf, ppint out and
argue from the contradiction. It means championing certain fouasothers, too. One
popular device, the one that recurs throughout the literature, aheé sme with which

we seem to keep having to contend, claims that contradictionllis desdecticism. The

*1 Speculum of the Other Womad86 — 137.
52 Tobin SiebersThe Ethics of Criticism
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antithetical functions of dismantling systems of representatiod eepresenting
systematically, of deconstruction and construction, are necessang reconciled by the
story. That story was the story of what happens to the woitld eategories like
“subaltern” in it. The story was Said's diminishment of Westpaower, and is
reproduced by S.N Balagangadhara and Marianne Keppers as they hnvckigique to
champion “alternatives”. The new story assimilated the pastpassknt, but there
seemed no need to hedge because its moral stature was seif-efAdstcolonialism had
the benefit of a story with unquestional morals: the struggle ag&iokinialism.
Michael Eskin places it in the early 198BsRobert Eaglestone places the turn in the
19908* although we agree that the turning point was marked by thethdediterature
can serve moral philosophy. Eskin assessed according to whatsmori thought
literature can say, while Eaglestone by what criticibought literature can do. The
oddity is that, if measured phenomenologically, Eaglestone’s method jthuhe scope
expanded to include studies of Anglophone literature produced in, from, and about
former colonies, studies that had sublated structuralism and dectiostrhistory points

to the time to which Eskin points. Criticism turned to ethich whe justifications, the
opportunities, offered by Said@rientalism Spivak’s use of the Marxist story to justify
simultaneously the deconstruction of subalterity and the construtheofsubaltern
identity®> and of course the much-cited end-of-decade stock-takingstfidtei Empire

Writes Backso in the late 1970s and especially the 1980s. The advantageothest of

*3“The Double Turn to Ethics and Literature”.

> “Navigating an Ancient Problem: Ethics and Literat'.

%> Which Derrida would do in his own way wiBpecters of Marx
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Colonialism and its consequences beyond decolonization can function asltegaies
was undoubtedly a determining factor.

Critics like Said extended what de Certeau would regulatpragi¥’. Theyused
stories that could easily evoke feelings of guilt and indignationntimence the
arbitration of formal representation under the authority of ther-etbéwhat we should
rightly call those who claim to have been othered. Postcolore#fists is implicit in its
explanation of form. Let us return to one of Postcolonialism’s poomgroversies, the
first one discussed above, but now in a different context, to see thieezbitration has
left literature and criticism. V.S. Naipaul has been accusedpoésenting lack in post-
colonials and their societies. The societies depicted in nokel§He Mimic Mern(1967)
and A Bend in the Rivef1979) lack for the moment civic order, social stability,
discipline, limits, and transparent power structures (in partictier institutions that
ensure peaceful transitions of government); the people lack #iee,daill, and/or
education to work to alleviate their problems. These problemsubuead. To fix them,
the people must change the ways in which they interact with eheh and with the
world. Among the difficulties are vestiges of colonialism, moatk$g the continuing
animosity among antagonist races and subaltern classes creasstininistrate the
colonies or brought together from disparate places to labor in coemoabmies. Then,
there are some difficulties the newly liberated people causestiees, not just out of
inactivity, but also through rather zealous stabs at transformatlonmany places,
equating decolonization/independence to greatness only to find thay madis not
support the false estimation leads to problematic attempts to nsatpe Compensation

often leads to the centralization of the authority that can continoeassage hurt pride.
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Subjects turn to the nativist rhetoric of charismatic tyraiise problems are intractable

to the degree that the first people to fix the cultures will ibeanendous costs. And
those who do find some measure of success ironically createpottems because they
did not think things through thoroughly and skeptically. Making quick cash, they ruin the
economy. Post-colonials can clamor for the nationalization of nragoistries, but no

one of talent and abilities will want to work on their new terarg] the move enables
favor-doling tyrants by giving them the economic leveragedeffacto owners of
industry. The costs may rise to the point where emigration and axd better
alternatives than staying to fight.

The charge against Naipaul, made by critics like Haidar°Eidd by Ghosh
himself’, focuses on the fix. The charge is that Naipaul uses the wiamdpsds. They
are Western standards. Naipaul sees the Caribbean, India, acal Ahder Western
Eyes (to borrow from Conratf) and his representations promote Western intervention
and neocolonialism. The arguments are very much from the same ettioamlight that
Chakrabarty and Ghosh use in their respective complaints againghitbsophy of
historical development. | am not here to apologize for Naipaul, ugthd have no
objection to defending him on particular points. Besides, well-craftevels likeA
House for Mr. Biswashould be read, interpreted, criticized and enjoyed, and eithex it is
low estimation of the reader or overestimation of the novel (or botk)ink thatMr.

Biswaswill spur a new round of colonization. Be that as it may, one tovwaynderstand

%% Haidar Eid. “Naipaul'& Bend in the Riveand Neo-Colonialism as a Comparative Context”.

" Amitav Ghosh. “Naipaul and the Nobel”.

%8| tried to mimic this by looking at Naipaul’s sebs with the economist’s eye in the previous pagty
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the turn is to study the exchanges between Naipaalsreand its criticd”. | will take
the ostensible arguments in the charge against representatiackmideveloped and
deploy them the moment an advocate—it is usually the sameioritie same piece—
substitutes into the same structure to represent another, say dbe &% lacking
something that post-colonials happen to hold in abeyance.

The methodology that tests both Naipaul and the charges againshdtimould
test any and all sides, is rather easy to find. Bhabha posatdal study the question
“what is to be done®® let us answer “nothing, for now”. If post-colonial peoples and
places are full of whatever it is they are full of, thertheim also be full of clan warfare,
rigid patriarchy, superstition, feudalism, xenophobia, nativism, whatevehdti®aipaul
misreads. Let them be full of zeal for the clan, and love forFtitbeer of the social
group. Let fullness deplete as it will. Let no one interydmezause the place of and
reasons for intervention have always been invented to reaffirmntaesentionists’
senses of self. Tyrrany is just something we do not understacehteas our “tyranny”.
Let no one actively help or hurt. This is the general rulersevengineered, as it were,
from the specific charge against Naipaul's Westernist representation.

Furthermore, since the “fullness” of culture or society (thalvgs lack is not
lack) would be unavailable to anyone other than the very people what,live
statement, no counterclaim speaking directly to, say, the West] beubased on it,
either. No statement could be based on it because that would violabe—itive very

principle used to invalidate the novelist. It, too, would be ethnocentripresumes to

%9 | would not call it a “conversation” because thisra lot of cross-talking.
89 ocation of Culture 23
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comprehend the subject about which it speaks, and that which it addréssestion,
intervention, and ethnocentricity are synonymous. This is the lagpcallary. Indeed,
not even self-representation is to be trusted, since, as the wGta&fabarty and Ghosh
suggest, they are exposed to the same error of representirp-lae-filled. So in a
sense, to be truthful, genuine, and consistent, that which would be repdeasritll or
lacking should really be considered neither lacking nor full; anlerehd nothing is to
be done. We are all muted by our own presumed uniqueness; or xegh@ne sings so
uniquely no other is capable of hearing.

The radically otherness of reality, and of other cultures, othapl@ededuced as
the failure of one set of representations to represent all, dodmwetto disconcert. It
simply reminds us that language is a tool which we humans use wifloy,cend against
each other. We are subjects and users of language. Consequeatby wated by the
language we use, whether it is “Western” or “rationalist’ “liberatory” or
“translational”’. Yet having discovered these limits, everytitiagomes possible: we are
no longer bounded by what has been represented as real or treeessary, and know
that language enables. Some of us may struggle to establish nevachmsr to the
world. Some simply return to respective versions of things, only noknoe they
cannot fulfill whatever had been promised to secure ardent moral ologgt=al
commitment to them. In fact, this critical perspective ig pathe history of criticism
the institution, as it is nothing other than the function of the Readloleed during the
rise of “Theory”. A sign is not the thing itself, but actiag) if it were referential enables
us to do things, at least until the Real defies this expectatigaenitude. The same

reasoning used to point out that post-colonial Trinidad and Africa mialgenmeant for
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development can be and has been repeated against various texts, larplejesand
ideology, such that it should discover to us an error across sysWmgarn that history
does not dictate those places develop into the secular, rationahridorersocieties that
support the kinds of small, private, independent businesses run by mataipaiul’s
protagonists. Under new or renewed rigor, we learn about the waHduwi‘learning”
to be beholden to mystical illusions, old or new. Moreover, wen ldzat we learn in
various ways, and can begin to judge without exception the new categoheld them
off. There is no reason to surrender to another way just becaussurahdnot when
interventionists are making the same promises of goodness, falhilntelos
redemption, whatever to suppress the function of the Real, which previous
interventionists and colonial administrators had made. The functitihre d&?eal does not
have to be suppressed, does not have to disconcert, unless so much enseggeard
being had already been invested in the discovery of “things” and their meaning.

| know the scenario | just described is dissatisfying torwetgionists, just as
formalism had been. Bhabha is not interested in reducing the numbeypssdof
representations in the archive, nor reduce the authority to reconstiigeial from the
archive into new meaningful statements. Ghosh is not asking mgderhéave antique
lands alone. Chakrabarty is not saying let ahistory (whatevwex fight against history
for control; nor is he Buddhist-like renouncing historical existennaesponse, they are
met by an intelligent skepticism. Yes, Modernity is not the ¢mlyg under the sun, but
why is Modernity, as these writers presume, obliged to the dtivegst under the sun?
That the fullness of post-colonial places cannot be left to thairdevices indicates that

the stories anctthosare meant for export and to discomfort: the thing in itself, the
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characters in themselves, the aporetic moments, are foeariother meant for those
yet to be transformed after reading the stories. Theserm@ntpe countermodernity that
Bhabha finds, reproduces, and distribtesThe significance is meant fos and takes
for granted we are meant to be transformed; and this justifiescautiny. In analyzing
“Africa” or post-colonial places, we are not so much denying thusgs in themselves
as we are deciding on how to take Africa-in-itself-for-thestWand post-colonial-places-
in-themselves-for-Modernity. Feigned indifference revealssthecture of new ethics
and how that structure serves the ambition to transform.

Charges like neocolonialism are more ambitious than charges of bofairess
practice. A neocolonial power intervenes and transforms anotherectidt exploit its
peoples and resource. Certainly the values that underwritdadingecof neocolonialism
are different from the values that underwrite the argument célojewment/progress; in
the latter, villagers ought to be given a choice to be incorporatalige they represent
untapped resources anddevelopedtconomie¥. They do not have to choose; neither
do we. The critique of neocolonialism, and the Postcolonial discoursewuitihey it,
can be used to make more demands. The Postcolonialist ligtarfsaio be considered
almost as unethical as colonizing someone is rather exten&nakthe Postcolonial list
of relations is extensive, too, seemingly connecting any and dlesmtot by physics or
economy but (also) by responsibility, obligations, and ethics. Authores the lists

easily revisable: just tell another story that resemblegligat of the colonized, just

®L“Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”
%2 Cf. Hernando de SotoThe Mystery of Capitalism: Why Capitalism Triumphsthe West and Fails
Everywhere Else
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reference those “things” being installed in the ethical figdgheak; | am bound to hear.
And so art thou...

Critiques like the one against Naipaul end up reaffirming thathwiéx to have
been assumed to “disprove” him (the fullness that falsifidg |athich means that, in the
first place, they are violating the criteria used to evaludterst and more significantly,
they are trying to create convolutions to thwart the free atidatrassessment of their
veracity, their purpose, and their consequences. Meanwhile, theyslkrey dor
commitment to as yet unproven and untested characters, plots, and drenmasst
cases, critics like Chakrabarty and fiction writers like Ghoahtwo change that culture
to which they have submitted their othered-figures. This fagldcbe masked if some
(other) writers were to be repudiated for using representati@tiscater to Western
values and modernist sensibilities. In fact, repudiation can makerit as though there
is an Africa in-itself that is culturally rich, endowed with emsive historical, political
and ethical rights, when of course that Africa, too, howsoever arsign#ies it, is in-
itself-for-another—for us. All the interventionist has to do to eahithis effect is subtly
modulate from analysis of lack and alterity to traditional history.

Naipaul's stories are bad because when they interact with hifealefield, they
hinder the facile revision, creation and deployment of the kernels hatisvpromised
by those actions, the same way that psychoanalysis of desieq avith a concept like
false plenitude, can undermine the ability of new language and igas ®© make
promises of fulfillment and gain adherents, or even the same wayhthaheory of
evolution by natural selection can undermine a “theory” of credtjonhallenging the

latter's explanations of observable things. Naipaul's post-colstoaks hinder the kind
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of relocation of culture that allows Postcolonialism to addresswitriéd as the next
possibility. Naipaul hinders not because he fails to consider butigeci@arning from
him, one is always prepared for the next iteration, the nexmptseto signify as
antithesis and synthesis, the next abject failure. Naipaul hindénsecause he makes
different promises than Postcolonialists but because he writesldfes that allow us to
assess those promises as, shall we say, less than idea.isTthistinction between “fire”
as fire and “fire” as the cause of panic, but not an either-dereifce. The same
distinction exists for signs of right action. Upon being addressed story, one is
prepared to scrutinizethosin the logic set out by the discouraed as discourse affects
real human events. It is not just that the resolution of contaadichperatives and the
redemption of conflicting aspects (of for example oppression andatibe) are
discovered to be rhetoricaleus-ex-machinahistory, dialectical history as understood
from the skeptical study of colonialism and post-colonialism, identay those that had
been so affected by the machines, for instance by the idea pehmtEnc®, as they now
struggle to secure the greatness that had been promised. Competiecking”
impulses do not necessarily support viable self-government. Sosesetitne
repercussions extend only to a person and his family, as in theotdke Biswas;
sometimes whole groups of people are affected, as in the to&vrBahd in the River
Moreover, it is out of the logic of the discourse where other valiles Naipaul's
alledgedly Eurocentric ones, can contest ones inherent to Postcaoticgédm. The
inclusion of Naipaul in the literary tradition may be used to limiitat is done with

stories, and this is why many critics consign him to the otlderand treat him as if he

83 Which is to be distinguished from actual indepesmge



has betrayed the cause inherent to the post-colonial that he2ifigures in their drama
as a way of thinking to be repudiated.

Indeed, the more entrenched problem may be that Naipaul's competing
representations, his categories, his plots, his novelistic faxamsbe confirmed where
others (because they are only consummation to be wished) cannot, whibly the
standards and the reasoning, not the evidence, have to be attackeakgurhent from
lack (applicable to any representation) is made in many chsesuse the
counterevidence is (also) lacking. Theseiolence that destroys existing infrastructure,
drives out would-be entrepreneurs, and builds nothing that would last, andendheat
violence started, it is perpetuated by self-governing post-cédonidhe violence is
perpetuated not in pursuit of decolonization but in the pursuit of the peenof
Independence, the apocalyptic sense of new beginning that opens RuBhdi&atanic
Versesand drives the last consolidation of power in Naipad’'8end in the River
“Fullness” is a front, a projection, hope, and likely a lie. If ¢heere no need to build
blind commitment to the “ethical”’ representations of Africa dredgood that it promises
to achieve, if, say, Naipaul is wrong because Africa iy tguéat, why not disprove him
conventionally with evidence? Instead, since the thing itself carenabbnted on to
correct, as gravity “corrects” the foolhardy, the sense oftrggsa must be discursively

regulated*.

% | am not arguing absolutely against discursiveulaipn: | would argue that to even discuss those
regulations transparently we have to be in a difftmode (where those regulations can be strickemy In
other words, it may be in our best social intetegtrevent public knowledge of our genetic disposg, but it
may also be in our best interest to remind oursethat we are deliberately preventing ourselvemfro
researching something that wan know, and with that knowledge restrain ourselvesnfrmaking other
things up; the “argument” that genetic similaritytals bonds of brotherhood has to be done in ferdifit
mode. Likewise, in studying post-colonial cultugoducts, such as literature, we can guard against
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Let us take the logic one step further. Even if given that post-eblaiica is
greatin potentiag why cannot the key to stable post-colonial independence be economic
development driven by the middle class of shopkeepers and traderg?ndtVhave
arguments about the future, comparing pluses and minuses of the variousalsropos
rather than tie one arrangement down—or giving it more weight—bgremding
something like the inscrutable being of a people? Is it becaug@gdbkecutors and the
courts in which the charges are heard have already made iupmines about the
potential of these places to be full of that which capitalismagdwlacks, that which
modernity always subtracts? Future greatness must be ofificsked, then. Naipaul
violates the second rule, or, observing chronology, and the fact tladth8hused the
novelist as a foil in his early criticism, the second rule wassin place to enable the
characterization that some of what he did is wrong. It is ndtNagipaul were writing
about the future; rather, by recording the failures of post-colamblutions and
transformations, many well-intentioned and carried out by peopleedfright” color or
speaking the “right” language, he is incorrect for a politics tls#s history to make
promises about the future as if that future is necessary, reahiable even already
here. And because he is incorrect for the politics, the attackgroare freer than the
same arguments represented as complications to subaltern hisiniégyraNaipaul is
repudiated for what else can be done with the discourse thaiosanttte repudiation.

The controversies between Naipaul and his critics can tell usthevethical turn is

misrepresentation, without somehow shifting moded eonjuring some sort of solidarity by appeal to a
commonality like “customs” (this is done by Amit@®hosh and Derek Walcott).
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supposed to function, hoethosis produced, how to test and contest it, and how to
extract usable knowledge from interventionist texts.

One discovery is the desire among many post-colonials for powearomigh, or
superseding, that which had once dominated, and it is not coincidentahtral theme
in Naipaul's criticizedoeuvre In seeking the “things” that would fulfill desires and
ambition, post-colonials ironically create problems like dependencpatmarchs to
reaffirm exaggerated senses of self or blind pursuit of tokegeeatness. Independence
leads to dependency. And in many cases, some post-colonials coddéengrfor many
other post-colonials. These propositions can be tested. Actually, Neptsathem, or
shows them tested in the tumult of post-colonial history.A IBend in the Riverhe
compares the different philosophies of histasywielded by respective users in tim&
European priest believes in the strength of his civilization; its collaptehis belief. An
African boy believes Africas great; the reality of Africa tests his belief. Neitgll be
the last statement, but some philosophies, some ideologies, servébdahevers in
success and in failure better than other philosophies serve théhsr tBe priest or the
boy will prosper; or both, or neither. Let us see. Let us sebgefarbre, whether this
overweening desire for newness, for the New, because of whatniise) is being
exported elsewhere, to possibly unwanted effects. Either Nagaght; or his critics;
or neither; or their ideas are indeterminate and we need moreugystudies for greater
clarity. The last options are vitally important but often oeditfrom criticism. We

should be free enough to accept them as outcome to our tests dfasHagen said. At

% Chakrabarty is very careful to pay respect toehatom he will complicate, and in fact represeriss h
intervention as a way to strengthen the kind afiohisgraphical projects with which the Subalterowgy is
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least we do not, as a rule, exclude considering the propositionithatigh not everyone
should live as we do, they are still responsible, and we are nohefohings they want.
In the end, we may reject both Father Huisman’'s Civilization aedifand’s
chauvinistic post-colonial Africa because their desires are totafitaria

The upshot of this last, “empiricist test” is not that it ggela final vision of
Africa, or post-colonialism, or the world as it is at preseather, by it we can come to
steady disagreement. On one side, developed nations are the ‘fiiings” many
understand them at present to be. On another, on Nandy's and Chakrahadty’'s
Ghosh’s, the idea of the nation is bad because it forces peoplentiyi as essential,
eternal antagonists. There must be a Hindu nation, and a Muslim natiothe
subcontinent, pointing weapons at each other. Nationalists must bdatedhsaway
from such thinking. But there is now a third interpretation, a fourtaybe more.
Actually, many more, of that | am sure, with complicated imtévas. “Nation” is a
momentary rhetorical strategy used to produce and control cedlegency, less reliable
than may be wished, more threatening than may be realized. Amdfon” is an
organization ideal based on real practices and used to reinforce tRemple with
commonalities organize into nations to protect some of those things they havemortom
under the pretense that they belong together. Sometimes theyraginses they do not.
The particular problems cited are not caused by the idea daiforihabut by the
mismanagement of the desire which leads men to grasp at thandeinvest so much
energy in identifying with a nationality (and against its foeBhis means the desire can

grab hold of another idea (like globalization, or ethics) with theesexpectations and
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cause similarly widespread damage pursuing it. Post-colproblems indirectly result
from the failure to analyze why the Independence historicalig-fught and won
should continue to inspire such a transformative possibility, and wigryaaying on
that theme should mean so much. The problems directly resultiefailure to realize
that to transform culture is to transform people, who may feel, owkhetter what is
best for their respective futures. Transforming clans intoiamat developing village
economies into industrial economies can cause problems, but this doesancthe clan
and the village—and whatever else serves as the other to moddmnltys some sort of
secret kernel Postcolonialism can use to just#ytransformation. From this point of
view, the argument against “nation” is actually limited to @eslnationalist desires,
especially the kind that seeks to rule without credible mandate mahk@s enemies
(including betrayers from within) just to have caiseFurthermore, extrapolating from
the work of transformation on native cultures, transforming fromomand modernity
carry with it great costs and risks; plus the change may awe las better off. When
limited, the argument against the idea of the nation does not prompedt of us to
relocate to, and invest in, tlmew organization with which the critic or writer hopes to

replace what currently exists. There is no reaching for a new almigtgy.Or

| repeat: there would be little for me to say if the gtig against Naipaul is
simply that his words, whether true or false, do not support Postcadbmalues and

Postcolonial political ambitions. Whether he is inaccurate is nhasae, he is just

% Just as the argument against African “culturdiniited to those practices that lead to the codstitbn and
continuation of the power of the Big Man leaders.
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unhelpful. In fact, why bother with texts and hermeneutics, morewatercriticism and
strategies to install “things” in the ethical field from ih&erpretation of stories: just list
the demands. At a certain level, we simply disagree with ether about the limits of
what may be demanded. We disagree about how we should live, havowd ket each
other live, the values of things, and matter-of-fact declarationsloks can lead to a
tolerant kind of peace and understanding (that we disagree). Whate(ar first)
claimed as alternative is really alternative. Only beeaPostcolonialism seeks to
introduce stories and theories, ideas and things, that would gain@uoeer otheethos
do | have reason to analyze. Only because Postcolonialism tevassablish a discourse
to facilitate the kind of transformation/translation to which waymot consent and/or
which may be deleterious do | need to intervene.

To that end, | am compiling into a method a series of tests tbkttesiand
therefore may be able to expose Postcolonialism’s rules. Thednest adversarial, and
can be applied to any rhetoric suspected of shifting modes. Thearalesplicit to use,
perhaps unsystematically, even subconsciously, but elucidated theyadags follows:
when upholding a sanctioned politics, the argument from lack and thgieaainodes
that facilitate the argument are allowed; when not upholding theicaad politics, the
argument and the modes ought to be suppressed. This is extendedrsoofifitior?’,
who can depict “lack”, and more importantly the lack of lack, more tgtbian writers
of representations that have to pass more vigorous vetting, sincertiex tontrol both a
representation and the “reality” it references. A producetladscan “confirm” what is

erased with the same control that allows Salman Rushdie &ngréteras magic and
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clairvoyance. According to Chakrabarty, the Postcolonialist wstieuld definitely take
this license, because even if—especially if—the adverse propost@onbe confirmed
by observation and experiment, the writer would still be able &wackerize them as
“Western”, pro-Western, or some other placeholder readpdonominemattack. The
rule is second only because it could only be demonstrated aftacteng the first (the
critical rule of invalidation). Since in truth it regulates theployment of the rules of
invalidation and criticism, it may be called the Rule of ruledie Rule intervenes in
every topic from determinist historiography to economic developmehetmea of what
is literary and literary study—what is criticism.

My own critical method is really a complex cascade of conditianguments
deployed to discover in a story and its discourse the rules of invalidati@to ldiscover
the Rule/s of rules. It looks fopatterns of paradox, contradiction and internal
inconsistencies, but unlike Foucault, and of course unlike Postcolonialismore like
the former and less the latter, it does not project meaning onttirthptions”, or
occasions that evidence hybridity, to try to establish them asatges-in-themsel&s
then or now. The cascade of tests is necessary but not becaesaréheontradictions
and inconsistencies. The cascade of tests is necessary b#wausemation being
analyzed developed at intervals in different hands with paraddiisgprinciples and
antithetical impulses. The turn is really a series of turmdh eeinforcing or introducing

more “things” to the field. For instance, to historiography Ghesintroduces historical

%7 perhaps the strategies comes from or were inspir¢dem

% Foucault changes his position. In the relativelyly Archaeology of Knowledgeonce we find the
irruptions, we can re-pattern language to form rokiireds of continuities. In his later works, theuggle for
power takes on more metaphysical properties.
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being, and to historicism Chakrabarty introduces ahistorical virtéexl to theories of
language, Bhabha introduces the figure of the addresskéhe plot of its liberatignso
that the failure of subjectivization would come to mean somethionge nthan the
inevitable inadequacy of all sidiisso that, in the endsthoscan be produced. Bhabha
wants to use contradiction to write interventiSnand when his methods are reproduced
the contradictions are reproduced as well. The point is to testhich contradictions,
which ambivalence, which translation, which stories, Bhabha'’s cisnti and
Postcolonialism in general, witiot tolerate.

This also means the method is necessary because in criticism afténid¢hketetn,
SO0 many ideas are already assumed, so much authority éagyalreen put in place, and
so many signs already reproduced. In fact, the strategieghizyh some stories and
criticism elude scrutiny are already regarded as self-eyitleat the only way to criticize
is to approach indirectly and repeatedly: entertain the seymossible scenarios
conditionally; pursue each possibility until the end of its logic; dresh tcompare and
contrast them to see why in the first place certain pointe wede ambivalent while the
truth of other points appear clear as daylight. Exhaustehs-ex-machinthat promises
to fix things if only such and such were done as much as modernists would exhaast it—a

much as Samuel Beckett exhausts the promise of Interv&ntidihe complexity of the

% what he calls “the politics of addresd’ocation of Culture25.
0 “When | [Bhabha] talk ohegotiationrather thamegation it is to convey a temporality that makes it
possible to conceive of the articulation of antastimor contradictory elements.Location of Culture 25.
Bhabha then continues to explain how his is a e@elogical “negotiation” of history, without
acknowledging that the committed are motivatedheypromiseof the good of intervention. It is this promise
which saves his “negotiations” from being simplyygo maneuvers throughout history, conceptualizettun
different names, inevitable nonetheless. As Jamesites inThe Political Unconscioysvhat matters is the
utopian promise, not thelositself.
L Cf. Waiting for Godat
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criticism is proportional to the complexity of the rhetoric anel shope of the discourse.
Unfortunately, the cascades make communicating the overall sMeptiguments
immensely difficult, because, as demonstrated above, the andlyseed to agree with
the antithesis of his initial point in order to, several steps, latere effectively disagree;
and because he will assume the subject’s points-of-view toaga@ss to core principles
that can then be exposed to modernist counterarguments.

In the cases of Chakrabarty’s alhistory and Ghosh history|ogrdgtgnstruction
splits at the question “what general argument(s) can be extreghdlaim the charges
against the philosophy of historical development?” If none, then ttezkais
insupportable; it is fine to assert, albeit (now) unconvincingfythdre is an argument,
then we will need to proceed through a cascade of decisionsati@been structured for
us, beginning with the initial problem, keeping out wits about us. &manent leads to
cultural subjectivism; another depends on objective evidence. Here is the first:

The philosophy of historical development is wrong because it imgoses
particular frame-of-reference inappropriate for a particpleople or a
particular culture. (1)
To subject (1) to a truth test, that is if we are permittedtiten we need further
clarification of what is appropriate, and what not.
The philosophy is inappropriate because it uses one frame-of-
reference to understand anothand frames-of-referencée.g.
language, culturegre limited by the different that identifies one as

not the other (1.1,1.1.1)
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The second proposition, (1.1.1), what would be the middle term of an Aliestote
syllogism, implies all knowledge is relative. Anything léssces us down a different
path. And so it can now be counter-argued that the philosophy of alhistory
inappropriate because it uses post-colonial conditions to understand nWester
socioeconomic organization. In fact, we can synthesize from (Hetineral ethical rule:
we know the world as we know it respectively, you know it as you dogwkt as | do,
and no one will intervene in the lives of others. To each his dwahjg the way of the
world. Cooperate when best. Compete when necessary. Let thenondsive gravity
as a dimension of space-time, and society as an instrument te desedom for
individual development, develop as they would. Let them who are afraltbsfsgcower
and supplicate as they would. Proposition (1.1.1) only recommends knowledge as
function of the identity of the knower, identity which it has tequme, and does nothing
to invalidate the particular history or langudge its rightful extensions To do so, to
turn around and tell another person about the faults of his perspectiveyiidate the
very argument used against another frame-of-reference. Inldaeach calculate the
other using his own terms, with the understanding that the other |teaslya done
likewise. As such, a nation, a people, Naipaul’'s people, Ghosh’s people aldnraKs
people, can be dumb, mediocre, anonymous and great, just as we céarhalsame
time. Of course, | contrived this scenario when | discussed the aonentique of
Naipaul, and noted at that time, as | reiterate now, that theypuflicon-interference is
well short of the ambition of interventionists who begin with (1).

The other judgment for inappropriateness would simply admit theptmpose of

writing texts that seem to make the argument. And it would lcta@dress the above
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conservative conclusion, which is unwanted by interventionists. The oRws#dist
critique needs to invalidate the idea that | have chosen rifgtlynyself and you for
yourself when we do not make the “right” choices. When the decisi no longer a
function of the knower’s identity, the argument might read:

The philosophy is wrong because it does not benefit the right people. (1.2)
The utilitarian argument does away with the complications posedhaving many
possibly valid frames-of-reference and value systems. Theéddsmew identity, as it
were, is variously defined in relation now to this ethical demand.

When articulated as directly as above, however, the argument cateplather
propositions. For instance, if (1.2) were true, then benefit and rightdvwemiér into
guestion. Right and benefit are now the determining concepts; kigsviand
philosophy merely serve to espouse them. But there are othsumagaf benefit to
consider besides Chakrabarty’s power balance or Ghosh'’s antigbegge anything an
emerging author might say; plus there is the null conclusion—#bestich thing™—
which no one really wants to talk about. We may counter with Aaresaccess stories,
and say, a philosophy benefits those who can best dev&oasitit should. The rest is
nothing of significance. Indeed, let us economize decisions about beapftglize on
Lyotard’s postmodern conditiéh and choose philosophies that best suit us respectively
like we choose narratives. This “Modern” counterclaim | leavegueal, but it shows
the need to reset the point of clarification. The analysis endssgading back to (1)

again. It cascades back to the earlier point of differentiataification in the critical

2 As usual, | do not advocate this point-of-view bm asserting it for argument’s sake. The pdiniew
still makes philosophy an instrument of goals, e¥éme goals are now many.
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method, only with new differentials. This means the argumentr(sigie philosophy of
development) now reverts and follows the other path: the philosophyggvirecause

one system of benefit cannot understand another (1.2.1). Enough of these convolutions
and the writer would no longer be able to elevate his revealmigst his history, above

the status of beingis instrument, to the level of History, so that we would actitoaihd

not anything else.

Or critics of the philosophy of historical development can arguectigly,
which maintains the primacy of the idea of History by appeabnkidtorical referents.
At various other points in the previous cascade, there would haveabegmency to
(re)turn to this mode. History is uncomplicated by the studyistioriography, the
problematic of representation, the function of alterity. Thera i®ndency to treat
“Nabeel” and Nabeel-to-Amitab as Nabeel, the peasant’s sé&uaglStruggle. The
subtraction of Nabeel from history by history is real, not julit fén this mode, the
argument is “objective” insofar as it depends on comparisons betineereference in
the proposition and the real object, between Nebeel-to-global-deveioame Nabeel.

In this mode, we are not talking about commodities and fungible lalogrevtalking
about reality and truth—even metaphysics. In this mode, historicalg bis
uncomplicated by what we have learned about language and representation irhtdé las
century.

To proceed, however, the side making the positive assertion has étadre

tested; otherwise, the conversation reaches (again) the imfasseonversations

" The Postmodern Condition
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between believers and skeptics always reach. If the Postcabmaigument took this
route, it may say that a particular history is wrong because it failotiggroof.

The philosophy of historical development is invalid because it cannot

account for an internal contradiction. (2.1)
In other words, history is hypothetical explanation of facts, an@ snaompleteness is a
fatal flaw of an explanatory system, however great the exjdansounds, the particular
hypothesis of development is plainly wrong. Contradictory history avbal wrong no
matter who writes it. To be sure, there is an exception toddmsand for self-
consistency, the same as mentioned before, which will be discuseed hedeed, there
must be something much more useful, more productive, about the excegtipasiiion
for Ghosh and Chakrabarty to shift to it, rather than argue consistently using (2.1).

Since history is supposed to be truthful explanations of events in damogher

way to disprove history is to present counter-explanations of the eaameples, or
counter-examples for the same general rule.

The philosophy of historical development is invalid because it is not

supported by public tests of the evidence. (2.2)
This is a great argument when the history being criticizpatessto totality, universality,
metaphysics, to be History, since a single counter-explanaticoumter-example will
contradict the authority to speak from the highest. One circumnengdisproves the
flat-earth “theory”. Unfortunately, this alternative mode requires the Postcolotii@l cr
to come up with a counter-explanation or find counter-exartie passes the same

tests If the counter-explanation or example does not pass the sas)ehestwe know
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the criticism is attempting to use the objective mode to reame representations with
other (unproven) ones, one Africa with another, one philosophy with another, and we
cascade back to a former point of differentiation. Without pastiegame tests, the
“counter-example” is no counter-example, but a trick based on theospe@asoning
that when one imagines something better/other than X (sayNdipaul's Africa), the
something-better-than-X (Postcolonialism’s Africa) automdiidalalidates anything to
do with X. In other words, the practice of anchoring esoteric and moralirdebgective
reality’ is contested by skeptical empiricism, and the first tei &ee if propositions,
ideas, concepts, representations, stories, can even be testedtablmntssthedeus-ex-
machina to us who doubt.

Chakrabarty shifts to the objective mode often, as when he writes femirasy hist
In this mode, the evidence that some women did resist their Sulzigiion to inferior
positions in society contradicts and invalidates historical cigres and essentialist
characterizations. They tell moving stories of their struggieesof which we have yet
to learn to read. This is when one should historicize, and whahtistugicizes are the
(bad) stereotypes. The problem arises for Chakrabarty when theofiddeterminism
inherent to the claims (society, discourse, patriarchy, etc. mwaden into what they
are) enables other arguments, like ones that evaluate sobtied on their respective
ideas of women, so he claims concept of ahistdnfe in the objective mod® project
his value in ideal objects In fact, inProvincializing Europehe had been careful to

parry the charge that the idea of woman he valorizes is bgsWwaktern and bourgeois

" Perhaps many, many more had been required to theKktheory”unconvincing
> Which, from the psychoanalytical perspective gsite seeking the love-object.
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(e.g. head of household, property owners); the argument for ahist@ybsequent
writing asserts outright the use of the exceptional, protectifeodaty. According to
Chakrabarty, it is not a matter of developing cultures to the powhiah they recognize
equal and indiscriminate individual rights (and look like a Europeametgpc but
achieving the proper state-of-affairs which includes but is ndteldnto the demands
made on behalf of women. The problem, for me, is that ahistory, andptsrike it,
allow the writer to exempt selected “counter-examples” anthicepromises of history
from the same tests. | am not really testing whether womenas inferred from
Chakrabarty’s rhetoric; rather, | am preparing to contesinslalike what is the proper
state-of-affairs, that will be made based on those “things” comsiddistorical. In other
words, | am anticipating the next modulation, which pivots on that kefrggrsonhood
from property rights to equal share of total collective wealth, because itérasiaele by
other writers at other times.

Ghosh uses subjective and objective arguments, too. Both historiognagphy a
history have moments of objectivity. Historiography is in the dijecmode when
Ghosh writes the history of writers of history, their texts, d@hd causes and
consequences of the particular textual productions: the mode obgcsiibjective
points-of-view. Ghosh will slip into the subjective argument, assunanl ebserver of
history has an untranslatable perspective on it, only to modulate tgabjectively
describe human relations past and present (the idea of Custbtatéscmutual respect,
for example). While his narrators question the version of yethlay inherit, rarely are

they as unreliable with respect to their core ideals and vakiasarrator of Empire like

"%j.e. the sublime objects of ideology, after Zizek97



Conrad’s Marlowe is to his. In fact, the modulations reinforcekéraels of Ghosh’s
value system: this is why | continue to call his trope “history|ographyiiléte tells the
story of disappearance-redemption, the math he questions is heailyath that does not
value Nabeel as he should be valued. Modernity does not alwaymisxdhe values
that it should, so Ghosh modulates until he projects a history tloatsalim to keep
those values fixed, as though they were always already théte. many other writers
and critics, he echoes Salman Rushdie’s longing for a timéo#imel” cultures in which
stories commanded more of our ethical imagination, and storysteNeslded more
cultural authority than they do toddy The Postcolonial set of ideas, concepts,athds
are important because the Postcolonial writer says so. a@ilieminemargument is the
exception of which | have been speaking. It overcomes the mulofudewpoints and
clear-sighted if resistant thinking by sheer authority.

Bhabha also modulates. He does so very effectively andeeffizi Sometimes,
he modulates within the span of one sentence. It may be argueldetltan do so
because predecessors and contemporaries had already erecsepliite structures and
populated the ethical field with the necessary kernels. Bhabha édldweth “high
theory” and the return to history towards the end of the last century, so dldesnwere
already available to him. In Bhabha's rhetoric, then, is edabt ethical turn. A word
like “negotiation” signals deconstruction, when old structures aralubzséd enough
that signs do not have quite the meaning they should have; paradox@maadictions

are historical evidence of negotiation. Meanwhile, a word like fger#” evokes a

" Salman Rushdie. “Interview'The Paris Review7.174 (Summer 2005): 110
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story—Story—in which whatever characfeemerges is acting in allegories of power
where moral values have already been decided. The moral vdlemefging” and the
justice of “negotiation” do not change: only the forms of the menge. The ideas are
not, for instance, to be taken as another tactic in the genealagyrafs for creating
cultural value where thermay not be any Furthermore, something tells critics and
story-tellers it is good to look for negotiation and emergencies,tland pass on the
ethical imperative. Bhabha follows this procedure for example wieere historicizes
the French thinkers of “high theory”, such as Foucault, after appriogridbeir
antiestablishment critical methods. In fact, transition froomfitheories of discourse
(formalist, Structuralist, Poststructuralist, Deconstructionist.) eto authentic and
authoritative representation was the ethical turn; it is thieadtturn being “taken” again
and again.

Bhabha locates Foucault's desires in the context of twentieth geWtastern
Poststructuralist thouglaind relocates Foucault's objects of study (discursive formation)
into plots of historical human agency (resistence). The shidui®e subtle. Bhabha
parrellels argument (1.1) above: he cordones the analysis into aopuiatv.
According to him, Foucault misreads cause and effect. Colonikfssomepeople(s)®
little to appropriate and revida the ways that Foucault may recognize as constituting
agency The French thinker does not because he is himself in a fornmhigoexpression
of which is desire for revisionary “archaeology”. Foucaukthos is European

existentialist and his analytical mode makes it seem as thgiggtiicance can only be

8 Whether a person, people, continent, hybrid, migtiost...
9 Bhabha uses the plural “peoples”.
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gained by revising inherited discursive formations into new ones. Alterity iraktalian
archaeology is the inability to do this. By turning to traditioh&tory, Bhabha
ostensibly corrects for the legacy of coloniafiSithat serves as the other to Foucault's
archaeology. What Bhabha is also doing is inserting “people” and dtwgies (and
ability) where there had only been linguistic dysfunction c@iinuity)—and not so
much “insert” as superimpose. He superimposes the morality ieblamial conflict
where there had been only functions of power, so that it may gpidsent
archaeological decisions In appealing to the history of colonization, resistance, and
decolonization, Bhabha introduces to interpretation the charactersreanglanizes
criticism according to the plots that are central to the faonaf his ethics. Characters
like the hybrid struggle against productions of cultural differetiee;outcome of which
plot is deferred, and the purpose is certainly good. By shiftihgstory, he gives greater
credibility to the Postcolonialist archaes of liberation (in WhHtoucault has become now
one of many fragments), when, if the same procedure he usastdgaicault were used
against Bhabha, the new reading would be recognized as singihea formation to be
reorder aswve are capable of doing. Foucault is open-ended on the matter of the new
archaes that are formulated—in this sense he is postmodern. Bhablardsdy
gualitatively evaluated certain archaes—the “liberatory” onesd—aontinues to
modulate from “theory” to the histories that decide in their favor.

The difference between Foucault in the early 1970s and Bhabha in theat®@B0s
1990s can explain the Postcolonial intervention. It is even moreysparidical than that

which was between White and de Certeau. The Postcolonial intervanagnbe

8 Colonialism created conditions in which some pe@mleded signs of history but could not make them.



characterized through the subject nobof constituted byhe stories and interpretations,
theory and propaganda, that are sanctioned. But, as Bhabha has said oatiénsy the
stories only address us; we are not yet its subjects. If Blavhes after Foucault, what
comes after Bhabha?

If my analysis is deemed “Western”, or “modern”, sincentpulse is to demand
the sort of consistency that became dominant first in the philosogdesritical theories
of the West, and its dichotomies the type that Western philosophgriietsm use (or
used to use), then I will simply note that | am just adapting Blostialist strategies,
selectively incorporating what Chakrabarty and Bhabha are doirghakrabarty and
Bhabha selectively incorporate other kinds of analysis. Reason gpiitiske are the
negotiation strategies | advance. And if | were more rhettyieaept, | may say |
advance them on their own untranslatable merits, all the while kndtad would be
using them to obstruct the establishment of authority to dictakteonltural productions
like story-telling how the world is supposed to be. Indeed, Postcokmialould laud
the free and resistant adaptation of strategies it hasufat@a. This analysis is no less
than thenextnegotiation—unless the concept of “negotiation” and method of modulation
were really instruments for furthering those values which eeifically non-negotiable.
If “negotiation” and modulation were instruments being used with@utsparency of
purpose, then my “modern” analysis, or any analysis skepticastwéimentalism, would
be perfectly justified.

For its gambit, recursive modal analysis reifies whatevem#wve discourse for
producing ethos reifies, be it reality/Real, history/ahistory, order/irruptions

forgetful/recovery, whatever difference is used to support the fusrdamoral-ethical
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judgment implied in the production ethos The discourse under examination constructs
the modal difference when it segregates the functions ittagaace itself in the world:
the function that deconstructs Western and Modernist signs has todoeutigept from
deconstructing the function of the “translational” that produces sigws and new
commitments; historicism used but kept from targeting ahistGtgse readings of some
major post-colonial and Postcolonial (they overlap) stories and tigedges that they
use will demonstrate as much. The critical method is recuassidemodal because it
parallels the discourse being studied, and at any point during shadeaof conditional
differentiation, a Rule of rules may emerge and deconstructioarbedf to restart at an
earlier point. In a way, what has been learned after so nmesarg ¢f studying literature
is being used, only the texts being scrutinized are not just those $iMataulay might
have approved, but (also) those that are circulated as representatives of thehseand
moral order. Let us serve neither one master nor the other.

The point of relentless scrutiny is not to summarily dismis® t¥8t because we
want to be able to read texts and analyze discourse with theistatigence, freedom
and authority as those who would go on to proddtbesfrom their own interpretations.
We need to be free to think at the highest level of authority about that which addsesses
| want to reserve the power to understattibsfor us, and reserve for us the power to not
only produceethosof our own but also limit the authority of the ethical field.stbry-
tellers and critics can break free of historical and cul@eterminism to make up their
own minds about reality and representation, and can judge what is tatasvdise, and
what is not subjected to true/false, then we should aspire taithe &itical power. We

should assume that power even if in the end we decide it is oigidttibute power such
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that no center, no Story, has the ability, the authority, to do as Bosteolonialists want
to be able to. If decisions are to be made about stories, thgouletnd | make them,
each and every time we are addressed. If the unknown can be posmiangdot of
human moral development, suggesting it is knowable—that it is, in &tady
known—then you and | in our critical capacity must figure out how tatisize the
unjknown that addresses us. If hybridity indicates that peopleesest the instruments
of Empire’s cultural production, including literature and traditionnthe, too, should
resist becoming instruments. In fact, by making the kind of operangpbiy | have
outlined, a critique of criticism incorporates criticism. Posio@lism’s knowledge of
discourse, ideology, and the production of culture is recognized as bséfobt used
unthinkingly to support “form[s] of calculation and strategic actiodicked to social
transformation®’, in a beautiful travesty of Bhabha's promise to be non-teleol8gical
Nothing is done that will be out of the ordinary. A theory of “equatiBn be met by a
theory of merit. A theory of rights (to signify) can be rbgt well, another theory of
rights (libertarianism). A theory of self-representatiommist by theory of deception.
Ethosis scrutinized with the same forcefulness and the same genuisbilggsfor
invalidation that are used to scrutinize other discursive productiams,Ntontesquieu’s,
to Kipling's, to Naipaul's. Knowledge from stories are compared @rdrasted with
knowledge in other forms. Perhaps here is a significant discoveéfghat best

characterizes the ethical turn may be thHtosand its support structures, including

8 ocation of Culture23.

8 The key difference, perhaps the fundamental diffee, is the lack of love for transformation, femmess.

The fetish of the new, the pursuit of the promikthe New, keeps a subject in a moment of tramsiatvhen
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stories that act like Stories, are never subjected to the kihdrafst criticism that can
decide what has been said is truthfully nothing, or worse a liece @leared of the
discursive formation and its double-standards, we will no longer beatwdintage in the
complex and ongoing negotiation of the authority to signify. The new ptapssand
their grandiose promises, derived from stories, can be scrutirszadeh as the old ones
and their grand illusions.

As for the turn, both criticism and the productioretifosare ethical: they just
follow different, if not conflicting imperatives. A changing profession hagpsi tried to
shift theethosof the institution by using institutional authority to establish and expand
structures for the production ethos The study of good stories is being used to promote
stories to be studied because of the good they can do. | take back one of my claims:

perhaps nothing has changed

ideas and concepts are influx, from translatingkpas it were. Note how in all of Bhabha therdhes
undercurrent that radical change is always bétter thanging too little, or not at all.
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2. HISTORY|OGRAPHY OF THE DISAPPEARED

In An Antiqgue Lands Amitav Ghosh's report on how the signs of history can
affect the various peoples among whom they were circulated. ©pkygif Ghosh
examines the function of identification in the modern discoursecttanpions progress
and development. The signs include categories, concepts and commaditiesas
“Egyptian”, industrialization, and a diesel water pump, respelgti that in various
combinations constitute historical identity. In nearly all thérggs of the novel, they act
in unfamiliar ways. The signs do not seem to fit reality asmgm The old stories that
gave them meaning do not seem suitable, anymore. Somee{aimened identities are
decidedly deleterious to those who unthinkingly adopt them, like the vilalge wants
to own a diesel water pump simply to demonstrate how developesl h&/lhen such
signs circulate in former colonies, they do not describe whadtigal or represent what
is true, but contribute to making post-colonial conditions: what oncedgpetoto Empire
now belongs to “the developing world”. Ghosh no doubt chose the spemifiexts to
demonstrate the real effects of a discourse and compare dispangeguences of its
philosophy of history. Indeed, the investigation framed by these gungstithat is, the
repeated foray into the field in expectation that answers to #énerfound “out there”—
already relocates the observer from his normal vantage to piexses where his is but
one of many different perspectives across space and time. Tberdis that happens to

dominate is one of many other no less legitimate possibilities.
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Contextualized thusly, the present can no longer representhisediproducing
the same “modernist” storiesf History. “History” is just another structure, another text,
and certainly erroneous if it claims to understand everything. widr&l view being
guestioned can no longer be regarded as immutable, inexorable, thé&ahieevi
culmination of human existence. Development towards that which thmaloinculture
already is is not the natural course of human events. The evidenice failure of
prevailing stories to cipher unexpected phenomena in the antique landsorire are
inadequate. The industrial machine loses cultural cache. Qdgimsrlese significance,
too, especially the signs of nationalism. It is believed that wismourse is destabilized
and de-authorized as such, those who dominate through historiographirdwsgetf-
assurance. At the very least, they should be uncomfortable witls thénipey are. At its
most consequential, inadequacy forces a present that can no lopgmtuce itself
through old stories to turn to new ones. The culture that produces bag, rasirthat
would have been sustained by its signs, has to change.

Furthermore, the change initiated when history fails to sigsifyneaningful.
Indeed, the implicit value of the intervention is so strongly helt éwen if the merits of
a specific case have yet to be proven, failure and change must beuvecated as
haphazard. It is Ghosh's pattern to doubt stegus quobut cordon off the critical
acumen that would scrutinize change. The plausible theory thanddeguacy of
History is a function of signification—adny system of signs—gets suppressed in favor

of what seems to be once more traditional historical explanations of causalitshowld

| do not mean literary Modernism but the kind @ftory that claims human history has entered thdemo
era.
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believe that inadequacy is caused by something, by some limihag™ that is
fundamental because it resists exact representation. And inageyakes sense in a
larger scheme of things, which is fundamental, too, for that schismenore
comprehensive than the now-superannuated phenomenology. Just as i(iiad)cthe
development of the diesel engine seems “natural” to modern hidtergatisality of the
emerging “thing” is predictable, almost intelligent.

What makes a report like Ghosh's problematic is that thegeha implicitly
reaffirms belongs to a story that is uncannily familiar,neas it represents the change as
genuine engagement with that which was excluded, unconsidered, or unkndwen. T
cause of failure is clear and the arguments from which observatiertdearly directed at
us, so encounters with the post-colonial “out there”, however real andndey
comprehension, seem to also function as instruments for something&iséwhere we
stand. The recurrence of familiar unknowns puts any encounter undesicusthese
new ones as much as, say, encounters between Cortez and natpesk of neither the
emerging thing-itself nor strangeness; nor the skeptical @iféer interposed by the
guestion of historiography. | speak of their implications—the difiegeof difference, as
Derrida says—or what is supposed to happen because of encounters. nityloder
fellaheens, social anthropology, the slave of MS H.6, Nabeel, shesectors in the new
production about meaningful change. The water pump imported to the &ygyplage
by a well-to-do village leader (i.e. status symbol) stands in directasbrand comparison
to the water pump used by modern societies (i.e. industrial tably effectively both
tool and fetish when it functions as a sign of historical developmentp mention that a

fetish can also be a tool for bypassing the critical evaluaifomdustrial capitalism.
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Examples like the water pump serve as object lessons. Theseszaray become more
sophisticated when the object is a character that appears oisapgears from history,
and that can speak for itself, but the first lesson remainsatine. There are more things
in the world and time than are comprehended by Modernity, and thel whimprehends
them and takes them into proper account is better suited to ahsngrestion of how to
live. | question the “better” accounting.

Ghosh is not above hoping that the questions of historiography and encaunters
the field cause no worse than destabilization and actually producstakility, perhaps
of a distinctly different kind. Instead of ubiquitous “development’rehgould be other
social arrangements and lived-experiences. Instead of irhpeojacts and nationalist
wars, there would be something like cosmopolitan gaiety. Thenmwseem at first to
be prompted by simply a desire for a plan of action, and therefmme-ended, but there
are ideals and order of “things” shielded from change. Ther&hangs” and ideas that
make development problematic, and the new plan properly “ethicalé. pfocedure, the
“fieldwork” done by him for whom received ideas of history are noadequate, is only
half of a tautology: the procedure is justified by premiselsgharantee the questions are
meaningful, yet for support the questions have to cite what is “foundig utie
procedure. The narrator finds in antique lands that which modernity cedbthi
discounts, namely the slave and Nabeel, yet the antique land$ar¢hey are because
modernity already discounts them. Or, to put matters on theacat@ich Ghosh writes
most fluently: you are important because you are not, and you ampattant unless
you are. The “promise” is that which convinces us to act dowpto a logic that has us

run around in circles chasing after “things”. This is why éegence”—yours or that of
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“the slave of MS H.6"—into history, politics, existence, or arfyeotsetting, would have
felt familiar, and why the “things” given to the “other”, whet land or
acknowledgement, seem what you have always wanted. Doing so agaagand
confirms what has been heretofore presumed and promised, amlstrenresolve. The
tautology has the convincing appearance of engaging reality,ugiggsts that anything
promised by and found in the encounters is more real than invented. rdllardogic is
acted out in self-justified, self-fulfilling rituals often @impioned apraxis. As can be
seen in the Marxist versions pfaxis the determining decisions have already been made,
values assigned, and stakes claimed.

The novelist asks us to imagine being “in a [particular] antigné’ in which we
are and are not quite ourselves, and in which we can be more, bsoaigzing in
those particular fields with the given figures can transfornfioughe better. Such an
ethics may be provisionally callednthropological-historiographic(“a-h” for short)
because the context, the material, and the self-disciplined prodedwenstructing the
past/present fantasy originate from those academic projectsl @tmiénding out how
people long since dead had lived; and because Ghosh frames the nbedhiatoty of a
social anthropologist writing history. The devices he uses@renon across various
productions ofethos. From this ethical position, one talks about the past to obliquely
order the present. It is the obliqueness of this order that irsarsstbecause it is a
literary feat. To make a “real” person disappear but not entitleén reappear but not
completely, requires skillful orchestration dithos. But we should also ask why Ghosh
has chosen the oblique structure of past/present to give meanheggpdresent—why the

superposition that seems active in both past and present, yet beloregthéo past nor
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present, is needed for the productionettios. The “antique land” fantasy serves as a
coherent field for ethical action meant to address contemporamgsisof identity,
representation, encountering differences, cultural antagonism, and soc@rdivAn a-h
ethosis supposed to reproduce the difficulties of anthropology and Histothe widest
scale possible as a way to promote better communication, dstabiigual
understanding, and structure social relations. Ghosh seems to alegmed that can
entertain such a fantasy, a world in which identities are incomplete, confingdreasily
amenable; interpersonal relations are based on social practceaalition rather than
ideology; familial identification are sustained despite the havamght by diasporas;
and men assume the best of men as they confront them, and of tlesnasetiey argue
for more power. Historiography and history as such are instrumental.

In An Antique Lands an allegory in which antagonistic, mutually misunderstood
people are first rendered tolerant by the dependency of glaloal, then collected into a
vaguely-defined community by an ethical “imaginary” mediatedh®y idea of human
affinities. Not only is the imaginary open to all sorts of newis, but people also come
to look for that which would revise them, as though this unknown would contpéate
They depend on each other for meaning, and become governable through that
dependency. As such, the novel is one of many contemporary ideakigtessions of
the promise of globalization that is part of modernity and thalaims, has happened
before and beyond the Modern. This is why Priya Kumar think&n Antique Land

contributes to an imaginary that promises the kind of coexistencendbegnere

2 from a certain age in and wing of the disciplingsvelopment
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tolerancd. Homi Bhabha would agree, since he urges: “We need to affirmattedul
virtue of tolerance, but also to move beyond it, to achieve an imaginativosity of
“identification” which we humanists—artists, poets, historiansrdrie scholars—enact
every day in our attempts at writing, reading, and interpretétioffiis particular wishful
expression is structured as a scholarly discovery of thegpastdisregarded present.
Globalization forces and facilitates such encounters, but outsideadiemic protocols.
In reconstructing the Medieval Indian Ocean economy and reporting omurary
post-colonial societies, Ghosh attempts to show the present whekst ko that, in an
old rhetorical move we have seen used by Geoffrey of Monmouth téreonisis once
and future kingdom antiquity and the post-colonial also represent that unfinished work
which the present is obliged to carry out. Our once and future cosmaopolihe whole
storyline of loss and recovery, disappearance and reemergence, expnelgsssifies the
new philosophy. The promise of that philosophy is transparent welrebéfe first-
person narrator confesses that he longs for such a world.

Other questions remain. Conservative, comparative, and rational questions
remain, like whaexactlydoes the expansion of the atmosfrom a set of self-selecting
practitioners promise? Promises can change the world unexpectedlyaldgfebiey are
not kept; what are the possible consequences of expanding the fieldiggwaryriad
human relations? Can we test and contest what is said, evenagknlewledging, as is

the politically correct protocol at present, the basic existefidbe authors? Can we

3 4 [Kumar] argue... that desirable constructiongtaf pastanplay a powerful role in shaping the contours
of a different present and future ‘to come’. Abalk Ghosh’s imaginative narrative about a cosnlitgpo
past is an act of memory that points to possiédif living together in the presentLimiting Secularism:
The Ethics of Coexistence in Indian Literature &ilch. 79.
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listen, and decide to do something else? Why this tautology over haés it disable
other valuable intellectual functions? The violence of historioaflicts is a recurring
theme in Ghosh. It is not that we ought to argue against peelfgatdeast peace that is
the end of conflict and violence. Rather, as “peace” often comesirposely vague
terms, and/or authoritarian tone, we are analyzing the termpdacé” and the methods
that use the desire for peace to make both direct and unacknowledgeahdde
Moreover, some categories, and some “things” that are treateelndyg emerging from
“anonymity”, have already been decided as good for us, or for peagsst because. So
| recall the question that has been pushed out of the ethical field,emiision an
attractive or revolting image of the past, and why insist thap#sthad beenso? Or
more bluntly, can we legitimately reject the new economy, new sahew ideals, new
figures, new identities, being constructed? The answer now sedmsot in what new
knowledge is offered by alienating experiences, but what can lievad when the
“new” confirms what we already know, or think we know; what we—somes—have
already fantasized about and decided? Because writers hkshGaim to acquire
authority and power and reorganize both, to the extent that at thdeast they can
relocate “us” Moderns to antique lands and represent “us” in aldsgof intimate
existence under one roof, their words need to be doubted and analyzed assmuech
doubt and analyze the discourses that unthinkingly reproduce the pr&¢bat.seems
peculiar is difficult of questioning Ghosh as Ghosh questions modeafitjuestioning

the decisionghat would intervene and have us believe in “the idealized portrat of

* “Statement for the Critical Inquiry Board Statertien
® History of the Kings of Britain
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hospitable world in the medieval pdstis the “displaced intervention” questiotie
decisions that have post-colonials believe in nationalism and linear haatori
development. All interests already admit: these questionsrificalc This criticism is
not directed at the literary work for failing to be literdoyt against the use of fiction to
establish broad behavioral imperatives and to censor the abilityatoagy and make

decisions by sovereign individuals who can.

modulating between History and historiography

Ghosh’s novelization of research begins straightforwardly with arigésn of
the scholar’s object of inquiry: the biography of “the slave of NI8”. The stepwise
discovery of the slave’s identity is the ostensible motive fer riarrator's actions, a
recurring meditation of the book, and the promised clarity of anyngaiperience—in
other words, the story’s plot, theme, aetbs Who is this “slave”? What is his name?
Shall he (to borrow from Dickens) turn out to be the hero of his stMyltat does he
stand for? Who cares? These are natural first questions arghshers to them
constitute an interpretation bf An Antique LandGhosh’s best literary work heretofore.
Not unexpectedly, when translated to general practice, the workcoVereng and
imagining those figures such as the slave becomes an ethpalative. Their stories
become a part of our stories.

The short prologue is a history of the slave. More precisafyihie history of the
documents that supposedly trace the slave. These documents ayepaeahal letters

exchanged among various Middle Eastern traders, to one of whom thebslanged.

® Priya Kumar. Limiting Secularismthe Ethics of Coexistence in Indian Literature &ilch.



By far the most assertive, secure, and final statements bothieare those that speak the
history of anthropological-historical archives and of the things libbong to them; the
history of the slave is self-consciously speculative. The arcimgieides not only
documents that mention the slave, which are scattered throughout rldeirwearious
collections (so an “archive” in theory), but also geographicetisfahe etymology of
words, especially place-names, often across different languaggéshe narrator’'s own
subjective fieldwork experience. The simple syntax, list ofesaand titles, and details
of where evidence may be found give these statements the forsoand of scholarly
facts. Whenever understanding of the present or the past meetemant of
incompleteness, incoherence, or danger, the narrative switches, loftgriya to these
more secure subject matters and the discourse of scholarshipvhitth the prologue
introduces “the slave of MS H.6”. The slave died a long time agahbutonflation—
the synecdoche of document and being—serves Ghosh well.
The slave of MS H.6 first stepped onto the stage of modern history in
1942.... The slave’s first appearance occurred in a short aryctaeb
scholar E. Strauss, in the 1942 issue of a Hebrew joutimal, published
in Jerusalem. The article bore the title ‘New SourcegHerHistory of
Middle Eastern Jews’ and it contained transcriptions of sevezdlaval
documents”.
“The slave of MS H.6” acts as a proper name until Ghosh bestows: missing figure
appellation worthy of new-found/newly-recovered humanity. Findingitigful name

is part of the novel's ethical development. Ethics begins as thegpmlhas, with the
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affirmation of the archive, the archivist, and his production, which aaya&irtemporary
structures. It promises a local habitation and a name. Thesergtewill coordinate the
ethical field, as, for instance, when the slave of MS H.6, the unitateo decision-
making, is discovered in and taken from the archive by the archiisiat they produce
is quite familiar: history. Without affirmation and promise, “glave of MS H.6” would
have very different meaning, or mean nothing at all: it would b& @kash pulled the
fiction out of thin air.

The search for “the slave of MS H.6”, or how we may beginnswar the
guestion of who he was, has to be conducted through the writing in whigk he
mentioned. Again, Ghosh suggests this limitation when he corrétatetave to Strauss'
article. Yet, the limit is introduced that it may be surpasasduggested by the novel's
plot development. To the writing is performed a complex serisgjoification that lead
from “the History of Middle Eastern Jews” to the archive of jolrpablications
containingZion to the history of the document (and Strauss) to the “stage oé&mmod
history”. Just as a proper name would, the “stage” bestows on figkee'she slave of
MS H.6” untested referential certainty: thesere and are such people. And after a
while, it may even seem as if there were and might be warndeoflds with such people
in it. Certainly “the slave of MS H.6” has moved beyond the ifitiat of the historical
documents and the repositories that hold them. The slave is “rharetie writings that
mentioned it. No slave stepped on any stage, to be sure, but thieuslghrasing—the
metaphor—reinforces the slave’s being. It is an ontological pheta and functions

analogously to the ontological argument that perfection necessaibfs because
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perfection entails existence. Since there is a document, thest ba corresponding
reality and truth; there must be, for why else would therdrisedbcument? Both are as
believable as if the god that was lowered onto the stage to pus tiging, but then again,
such devices have believers. More importantly, the “stage” afrizigirants a kind of
credibility to what Ghosh supposedly finds while searching fonawer to a question of
history. Already it hints of the changes to the discursive function of dbesaghen they
are finally active in the ethical field. Of course, at thgilmeing of any search, the
“things” to be found are only promises.

The prologue then shifts from the time in which the document MS H$ wa
rediscovered, the beginning of the second World War, to the time eiriligg, the
summer of 1148 A.D., when “the greatest Crusader army ever asseoavhped in the
orchards around Damascus”. Although dates are the surest indicaochzinge in
setting, there are also subtle shifts in tone and centersofates. From the citation of
Strauss’s article, and mention of the pertinent archive “the Natmé University
Library in Jerusalem”, the prologue proceeds to lyrically diesdhe “busy season” of
“‘cosmopolitan” Palestine. It continues to employ this modulation throughout. The words
of historians are no longer considered in the reality of documents buteasestés giving
access to the truth of real historical events. They are in@gebmto the non-cited text
as seamlessly as quotations from world leaders or eyewitre®se@sorporated into an
article from the front page of the New York Times. Lost becdim@sd. This procedure
is familiar to academics and university students, too, as onefaragreasing authority
by simultaneously evoking and distancing another to which authorityalreesdy been

given. The difference between a quote from yesterday’'s Whiteséipress release and
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MS H.6, is that there is a history in which the latter has fsiginice, too—significant
enough to require all this work. What should be clear, then, even Itleéonarrator has
spoken of his own situation as a researcher, islth&n Antique Landwill treat the
products of history both historically and historiographically.  Frome tformer
perspective, MS H.6 is a document the historian Strauss introducedrtoodeced—to
the world in 1942; this, at least, is one of the object’s histopoaperties. From the
latter perspective, MS H.6 is a statement used to reconsteudife-history of the so-
called slave of MS H.6; just as the words of an Arab historiamae to comment on
the Turcoman horsemen routing the Crusaders in the summer of 1148'/AtBx. this
battle ‘the German Franks returned’ wrote the Arab historian lvdtbso dreaded their
arrival, ‘to their country which lies over yonder and God rid thghfial of this

calamity™®

. Beside a shift in historical moments, there is also a moolulaetween the
historical perspective (with which the prologue starts) and theriugraphical. To
complicate matters, part of the history of the MS is thatwds introduced
historiographically as a source of Jewish history. Reusing #terteans changing its
value. Ghosh’s novel goes on to explore such “links” between the twpgoéives. The
complicated modulation depends on the citability of things from thevardke Khalaf's
letter, their dual-property as specific objects (of histony)l abstract statements (on
history).

The book ends by commenting on the same theme, the reality of doclandnts

how they determine history, but from what is nearly the opposieettbn. Where the

emergence of a past life into the present via the hist@ichive marks a secure starting
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point, the disappearance of one life, the life of the narratoradridabeel, from the
present marks an open but equally secure concluding point.
There were more than a dozen of us in the room now. We were crowded
around the TV set, watching carefully, minutely, looking at every face we
could see. There was nothing to be seen except crowds: Nabeel had
vanished into the anonymity of Histoty.
To complain that there is no trace of him in history implies ttiiate should be. Nabeel
should be on stage, or television. If one storylrofAn Antique Landollows the
archeology of “the slave of MS H.6”, then the story of Nablea$ the effect of
reaffirming that which is to be found. After all, Nabeel was already “theree lost; the
archivist-narrator did not just make him up. So was the slave ofiM3ost once, and
now is found. Indeed, the vanishing of Nabeel presumes that historicalgreceges
the writing of history, and the latter can and must properly correspond to the.former
In truth, there is little difference between what is found @hat is lost, whether
constructed or unearthed, documented or referenced, since they avectbnrs of
signification. Like developed, and developing, and undeveloped, thell argna. Or,
even without semiology, consider that the things of history are ededt of us make of
them, though some will ardently insist that Nakbisekal, and a few can do what Ghosh
does. What Ghosh does is modulate. The effect of projectingah thing” and
lamenting “its” missingtrace, as though writing determines reality, is very useflle T
rhetoric allows Ghosh to subtly conflate the “things” of one staithh “things” in the

other: Nabeel in the story of the slave of MS H.6, and vice veldare importantly, it
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exempts the “thing” from the logic of the story, even as then(thibears such

importance that it might even define everything around it. The figoraetimes

occupied by Nabeel, sometimes “the slave of MS H.6”, is d&tedrby history and it is
not. It/he is what he/it is independent of our writing, exceptwleamust write him into

what he (already) is. “Found” and “lost” are different manipafeti of the text/real

distinction, and, as is the correlative whenever we deal witbnibethe drama of losing
and finding reinforces the text/real distinction: it is thetevis specific manipulation that
makes such and such “real”.

The key to the rhetoric is having a difference and emphasizimgr ®ne or the
other while enjoying the privilege of using both at any time; nibdulating from one
story to another while never wholly invalidating either—either ofdhes he uses, that
is—the writer can implicitly create a superposition occupmuetimes by a product of
writing and sometimes by the real thing. The effect is thiailevihe writer contemplates
the limits of historiography, he can still refer to histaribeing and historical truths. |
call the figure that is sometimes the slave of MS H.6 amgdetimes Nabeel, sometimes
textual and sometimes real, a “superposition” because the wraietains both despite
contradiction. MS H.6 and the slave are not “linked” so much as tlaeg/both at once.
Likewise is Nabeel and the missing signs of him. In fact, paséron is needed to
dramatize the kind of loss (and found) central to Ghosh's philosophylaos. eNabeel
in the story of MS H.6 assures that fieldwork-praxis has a pwiittt MS H.6 in the story
of Nabeel assures that something can be done to redeem the dighppleavehat is

essentially a game of hide-and-seek, it can be used to ingisthéha exists an unknown
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which is independent of historical determination, yet thastbe acknowledged by the
present or fall to nothing/anonymity.

These sections on MS H.6 and Nabeel in the narratida éin Antique Land
exemplify Ghosh's technique. Sometimes “the slave of MS H.&"fisction of textual
documentation: it would be nothing without recorded memory; it has taaoedt
Sometimes “the slave of MS H.6” refers to a “thing” (not nemélysmaterial object)
beyond this and that document, beyond neglect and omission. Which “slish& 86"
is meaningful is a matter of convenience—for Ghosh's productiathaofs. Actually,
“the slave of MS H.6” is both, since both are available to and uséaebgame writer in
the same narrative. Both have to be present at different timlesAn Antique Land.
The superposition is constructed by coordinating the two extant modastafy and
historiography. Each mode has its unities, its first princigie$ogic, its purpose and its
deliberate blind-spots; each has its organizing questions. The twos naneenot
mutually exclusive, but contrast against each other. As histoan isxplanation of
human events, the unities of history are intelligible patterns afigghand temporal
uniformity’® , among others. Historiography tries to explain how history hdsusdy
been written, so the cast now includes the latest authoritativanexthe historian that
wrote it. Hayden White’'s work exemplifies this critical g@ective. Actually, the
singular difference between history and historiography may beldaetihat the writing of
history is also the effect and cause of history. This meansribgtaphy may turn to
history for explanation. For the new explanation to supplant the pretioughts, the

history to which it turns must be more comprehensive than the oapldices, or true
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where others have been false. In other cases, instead of his®rgxplanation of
historiography relies on theories of power, as for example therrdige analyses of
Michel Foucault.

If they relentlessly pursued what they started, the analysdsstoriography
should at some point encounter the problem of uncertainty. They shouldvétieut
the systematic thoroughness of Formalism, or the self-doubt cftRmstiralism, for the
determining condition is that all three start by resisting ahthority of the dominant
writing to exclude itself from the causality of human eventshe Tomplications of
historiography certainly discredit any historian who claims ghtrobjectivity, or force
him to exclude himself from all other historians who were datexdhby cultural socio-
economic interests, and power. The analytical methods of historiggcaphbe applied
to interventions as well as to the writings of #tatus quoand to present promises as to
past promises. The new should question itself. Furthermore, tlomseas rejecting the
old are the same as the reasons for rejecting the new—undessatie exceptions. If
Ceasar wrot&dhe Conquest of Gawb increase reputation and change the dynamics of
power, then what distinguishés An Antique Landxcept a difference that has already
been decided? Caesar had already decided on certain diffeteocesd we are able to
now make up our own minds; so perhaps we can do the same with Ghastngs wil he
exception is no more than another rhetorical deviceddkbominenattacks. There is no
Story that is not a story being used by story-tellers (regqusome other explanation).
There are lots of characters and plots and endings, but no Chakdotegr Ending.

Most writers stop short of indetermination, or redeem it by makin@art of another

1% That the rules change entirely tomorrow from tpglay



story, for understandable reasons. When Ghosh/the narrator talksM®dtit6, he is
simply describing its history. Only when his description of tektionship among
documentation, historians, and history begin to raise questions aboutithey wdlthe
last, do we enter into historiography. And he does just this wheorreates “being”
with an act of the scholar: the very dramaturgy he introduwenablehis story. The
analyses of historiography can be written in the same proseisewy:. with few
exceptions, Ghosh’s prose-style does not change dramatically whethenuscript or a
“real person” is the subject. The problematic is the cruciaro@mant. From this
difference, the two primary modes ought to diverge ethically,aspecially because the
production ofethosrequires commitment to Character, Plot, and Ending.

Historians are certain enough to draw conclusions about change thrmegh ti
The world can be understood temporally. The historian's ethicsusdoon the veracity
of historical statements, whether truth is empirical, metapalsior theologicdf. Of
course, those who come to history may also expect a story with santnef moral,
which is why physics (and some historys) do not seem to sati®¥fiysics, specifically
cosmology, can be interpreted a kind of history with a very lazgpesthat entails little
moral-social obligation; it would be history but for the additionaledg necessary
demand. Even the most “rational” History, then, is in a sense tibaaization of why
the desired Good has yet to manifest but will, and choruses of argdnave made
plenty of indirect moral statements commenting on the seenaggdies of the world.

Contrastingly, students of historiography are sure enough of thatioms of textuality

" The laws of history are akin to the laws of physic
12 History is the work of some superior intelligenasyally additionally qualified as good.
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and signification that they can begin demystifying the historibiigsory: the writing of
history is also historical, such that every claim makes itself meatiynbfy pretending to
be transcendental, metaphysical, or final. Correlatively, m&tts that have been
“textualized”, or historicized as something that (also) existime, lose that authority
over us which is derived from the truthfulness or reality of whattékes say. Every
Good is a claim made by another hunti&e those before and beside hirkveryethos
written to serve the good is an exercise of power. The valdaloéel/the slave of MS
H.6 is a function of desire, politics, power, whether Ghosh's @oale's. The ethical
claims made on behalf of the character is an instrument he can exercise on another
If new ethosare to be produced, the antithetical imperatives to build (or rebuild)

and to deconstruct have to be segregated and organized. The problemadit fdem
the analysis of the explanation with the explanation's own aceljtinctions, cannot be
introduced to the intervention, even as the intervention introduces it &tatus quo
The critical difference of history/historiography has to stwaking a difference. So the
production ofethosmodulates between the two functions such that, in the end, it secures
authority and stimulate action—that makes the slave “more" tharHMSand Nabeel
“less” than what he supposedly was and always is. When Ghoslirig us through
history and historiography about peasants, at some point the Vvedus$aches to them
are detached from evaluator and evaluation, from his decisions, and oodeast
inherent to the thing-itself and universally true. Suddenly we Jgelia something
“more” than people competing and fighting with words. The two modesgerge (at the
superpositions) because they belong to a discursive formation, of Wwhish Antique

Landis an enunciation. The authority to discourse as such, to segvduatevould be
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antithetical perspectives and contradictory logic in order to makeclaims, supersedes
each of the functions alone. This is why, as we will5egriters want to grant the
literary authority over the analytical, and rhetoric over logce Ghosh follows many
other writers—and critics—in modulating between the historiograpleertainty of the
text and the historian’s certainty of Meaning, we may work utifteassumption that all
of them have found something productive in using the techtique

Just as it is irresponsible to believe that the confession & madkes other
statements automatically truthful, it would be irresponsible\te tho much authority to
whatever else Ghosh writes just because of his framing deviesuld be irresponsible
to refuse to analyze how the novelistic conceits and figungjulage function to make
signs for the writing ofethos. The omniscient third-person narrator is a literary
instrument; so is the sensitive archivist. In the first pl&®osh does nothing new and
original to the trope of modulating between history and historiograpgkithough his
decision to write an historical novel partly (or mainly) bytimg about the experiences
that mediate the final product immediately complicates the ioleddistory, the
ambivalent interplay between history and historiography has been zeavglith greater
subtlety, beauty, and consciousness of consequences: for instanamiyoFrison in
Beloved Ghosh had reasons for employing the idea straightforwardigther he was
conscious of them or not. By remaining simple in his treatmentydidsasome of the
difficulties of Morrison’s novels, especially the difficult idea iofeconcilable trauma.

Nevertheless, in both writers’ novelistic discourse, complicatiomgght by one mode to

3in the next chapter.
14 Whether they have worked in modernity is anothatten.
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bear on another, the reason there are modes in the first placmam forgotten. They
stop the logic that started with the history/historiography distinc Enough about
constructedness or deconstruction, discourse and power, the “new” histovieaseems
to say, let us at last build something good again. Let us be cochnoittee more. Such
a call epitomizes the ethical turn. Success depends on the writer's teekperdise.
In that same first section of the prologue emphasizing the dadany basis for
the construction of history, the narrator loses his criticalohagraphical ken and
becomes immersed in history.
It was not until 1942, the very summer when Khalaf's letter slipped
quietly into twentieth-century print, that the Middle East again saw so
great and varied a gathering of foreigners. Nowhere were there more tha
in the are around Alexandria; the Afrika Corps and the Italian Sixth Army,
under the command of Erwin Rommel, were encamped a bare forty miles
from the city, waiting for their orders for the final push into Egypt, and in
the city itself the soldiers of the British Eighth Army were still ang4—
from every corner of the world: India, Australia, South Africa, Britain and
America. That summer, while the fates of the two armies hung in the
balance, Alexandria was witness to the last, most spectacular, burst of
cosmopolitan gaiety for which the city was once fanmgus.

The important proposition of the first sentence is deliberately ic@utan thedependent

clause; it takes over for the weak independent clause “itneantil 1942”, while that

which could potentially raise further issues with history about teiiten is cordoned
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off in a modifier®>. The transition to the proper perspective is complete by ste la
sentence. Whether or not Alexandrians would have agreed withdh&cterization, the
nature of the category under which the prologue connects the pacase times is the
same. This gay resemblance lies outside of the history aloitienent, being about the
world in which documents exist as finite thihgs It also exceeds what the historical
document can say, for the comparison can only be made at some pore aftér the
document was written. It is broken by the clash of armies.vénatheological way, joy
belongs to History proper as something at wiarkistory but notof it. The years 1942
and 1148 are linked in two ways. They are the time of the writikghefaf's letter, and
the time in which it “slipped quietly into twentieth-century primespectively; this is the
continuity provided by the document. They are also comparable momkmgieat
historical confrontation; this is the point of resemblance. Ruminaimghe major
historical convergence of cultures and civilizations, the paragrafsh up the major
theme: the meta-narrative of late twentieth-century -cultucainflicts, when
“cosmopolitan gaiety” is lamentably lacking. The rhetoricattdhom letter to gaiety is
expertly done.

The modulation is repeated throughbutAn Antique Land.For long stretches of
the narrative, after demystifying some modernist historiellconceptions, Ghosh gives
himself over to the traditional historical novel. History affottols writer generalizations

about characters and setting their particularities, their diress,outlook: the biography

51n An Antique Land5

1% This does not mean that Ghosh will ignore theohysbf the document. It just means that he kndws tbo
much attention to historiography ignores the presiisf history. He knows, as | will show, that the
perspectives are incompatible.
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of the slave of MS H.6 has to be historically accurate, afterYet history is also the
discourse in which the novelist can best represent his desirsgoryHs where Ghosh
can consider the slave as though the character were alive, aridrihére character-type
truthful; that is where Amitab meets Nabeel, too, and wheredes lhim. So, again, it
would be wrong to grant the narrative authority because of a frasewvige, especially
now that the sophistfican be seen. The traditional historical novel is the form that
evokes, as history generally is the form for representingtyeahe returns to it when
one needs historical reality to “confirm” idealsy An Antique Lands not so much about
historiography (although it is still intimately tied to the idéavriting History), but about
that world of cosmopolitan gaiety in which the slave traveled, andothide traveling
scholar, and their histories. Ghosh desires, and with the hevpbsits objects of his
desire. The novel ignores for extended passages its distimguisbpe, which is based
on the history of the archival document, in order to narrate the batestperiences of a
beginning anthropology student doing fieldwork ostensibly organized arbensktirch
for the biography of the slave of MS H.6. MuchlnfAn Antique Lands devoted to
describing the worlds in which the student moved, tales of an Indiemmgersion in
contemporary Egyptian village life, told in a transparent way undoatpt by the
problematic of determinacy and cultural relativism insinuatedhleyfamiliar framing
device. This is history, not historiography, and cosmopolitan gaiety dnust of other
redeeming ideas aexemptedrom the possibility of a lie to which the modern idea of

development is exposed. Why do we not interpret those scenestietpast as the

7 After all, it is not the document that is gay.
127



protagonist’'s idiosyncratic dream, mediated by his psychopathelcayiel personal
traumas, except out of an unconsidered consideration for Ghosh, who neealisadhat
world in which humans behaved better to speak with the authority dirthle or Real.
History lost is the historian’s gain.

For one thing, repeatedly modulating between history and historiggcigimges
the unities and terms of the discussion possibly without notice, araintenvithout
argument. The slave that was only cursorily important to tei@rgal business of the
documents gains dramatically more significance and takes omrigvadie in the history
that Amitab/Ghosh writes. The letters between traders mehtmanonly in passing,
often as an afterthought, a perfunctory conveyance of salutationetmf the trader’s
business representative. None of them mentioned him by his nant@ap$&ae was one
of the many who played nearly insignificant, highly exchanggabplarts in that
cosmopolitan gaiety rarely seen again, but it cannot be said tleuked any of that
gaiety or its dissolution. It cannot even be said that he apf@édis present in terms of
cosmopolitan gaiety, or did anything to sustain it. He did not makeri why should
the anthropologist spend resource learning his name and stagirfig?higvhy should he
be “alive” and important now? Even Strauss, who reissued the dotuwatues it
differently: it documents the lives of ancient Jews. To accordslénee such a central
place in the modern telling of the history of middle-easteuwinita then, is to engage in
revaluation while by-passing logic and argument; to take certdifacés from the

archives of available material and explode them (as one might amamset of the skin

18 In the modern sense, and so as influenced by afiores of philosophers opposed to using rhetoskills
to make weaker positions appear stronger.
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held by St. Peter in Michelangeld:ast Judgmenand call it the Renaissance’s statement
on mar®) so that they are now of greater importance than before. PeHegpare even
of utmost importance.

Modulation, though literary, can be used in criticism, too. Dipesh @haky
shifts from historiography to history to establish unities that daukdit arguments
against modernity (as it is). Brovincializing Europethe subject of his critique is the
historiography of India, but the nature of the problematic is the Haene as in Ghosh’s
novel. History as development, with modernity asdlss unduly benefits those that can
claim to be at the highest level of development while disadvantaging thosedmdaced
in the more primitive stages. By reducing history to iagjfone of many episteme, one
of many imaginaries, not only can a writer justify the recamfitjon of history such that
it does not disadvantage the “undeveloped” but he can also telkstwmichave power to
determine human relations as much as development history does. Thusb@ttgks
trying to keep the critical powers of methods such as hisariegnherited from the
European Enlightenment, but keep it contained, while empowering othecaddidims
which have been marginalized by the drive towards modernity, ftikasirrational
collectivization under the authority of some local deity, or itsgbténed avatar. “It
[European thought] is both indispensable and inadequate in helping us tohtioinght
the various life practices that constitute the political and tiséofical in India™®°
Historicism is indispensable because it demystifies certaltural values, like the

“Hindu machine”; yet, because it also reduces those categuhiek should belong to

19 Actually it is important, because it is the exdept It is the absence of the Renaissance knowledg
anatomy, and that beauty which is God’s gift to m&ren the devil that guards the dead is fleshitd o
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Chakrabarty’s metaphysics, such as the figure of the oppressadp ithreatens the
establishment of new cultural values as something more authoritaive might be
commanded when understood as artifice. It allows the histariastablish a tradition of
resistance expressed in terms of protective ancestralsspirihetoric that is, iim An
Antique Lan¢gd common to the peasants of Egypt and India. Of course, Chakrabarty can
object to the development of India on the grounds that it produces povextyrugted,
benefits only those who control politics, or disrupts practicesnded to be preserved as
part of India’s heritage. His attempts to create a compealieg of modernity that can
satisfy much more than the “Western” one suggests we oughteioplg investigate the
tacitly exclusionary relation between historicization (plus othealogous critical
methods) and the making of the new Indian political suBfect.

The deliberate revaluation of something unimportant, and for the relagbit t
had been unimportant, unacknowledged, or unknown, suggests that, besides the
difference history/historiography, there is another differemoather boundary condition,

and therefore another undisclosed set of decisions to be analyzed. ifyoaluew

2 provincializing Europes
2L My dispute with Chakrabarty will not be about foems of modernization taking shape in India. Ratit
will be about the mystification of certain categasriike spirit in order to effectively put in plaasti-capitalist
values and other forms of authority, without ratibargument and realistic measure of consequembat
these representations are structured to addressjaté among, attacks the traditions of, and cfalts
changing, the manyotauthorized to self-represent Indian history erntteesn within our critical purview, and
that they employ literary strategies if not objeofsliterature enters them into the critical doméiere
employed. Chakrabarty’s advocacy of atemporality, instance, protects the righteousness of certain
demands under the argument that scrutinizing themldvmean becoming detrimentally and oppressively
“Western”. But, though atemporal categories like supernatural characters of myth and divine dgf
religion may hold authority in those places andeinthe historians mention, would “believers” redpgrihe
meanings they have in, for instance, the story lobajization? To approach them does not mean to
“colonize” believers. Furthermore, that some Hhistd beings once believed in something of the same
“spirit” cannot authorize their new meanings. Intvas to be able to interpret, analyze, contest,@ussibly
dismiss, what new as old and old as new “spirieslehto say, especially if we want to contain theseaof
130



document, or rediscovering an old one, does not necessarily create stery: lthe
discursive structure necessary to make the figure for which Nabddhe slave of MS
H.6 stand is much more sophisticated. Argument alone may not wdrkr.elh An
Antique Landdoes not argue for increasing the value of the slave and Nabeat,least
in any way such that its case may be rejected (or thelesalecrease). Our reason for
being “in an antique land” comes from beyond the seemingly self-irddosés of the
archive, and even the world of encounters. Although a reading of ethiGhash’s
major novel focuses on the narrative modulations from object-evidestatément (and
back) that belie the procedure of modern historical imagining (aat form the novel's
technical interest), the History “recovered” by the *“ethicalithropologist is too
idealistic, and his relation to it too nostafgjcfor “ethics” to be simply a call for
conscientious scholarship and healthy skepticism. As preliminatysenaf narrative
techniques already suggests, the productiogtfufsdepends on successfully modulating
back and forth between history and historiography in order to sivatywhich asks for
the commitment of action.

Segregation and organization of rhetoric produces modes. Modes, asoplort
Frye studied them, are contrasting sets of rules of compositionctinegspond to
different rhetoric, and, in literature, different geffes Similarly Hayden White

compared the different modes of historiograffhyRealism has a set of formal features of

problems rather than letting victims, or their achies, establish ever more demanding and contyaticial
machines that could reproduce problems preserpastdn our own societies.
22 Cf. Gaurav Desai. “Old World Orders: Amitav Ghastd the Writing of Nostalgia”. For homesickneks o
a different mood, see lan Almond. “Post-Coloniaéldvhcholy: An Examination of Sadness in Amitav
Ghosh’sThe Shadow Linés Orbis Litterarum: International Review of Litey Studies. 59.2 (2004): 90 — 9.
% Anatomy of Criticism.
% Metahistory
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character, plot, ending, etc., and adheres to such and such ruletefpretation. The
same is true for history and historiography. | would also add thalysas and
propaganda are different modes. Even if Homi Bhabha says that the work of an academi
theorist and a propagandist are simpaticihere are certainly enough differences that an
analyst does not feel like he is reproducing the particular propadg@nidaanalyzing, or

that she has to protect propaganda from (possibly) reactionarysianalfhe mode in
unsympathetic hands can do great damage. There is great \@ripgrmutations;
neither critic fully accounted for why one form took precedence aters during a time
period or in a community of speakers, but they do make a point thaawhen realism

is truthful, it is truthful by convention.

Be that as it may, patterning into modes makes it easieg#miae rhetoric for
signification. The writer can imply in one paragraph using thesmadl cues that a
meaningful life entails these obligations and in the next assumthémeaning of life is
whatever we make of it. If she modulates rightly, she can at@dsuspicion of
contradiction—the contradiction of subscribing to determinism and independettioe
same time. And if she has the skills, she may even be ablgnifyd0y modulating.
This would be my contribution to formalism, except that the ideanofecurs in
dramaturgy. Dramas depend on expert orchestration of divergentcbmiticting points
of view: the unities correspond easily enough to the speaking araraGeorge Bernard
Shaw does this ilMan and Supermana comedy, however reluctantly oneThe
important characters of the play adhere to their respective rimmsantrationalism, and

radicalism, even as the play reorganizes their society fromituas in the beginning to

% Cf. “The Commitment to Theory'The Location pfCulture



what it is in the end. Especially important is the ability to use historiography to
deconstruct history when a rival controls the texts, and writerfito substantiate one's
ideals (while parrying possible deconstruction). Finally, somstithe modulations
become the new authoritative form. The new phenomenology is founded ora@heee
of) the initial difference. By then, the important decisions héle already been made
for us. This is close to what Ghosh hopes would happen as he criticizes modernity.
Modulation seems to open up possibilities because it enables usotsider
history. Yet anyone who has seen a yoyo will know that howeverthieftrick, the
moving object is still bound. The tricks only work, in fact, becabseobject is bound;
many of them, especially the ones where the object is suspendedpegssive because
they seem to defy the basic condition. Phenomena like the slave bf.&/&1d Nabeel
bind to us and us to the field of ethics. The ethical field, that owhath we make our
decisions, can be subtly, secretly, and sometimes heavy-handelilsighdeously
constrained and organized, at least by competing values. Theodscdd what to
explode, and what to keep; what to lose, and what to find; when to modatats the
history/historiography difference; and whose ideas suffer inadequatave already
been made somewhere else. If we are to decide for ourselvesll weed to discredit

the fundamental boundary.
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fieldwork and the other
The first chapter, “Lataifa”, brings us to the village of thame in Egypt a few
hours by car southeast of Alexandria. The narrator introducesliégevs in turn, often
with a story about how they met and an interesting anecdote that discovers thaeitapart
character. Ustaz Mustafa, university educated, speakingoalhdierary Arabié®, asks
the traveler about Hinduism. The sedentary Abu Ali, in whose houdeatreder stays
the first time he is in Lataifa, benefiting from his pasis both as a provider of
government subsidized goods and at the town’s main crossroad, talks tenduns-
“‘guest” about money. For his part, “Amitab”, as he is callgdhe Egyptians, pays
special attention to the village’s social hierarchy, economy tandtgres of kinship; and
its place in the greater world of Egypt and beyond—with an eyddiail and in simple
syntax that recalls the fieldwork notes of a student of cultuleitalvith enough
“literary” words (adverbs like “laggardly”) to let us know wes atill reading a novel. In
one scene, he meets a number of people in Shaikh Musa’s house Viditomesreo each
other and to others in the village remain vague.
‘So she is of Aby-‘Ali’s lineage then?” | asked Ahmed.
‘Yes,” said Ahmed, ‘Abu-‘Ali is her father’s first cousin. Hmlf-
sister is her grandmother as well as Jabir's. She sl lin their house:

you've met her.’ [...]

% Niloofar Haeri explores the uses of classical Arab lay culture inSacred Language, Ordinary People
Dilemmas of Culture and Politics in Egypilew York: Palgrave Macmillan. 2003.
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‘Yes,” said Ahmed, ‘Abu-‘Ali’'s father was her great-grandfatbe
bother. And of course, his father, Abu-‘Ali’'s grandfather, wasgreat-
great-grandfather’s brother.’

By this time | had lost my way in this labyrinth of relationshi It
was only much later, when Shaikh Musa helped me draw up a complete
genealogy of hamlet of Lataifa (all of whose inhabitantsorogtd
ultimately to a single family called Latif) that | finplbegan to see why he
was always so careful never to voice a word of criticism abdut‘Ali:
his wife, Sakkina, was Abu-‘Ali's great-grand-niece. The linésthe
genealogy led inexorably to the conclusion that Abu-‘Ali had played
crucial part in arranging the marriage. (53)

In Lataifa, genealogy is a social formation nearly as inambras national identity,
perhaps more so since it, and not the national identification “Egypttetermines
everyday conduct. Amitab/v has been installed there to learncArabich he will need
in order to trace the history of the slave of MS H.6. Throughout the long first chthpte
scholar “goes native” insofar as he becomes part—albeit ait gast—of a community
that will miss him inhis eventual absence; and that he will miss, too. Eventually the
narrative leaves off those discursive expositions of genealogy and econaittigretthat
indicate the history/historiographical modulations and begins tretigngharacters with
humane sympathy.

For Amitab, the motive for knowledge and self-knowledge comes from the
necessity of his specific situation. He needs to know how the people of Lataifaach

other, so that he knows how to conduct himself. In the example cited, dimve
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assessing how much help he can get from Shaikh Musa to break bisvidagbu-‘Ali.
That an Indian Bengali and student of anthropology should encounter thariiaiay”
complexities of kinship in an isolated village with surprisésslf surprising. It points to
the writer's mode of address: the narrative of “insight” dri@ea for a popular
“Western” audience the idea that structures of familial andalsoelations can take
unfamiliar form (which is anything not resembling the so-cafledlear family or the
state) by appealing to the pleasure of satisfying a curiabibyit relatedness among an
abundance of people. As such, this living game of drawing the faiedyatso structures
the learner's relationship to the anthropological observation astsom slightly
different from textbook learning: for we—readers who are perham® reducated or
cosmopolitan than the “popular audience’—already know that agrarianissomth
little immigration will have complex matrices of interrétett, usually extended kinship
patterns organized around patriarchical or matriarchical cergadswe already know
that marriages are arranged to create alliances, thustiegtcertain behaviors between
two “houses” and even people incorporated in those respective housege ateady
know that in such societies the individualist notion of transparent, fdedity (I am
who | am whether | am married to your daughter or not) is nomasrtant as other
modes of identifications. We know, but still we learn anew. We kisoah
arrangements were the experience of some others remote notingeiand space and
culture; still.... The “appeal” of anthropological knowledge has an abgecbrrelative.
It is the figure of Sakkina, the “dark one in the black dréssiho does not seem to fit in

the house of Shaikh Musa in the village of Lataifa where Amigalsent to seek
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knowledge, that leads him through a series of misapprehensions tmettarable
conclusion of Abu-‘Ali’'s authority. Amitab concludes that, even if Shaiklsa wanted
to, he was not free to help the unhappy tenant.

The scholar learns of his own condition as producer of knowledge whew, whil
“gazing” at the objects of his scholarship, from which he is stgzhtay culture or time,
the objects defy his expectations and he is met by a gazum.r Laura Mulvey’s
context for her concept is filffi Yet what comes to us as the gaze has been variously
formulated in models for interpersonal relations, and philosophiexibasone way or
another on that kind of interaction, especially if we focus on the gszesymptom of
power asymmetry. Whether the result of the master-slavecticaté Hegel, or struggle
for freedom in Jean Paul Sartre, the gaze is the perspectivelapts as self-evident but
which is really ascribed to another. In Hegel's phenomenology, éiséemis master only
because the slave sees him as such, and vice versa. Frometiaing social
experiences, each thinker progressed differently. In Sahteeintlividual determines
who he is by controlling how others take him. The gaze objectitredever is gazed at.

It also socializes him, insofar as he becomes dependent on dootidentity. The dyad
grows all the more complicated when the object is another thketfie viewer) that
also gazes. Jacques Lacan has proposed the most complex thestreiitate for the
gaze. The gaze, Lacanian psychoanalysis explains, functionsdikeeeego demanding

transparent identification from the supposed viewer (of hims#lfyhich he as viewer is

2 The article “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinefisaelatively well-circulated, and the conceptreveore
widely distributed by its progenies. | read thdiich is anthologized ifeminisms: An Anthology of Literary
Theory and Criticism Ed. Robyn R. Warhol, Diane Price Herndl. Newr&wick, NJ: Rutgers UP; 1997.
438-48
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unawares most of the time. It is self-directed but perceagedoming from without.
Unlike Freud’s supervisor, Lacan’s has a public dimension: is@cal construct. When
the “object” returns the gaze in such a way that inadequatesigi@r's order of
identities, especially his confidence in his own self-evident idenhe very structure of
subject identification becomes transparent. Consequently the tsibjéee to take
responsibility and make decisions. In (Lacanian) clinical practites is achieved
through the process of transference, where the failure of ylehqgenalyst to fulfill his
function as an object of desire allows the patient to comenwstesith his own desires.
Lacan proposed this as the ethics of psychoan&ys&ocial theorists who tend to think
culture oppressive are especially attracted to the public natuhe @ause of the gaze,
because we can conclude from the theory that the problems of the result from a
particular system or structure, not individual identities or howchaose to treat each
other, and we can formulate totalitarian countermeasures agatalring regimes.
Feminists who took up this model ascribed the cause of the gaaatrtarchy, and
thought the return of the gaze by “objects”, which are reallgnaimwered subjects, can
critically disrupt patriarchal power by asking the viewer to contempiatewn position.
Common across all these theories and philosophies is that idehethiaturn-of-
the-gaze discovers to the gazer his own conditionality, whether the spentiiti@ans are
determined by existence, the Symbolic Order, or a structupeveér by various names.
It is not so much that he knows just what he sees, but learns hduwmthtien of seeing is

structured. The same learning takes place when the subjethesed” by that which

2 Jacques LacanSeminar VIII: The Ethics of PsychoanalysiEd. Jacques-Alain Miller. Trans. Denis
Porter. New York: Norton. 1992.
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stands as the other. The other embodies negation, or lack, in idedésgfication: the
fellaheens function as the other to the identity “developed”, as stemd in for that
which is undeveloped or still developing. Michel de Certeau has aitenathat, in the
construction of history, the past functions as the other of the presehtice versd’.
When a supposed historical sign fails to signify the past/predéertedice (for instance,
when a fellaheen is neither primitive nor modern), the stru¢hat produces subjects
that identify in historical terms is open for critique. Thetudra of the gaze” inn An
Antique Landmay be seen in several encounters between “anthropologist” and $iative
which sometimes result in mutual estrangement (though not disengafje and
compromise.

The most dramatic objectifications of Amitab usually occur irgdapublic
gatherings, and demonstrate culturally determined epistemdltgidations. The main
reason these occur in private conversations is that he can dbetrobetter than he can
a crowd intent on showing him up. Correlatively, in personal irgarwithere is no
audience for which a villager defines himself relative to theifmer. But when there is
an audience, Amitab gets pulled into pre-established routines. Therdevame when
Mabrouk’s father asked the outsider to pronounce on the quality of tharfinchchine”,

a new diesel water pump he just bought with profits made frohmgelarrots at a
fortuitous price. Playing his part, Amitab inspected the machine.
| walked around the pump amidst a deathly silence, nodding to myself,
occasionally tapping parts of it with my knuckles. Then, placing both

hands on the diesel motor, | fell to my knees and shut my eydgen W

30 Cf. The Writing of History. 139



looked up again Mabrouk’s father was standing above me, anxiously

awaiting the outcome of my silent communion with this product of my

native soil.

Reaching for his hand | have it a vigorous shake. ‘It's ageeny

makana Hindi,’ | said, patting the pump’s diesel tank. ‘Excellent!

‘Azeem! It's an excellent machin@"’
The episode is interesting because it shows that one of the funatitims object is to
rehearse already familiar signification, to reproduce thealribf identification in a
different time. Amitab speaks in the same way that the onterwaump in Lataifa
“speaks” of the newfound wealth of Mabrouk’s father. His lack gieetise in internal
combustion and mechanical engineering is irrelevant; it onlyensathat he can stand as
perfunctory judge because he comes from the same place asctiieenand that he can
fulfill the drama by playing the part accorded to him. The dhgeot inert, as we might
typically regard an object of a scientific experiment. laiplaceholder arranged for a
performance full of meaning. The structure of the gaze maéafekiring the episode of
al makana al-Hind is interesting, too, for it is directeth@th Amitab and the fellaheen
subjects gaze and are gazed upon. The people gathered round the maobsatg
Amitab, “anxiously awaiting the outcome”, and gaze upon themselvesainasfthey
accept that order in which his judgment defines who they are. aBrgazes on them as
an expectant audience and on himself as one who has to commune “svphotiuict of
my native soil”. To gaze does not mean to apprehend with thereye mind’'s eye

independently and individually. It means to identify through the perspect
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something else, and in this case the gaze is not from Amitab lomolds father or the
rest of the village but the Symbolic Order that identifies arateslthem to each other.
The Order at Lataifa seems to be traditional: Amitab plagsrole well because he
politely follows local tradition to the extent allowed him, insteaanvoking other more
exacting evaluative criteria (of science, for instance) thatldvnot signify the same as
tapping and communing. For us, the point is not to rile up those who identify with
Lataifa, and might lament its loss, but to analyze critictleyethosthat are enacted in
Ghosh’s dramatization of encounters between the anthropological subject andss othe
Amitab/v encounters during fieldwork problems of translation. Like the
inadequacies of the object representation and opaque extended feuntlyret problems
of translation can disrupt conventions enough to show the structure of poater t
maintains them. In this capacity to expose rule of structurbdiin sense of rule) do
translation problems recur throughout Postcolonial literature atidissri. Yet unlike
the episode of al makana al-Hind, these moments also show thetextdnth Amitab
can be brought into Lataifan understanding. Again, Amitab is thenindrathe dokt6r
al-Hind, but he cannot speak as “fluently” on some issues as whendges” the water
pump. For example, he is often asked about the worship of cows, andtetieetypical
Hindu practices—differences which reaffirms Lataifan and Nashduglim identity. In
one episode he is accosted by a group of people lunching underyatsFeadiuring

harvest. ‘Tell me, is it true what they say, that in your country you burn your’ dead?

! 1bid 73
32 We shall see instances of the same in the noeBatman Rushdie and in the criticism of Dipesh
Chakrabarty.
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My heart sank: this was a question | encountered almost daily, and
since | had not succeeded in finding a word such as “cremataalna |
knew | would have to give my assent to the term that Khameegseall
the verb ‘to burn’, which was the word for what happened to firewood and
straw and the eternally damned. [...]

‘Even little children?’ said Khamees. ‘Do you burn little
children?’

‘Yes,’ | said, regretfully. ‘Yes, we do—we burn everyone.’

‘But why?’ [Busaina] cried. ‘Why? Are people fish that you
should fry them on a fire?’

‘I don’t know why,’ | said. ‘lt's the custom—that’s how it was
when | came into the world. | had nothing to do with it.’

‘There’s nothing to be surprised at, really,” Zaghloul said wisely,
gazing at the horizon. ‘Why, in the land of Nam-Nam peoplen eadt

their dead. My uncle told me: it's their custom—they can't help’it.”

In this example, the problem of translation emerges out of somettgagtiaat also

distinguishes this scene from other encounters: for some reasambAwants his

immediate audience to understand cremation as it means to those who practiae#s whe

he felt nothing preventing him from claiming without knowledge oirtgghat the water

pump is a good Indian machine. Sometimes he can pass for the omednhdia, and

interactions with natives have a sense of ritual already dGstesggnetimes, as in this

exchange, he is not satisfied to play the part of one whose peoplehaiurrdead.
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Amitab’s attempts to translate the meaning of “crematiosd atems from an anxiety
about his listener’s fear inspired by the image of burning ttes.deThis desire to
translate the “original” or “authentic” meaning of a culturatlative phenomenon
suggests that the question of ethics cannot be answered by retimaiggze alone.

While it is necessary to become aware of ones own perspedtivieelation to other
perspectives, awareness is insufficient for easing the kiatéty the narrator has. It

does not satisfy his desire for an understanding that arbitratesdoetation” (and its
culture) and those who do not understand the phenomenon. Between the machine and
cremation in a difference that is key to deconstructing the iitme&hosh hopes to
initiate by traveling to the place of the other and bring it teisis-visthe novel.

Zaghloul clears the problem of cross-cultural understanding byinghithe
concept of relatedness from comparisons against his own specific individual congitions
an abstract universal we might call (though he, uneducated, maglhatonditionality.
Conditionality contrasts with quality, in that the former does noimst®e depend on
alterity like the latter. From “tall” or “short” to “hght”; and short is not the lack of
tallness. This is an old liberal strategy, and the ideal cqoesee of alienating
encounters with the other. To manage the abstraction, the Egyptiageshthe system
of relations from cremation and burial to “custom”, more specificgakcrutablecustom,
which assures him that each culture has its own particular vdmiaealing with the
dead. Then he interpellates himself into the new order of things.cdrfdtion is that

we cannot help but dispose of the dead. It has to be universal, betizersase we can

% n An Antique Land168
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make claims of quality, agath The lack of direct translation preserves each custom’s
individuality. This is how a writer overcomes the problem of tetish without having

to ascertain for certain the foreigner’s un-translated meanitige foreign thing-itself—

in this case, cremation. The meaning of these moments thatloossue of translation

is clear when we place them immediately next to each other.

In Lataifa, the teacher Ustaz Mustafa tries to convert @&mito Islam.
‘Tomorrow’, he said, ‘I will take you with me to the graveyardgdaou can watch me
reciting the Quran over my father’'s grave. You will seenthew much better Islam is
than this “Hinduki” of yours™. His potential convert gives excuses for why he cannot
accompany Ustaz Mustafa to see indisputable reason for adoptingwa (old)
perspective. Refusing to let go of the opportunity to enlightenzUsétestafa decides he
must walk the field with Amitab.

We walked in silence for a while, and then he said: ‘I am giumg
hope that you will become a Muslim.” Then an idea occurred toahith
he turned to face me. ‘Tell me,” he said, ‘would your fatheuset if
you were to change your religion?’

‘Maybe,’ | said.

He lapsed into thoughtful silence for a few minutes. ‘Has your
father read the holy books of Islam?’ he asked, eagerly.

‘I don’'t know,’ | answered.

34 We could other those who do not dispose of theaddbut leave corpses to rot. Any small distasta fny
irreverent characterization supports the charaettioin that conditionality has to be universal fbrto
function as Ghosh wants it to. In this particidaction | do not argue that Ghosh wants to creatditons
that are universal, not yet anyway.
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‘He must read them,’ said Ustaz Mustafa. ‘If he did he would surely

convert himself.’

‘I don’t know,’ | said. ‘He is accustomed to his own ways.’

He mulled the issue over in his mind, and when we turned towards
Lataifa he said: ‘Well, it would not be right for you to upset ytaiher.
That is true.’

After that the heart went out of his efforts to convert me: lieaha
son himself and it went against his deepest instincts to urgenaarturn
against his father. And so, as the rival moralities of religimh kanship
gradually played themselves to a standstill within him, Ustastda and
| came to an understanding. (52)

In what Dipesh Chakrabarty might call an ethical moment,imeed lucid dramatization

of the ethical-wor® *” Mustafa finds a reason to desist from converting Amitav, who is
now taken not only as a Hindu, but also a father’s child. The |dt@macterization
makes him relatable without the need to comprehend the meaning oithe riligion,

and is the ethical insight needed to change their relation. Bleegngon of a father, it
would seem, constitute one of those vaunted kernels. We should alsor¢earthis
reasoning that there is something exclusionary about religionminrege¢he compromise

‘he has his religion and | mine, which we both believe with similar convictilonfact, it

% |bid. 50 - 1
3 Chakrabarty calls for looking at these ethical raata inHabitations of Modernityparticularly in the last
chapter wherein he provides an anecdotal momemt Hiie own life.
37 Joyce’s chapter “Hades” frotdlyssesis the more nuanced and complex depiction of dhanarders of
relation; and the novel as a whole explores thatabllity of humans under the authority of motharsl
fathers.
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is this exclusion which gives rise to Mustafa’s proselytizidgdditionally, the swerve
from one order of relations to another characteristic of compronaigpens when that
other order has a central figure of authority presiding overau#soritative, or more so,
than that which presided over the old; for the two are said to benffict. In this case,
the authority manifests as Mustafa’s respect for the will(ad) Fathers. Briefly
considered is the thesis that Amitab’s father is wrong likesbis, or more so for
inculcating his son in blasphemy, but “deep instinct” prevails overgioels
indoctrination. Mustafa's pious “deep instinct” is exhibited not justawing a son, as
Amitab surmises, but in performing rituals over his fatheraver It is as if Mustafa
reasoned “he has his father, and | mine, whom we both are obliged tovdisgver
each father wishes”. Zaghloul’s conclusion (about rites of ¢#ael)] then, might now be
interpreted as an attempt to relate three different culpueakices regarding treatment of
the dead, his, Hindu cremation, and Nam-nam cannibalism, under the onetyawthori
Custom.

There is much to gain from the failures highlighted by the prodienof
translation, just as we have seen there is much that can be fyjametie problematic of
historiography. There is more when the story can be drardatize setting like Lataifa.
The effect is evident in Zaghloul's reply: a certain kind of teglaess without fully
realizing the meaning of what is related, and commitment withdiyt realizing what
relatedness entails. Moreover, this relatedness is mediated by foratbaitg, to judge

from Mustafa's response. For the proselytizer (who, it musaioe is of the most benign
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variety of the kind), authority comes from common respect for fstheFor Amitablv,
the immediate authority is instituted by his discipline. His wentnto the antique land
only reaffirms this authority by seemingly confirming tiadtich it, father-like, considers
important. To Amitab, cremation has a meaning and several definiinodghere seems
to be something about the former that cannot be translated byfdhg tatter. The
former is the lived-experience (or something else inscrutalé)Amitab is trying his
hardest to signify, and the latter is an anthropological obs@nvenat relates this act to
others in the category of “custom”. Whatever it is, the meaofngemation has to be
assumed, and accommodated. Ghosh does even not attempt to comnmumiceganing
of cremation to his general readers through free-indirect diseoifrhe did, he would
face the same problematic his protagonist faces. Neverth#lessjeaning demands
respect and entails a set of proper—that is, ethical—behavior. &farhought not be
deconstructed like the commodity fetish that makes the diesel pusmalde. The
explanation of “custom” is a compromise, necessary and of the kiigtht it does not
publish the true meaning but gives the idea a kind of rough shape and sh®liposf
explanation in full. It does not satisfy Amitab’s sense of thammg of “cremation” but
offers it as a sign of something more easily translaieti¢ Lataifan worldview. More
importantly for the production oéthos,“Custom” is responsible. It reproduces the
sacred that already governs in those cultures which feehdisé strongly about the dead,
and we can say that, generally, Ghosh's kind of synthesis repratiecetsong feelings

already attached to what is untranslatable and what is migsmghistory. The narrator

% The respect is also conservative, for every fatizets to reproduce himself, at least his religiorhis son;
this becomes problematic when the father wants #ongeclearly wrong.
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pretends to lose something between meaning and definition, and to finchgbatween
definitions and compromise, for greater gains. What is gained is an authoritateopr
that reproduces the effect of encounter across cultures and peoples.

Zaghloul synthesizes an order (of last rites) by assigningther peoples
“customs” that, although he does not fully comprehend, he presumes abgulcdld
meaning for the respective practitioners. This is the verpneaty Zaghloul brings to
consciousness the “Nam-nam”, strangers to both Muslims and Hindughig-&md of
synthesis, one must always look for the other who lives so meanyngMlistafa is able
to reconcile the conflict between Hinduism and Islam by imagithiagnfidel religion as
something meaningful to another father like his and like him. Té@nmg of Hinduism
he does not grasp; the meaning of filial piety he can accommodétes “custom” is
issued under the authority of piety: by observing this universahblibategory, we please
the Father. It ceases to be absence of (muslim) sanctityge Tdrenations in the field of
othering add another dimension to the discourse, a sort of sublime depthmvgic be
called the axis of meaning. Both sides in the analogy betwetmidhggaphy and ethics
bear this out. The orderliness of meaningful structures formene plvhile the meanings
themselves can be imagined along a different axis to bed‘fil® or “evacuated”
according to the claim that needs to be made. For exampke, ithean order of
customary “burial rites” in which a particular culture “fillg’ its respective practice; this
is the order Zaghloul synthesizes that lets him relate diffgyeoples (without seeming
to judge them). The other, literal side of the analogy shows Iclehat the
acknowledgement of meaning creates a “beyond” to the ethiell. fi Zaghloul's

synthetic category “custom” (the independent synthesis is meardoriirm the
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universality of Ghosh’s anthropological category) allows him to oeprtte limits of
Lataifa, analogously the extent of his ethical context; to kriayemagination to worlds
he admittedly cannot understand; and to come to decision by positing timdgs the
uncontested authority of others. Whether beyond Lataifa or beyonchibal &eld, the
so-called deep structure of meaning obstructs analysis, bethas@resence of
compromise formations seems to predicate ceding authority to anb#sed on
something dubious and protected from contestation as believers phatéghosts” of
their stories. Meaning-for-another affects &tkical field, as a moving charge affects an
electromagnetic field: only the charge that comes fronohe@ynto our field is actually
structured in our field by another for his purposes. What fantastierpewield by him
who can populate the field with deep meaning (again). Analysis lpeuatvare of the
authority of this opaque dimension; and ethics should beware of what sorapoesents
as lost, particularly when people start to adeihbsfounded on these shadowy things.
The problematic of translation and its resolution in “custom” aeated for the
modern to prejudice his experiences. The fieldwork in which theg &icreated for the
same, too. The modern is straw-man and target for change; entigeie land, she
pushes for development and makes fellaheens think of themselves gs @posa time.
This does not mean the task of translating is without real problerater only to that
which belongs to these stories with the same desirable endiflgat is, we may be
othered in actual encounters, our languages may fail, our knowfaiigebut we can
resolve to demystify our own ideas rather than commit to newffelgince | have not
piety for my fatherand his religionthat Mustafa has, | have no need to conceive of

cremation as either sacred nor profane: the disposal of the ddiad isyneither profane
149



nor sacred. As such, it would be harder to convince me to “comeutodanstanding™—
the new understanding Ghosh wants. So you cremate? | undersisrad atistom, a
structure. Let me show you these ovens we've just developed; phsveea variety of
packages, including one where we will scatter you anywhere wot, ¥or the right fee.
In other words, there is no sacred, secret referent “crematiomhich | bear obligations
yet to be demanded. Instead, the aporia leads to further deconstanfdtiose signs that
behave like cremation, and those that want us to observe them to theafsher.
Perhaps this is the tolerant but uncommitted modernity against v@hadsh is really
contending, besides the contemporary phenomena of nationalism andsestariWwhat
| have been calling “the field of the other” is really a functthat assures the alienating
experience produces the likes of “custom”—Ghosh's “custom”, and agf, L&vi-
Strauss's structural anthropology.

History (when analyzed as historiography) is the rhetoricdhats descriptions
the impression of material references, and ideas the impresfsioneless truthfulness.
A people can turn to it to seemingly confirm the story of tgwaent. A writer can turn
to it to allegorize the recovery of communities uniting current foes. Siyithe field of
the other projects substantiates the supposed cause of problems of transdatiovhith
“reality” other claims will then be made. Effectively,nitakes “things”. The “thing” is
not cremation-itself but the phenomena which demands a new transtatrariude and
accommodate the deep feelings of those who “cremate” (and those whthéuwtead,
too). The kind of translation, the kind of “knowledge”, that gives itslsggrsd'custom”,
is respectful, obliging, almost obsequious. Ghosh's antique lanc@wilth prejudices.

Encounters with the unknown tend to yield the same phenomena; like Zaghlstihfa/
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and Ghosh, he who ventures there is likely to find the same “thing=i & he
formulates concepts and uses metaphors given to him by his parivedbexperiences.

He will run into the same boundary conditions—for example those mdrkethe
problems of translation—and, in the field of the other, believe he base wpon
undeniable referents. This is because in the field of the otharghaready the subject

of the anthropology-historiography protocol. He may even play compapabis in the
story that observers like Amitab/Ghosh tell themselves to rttade work meaningful,

that story is signified indirectly because disclosure would stulije¢o the analysis of
historiography, too Since the experiences are supposedly in the field, whatever is
“found” appears to be independent of founder and rhetoric.

While it cannot be known whether the anthropologist drew his conclusioms f
genuine and skeptical engagement with the field, or missionarizdikeas found what he
wanted to find, we know that the reproduction and dissemination of dlgwbrk
propagates the truth-fulfilling function of changing phenomenologlgangGe minds and
reality by changing what is taken as real; make the newedame by convincing others
that the new is truth and already here. Whether or not therdlal@el, Ghosh is trying
to project referents so that we can feel as if we encountkrtsings and be transformed
by the experiencand change how we find things so that we make that which we are
supposed to experience finding. Fieldwork is setting for storpsuesg the philosophy
of loss-and-found. Furthermore, the productionetios has to subvert the critical
function which was initiated against te&atus quogexactly because of what | am doing.
My critique is not of the other, whatever it/he happens to be todayesterday, but of

the rhetoric that projects change as though it is alreadyoseappen. The criticism
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extends to any Postcolonial productionatfiosthat has a setting for the other which
functions as fieldwork does in An Antique Land

To the ethicist, | would say, | hear you, but let us researclvexifg your claims
before responding to them, and certainly before committing to thethaegovern your
praxis. Let us analyze before admitting “things” that then willused later, perhaps in
political demands, perhaps for social entittements, perhaps agsons¢ of us.
Especially, let us figure out what we are not supposed to finds lehd what we are not
supposed to find in the past and the present, irstdiels quoand in the promises of
intervention, and ask why not. After all, we have been tricked bedsrgour act of
intervention itself suggests. Let us respect your deep feelingket us not be obliged to
such depths that we cannot decide tomorrow and thereafter; lethsider you, but let us
contest how thebjectof your feelings, your ancestral ghost, or cremation, or saifiay
figure in that which has ambitions to change us al&adeed, cultural tolerance based on
the barest of recognition that there are plenty of people who lifexatitly could have
been developed “at home”—or at least by French Structuralists ardicam liberals.
The trope of adventuring into the field and digging up the archive fundton
“substantiate” change as already “out there” to be found. Thosateon adds other
functionality to untranslatable “custom” and to lost-found “things” MNebeel/the slave
of MS H.6, so they can be the causes of change. | am simpl§ioqreg that which
encountered the field of the other and the authority to bring those sthimghe field of

ethics
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unknown to the field but in it

Alienating encounters with alterity generates knowledge that‘@astom” for
one of its fundamental concepts. To borrow Bhabha's neologism, such knowlayge
be called “translational”, as it is limited by problems mainslatiori>. We know as best
we can about custom without access to the particular phenomena lttemms¥et the
“translational” can be criticized for also creating exaadito those limits it defines, just
as the history/historiography difference is introduced to erda exceptional value of
Nabeel/the slave of MS H.6, and to promise the same kind of histolacdl/ that had
been promised before the intervention of the difference. Theyhaterical devices,
among other things. In other words, the problems of translation amptiously
enabling. What Bhabha calls “translational” is a function of encolgveen the old
(idea of the nation-state) and the reality (the antithefsggobalization). Such encounters
diminish the authority of thstatus qudthesis) and produce a n&w We are arguing, as
much as we can, over what is to be this “new”. This should not bessugpsince
problems of translation and problems of historiography are used bgathe ethical
project; in this case, by the same writer in the same work. Knowledgensléatianal” if
and only if knowledge entails the agreement of another, the authentid@temation
mustbe known as those who practice cremation know it, and human life, thepidasa
must be known as those who are peasants; if not, then they who have ancsss

approve. Demanding that knowledge of cremasibould bethe authentic translation of

39 Cf. “Statement for the Critical Inquiry Board Satent”.

“0“Our experience of the global is not a face-teefaacounter with a “new” social or cultural phenaore it

only comes to life as a representational realitgrvthe nation-space cedes its sovereignty in dodercede
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“cremation”, just so that current epistemes fail and have tohgaough “custom”,
produces a wholly different kind of knowledge than asking the namé&dopractice of
disposing the dead by fire; in the end it may not even be an epistemological dérhand.
demand creates kernel of authenticity that is unknown and inaceessibépt to certain
authorities that are superior to the problematic of translation

The problem is that this something inscrutable to us—to its ertigl be used
to claim authorityoutsideof its customary locatian Just look at where the demand is
placed: it is not placed on those cultures that already creniNde.is it placed on the
losing economies, which are given access to untranslatabktssétat must, as a rule,
command value. The unknown and the untranslatable tell us what to do. The urnown
what to do, phenomenologically at least, for never do we rgaliyfo get at the thing-
itself: the unknown is known. In a text that demonstrates with adddars conclusions
from the problematic of translation, what gets “translated” isthetphenomena like
“cremation”, but demand and obligation. Demand and obligation aredsaifithe new
language. Translation as such is a privilege. Un-trandiggalboo, is a privilege, for
they are two sides of the same coin(age). Translational knowedlgeges those who
approve when sufficient consideration has been given to the “meanirtigé ékernel of
the untranslatable, so effectively those who can claim to retieamissing and the
unknown. As such, it serves not the knower (who is being transformédyae) but
the few who can identify as translator. Therefore, it ish® translator'swuthority to

which we aspire, not so that we can deny the existence lef Viftages and bad

to the transnational or global reality that embislf, orintercedesinto the ongoing life of the nation”
(“Statement for the Critical Inquiry Board Statertign
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governments, nor to make everyone appreciate cremation or circomdist so that we
in the end are not disadvantaged by that which is or will be dgtslunder the name of
the inscrutable.

The question to ask of encounters in the field of the other mawbat is
unknownand inaccessiblebut must always be acknowledged as there?” The answer,
however, lies inthe pattern of accessParticularly it concerns access to that “thing”
which is unknown to us but must be. It concerns that which is liminaslamald not be.
The location of the answer might have been surprising, had wexpetienced the
development of discourse analysis and deconstruction. As we had shedpetterns of
authority that wrote “civilization”, so do we study now the patterinauthority to write
“the other”. In fact, this approach should be expected since the purpasicsHl
representations is that they benefit some people over othergjdhs® by discriminating
access. To critically understand stories that modulate Histary to historiography, and
from demystification (of the Indian machine) to synthesis (of Custdine question
ought to be: why these things and not other? Why development andsmebmolitan
gaiety? Why capitalistic societies of interpersonal @mi$r and not socialistic societies
of collective dependence? And how does the right choices look cleanadnchl?
Should we be confronted by moments of aporia, why cannot you or | heegsdo test
these unknowns of which the interventionist makes much? The discussithe i
Egyptian village concerns no less than the idea of History, althdagtenor is less
abstract than discussion on the same subject by a panel at a Maegnage

Association convention. Because the exchange shows a problem tpatheps
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intractable, Ghosh stages it well after those little momentsdérstanding which now

seem maybe too hopeful.
... Within moments a dozen or so people had crowded around me, and |
was busy affirming that yes, in my country there were indeepsclike
rice and wheat, and yes, in India too, there were peasanthkdikellaheen
of Egypt, who lived in adobe villages and turned the earth with <cattle
drawn ploughs. The guestions came ever faster, even asspeaking:
‘Are most of your houses still built of mud-brick as they are Pieard ‘do
your people cook on gas stoves or do they still burn straw and wood as we
do?’

| grew increasingly puzzled as | tried to deal with this barcdgequiries, first b
tractors; water-wheels and not pumps; donkey-carts, not trucks, snd ye
India too there were many, many people who were very poor, indess t
were millions whose poverty they would scarcely have been table
imagine. But to my utter bewilderment, the more | insisted,ntloee
skeptical they seemed to become, until at last | realized) waat
overwhelming sense of shock, that the simple truth was that tdeyodli
believe what | was saying.
| later came

stood in the rungs above, the circumstances of those below had become
more or less unimaginable. | had an inkling then of the real apedes
seriousness of their engagement witbdernism because | realized that

the fellaheen saw the material circumstances of their livexactly the
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same way that a university economist would: as a situationwhat
shamefully anachronistic, a warp upon time; | understood that their
relationships with the objects of their everyday lives was neweccent of
the knowledge that there were other places, other countries which did not
have mud-walled houses and cattle-drawn ploughs, so that those objects,
those houses and ploughs, were insubstantial things, ghosts displaced in
time, waiting to be exorcised and laid to rest. It was thusithatd my
first suspicion of what it might mean to belong to an ‘historical
civilization’, and it left me bewildered because, for my own ,piénivas
precisely the absoluteness of time and the discreteness of epatHhs t
always had trouble in imaginirfg.
In this passage Ghosh fleshes out his straw man “modernism”,i¢b sénse of history
“an antique land” might be considered his counterexample. It is cowdernity. In
the first place, Lataifa serves as a place where a peacdin meet its strange counterpart
under the presiding category custom. This has resulted in mowofentglerstanding,
however limited to Zaghloul or Mustafa or Amitab. Yet the passdgeeashows
another possibility: the unproductive discovery of disagreeing pointswf-such that
that which speaks as the other is not naively believed to be tweatreésents itself to be.
What makes poverty, homebuilding material, and fuel source incomedsay in terms
of economy) where rites of the dead or filial piety might beed” into another order?
Amitab’s pronouncement on the Indian machine, his attempts to comneaurifeat

sacredness of cows and cremation, the villagers’ gaze and thsiiogseof the stranger,

“1In An Antique Land 200 — 1, emphasis mine 157



their attempts to communicate what is sacred to them, all kavenign, even
magnanimous air about them. They certainly do not threaten todateathe respective
meanings that are important to the several cultures. The sametde said for insolent
modernity here, which destroys the would-be “innocence” of peasands,tuans
substance to ghosts. And apparently, no father wants his son to cootirewelop. The
feelings that accompany the peasants’ circumstance, n@dgh’s, signal to the reader
that the costs of development—a few huts here, a village therae-beerevalued. The
cost must be driven up in excess of “a warp upon time”, higher tharewssd of the
useless water pump, indeed, so high that it is inaccessilte tepisteme that contains
the concept of historical development. Indeed, it is this “loss” whihders
incompatible the two senses of history. Modernism and Amitab’s segiyoson-
absolute, non-discrete history disagree over the value of the flghamong other
differences.

If it can be said that the philosophy of development has decided tagaioden
plows, then it must also be said that the new discourse has decidest Hyaphilosophy
of development. To undermine development, a new math is needed, for which new
identities—a new “imaginary virtuosity of “identification”, &habha sayé—are be
needed, too. Furthermore the new math can only distinguish itseié ifhistorical
civilization” does not have access to the “loss”, because if ithde it/we—or its/our
agent the university economist, would simply calculate that nothingssexe has been
lost and more has been gained by mechanizing farming. This can b# idlseaid—if

it is ruled—that development fails to do the proper accounting (otahahich it is not
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given access). Additionally, failures and unknowns must resthapethical field, and
everyone must be in it. The brief exchanges between Amitabhan@ltaheens and so
many like it across twentieth century literature, so mahgroéncounters that seem to
make up for those written during colonization and colonialism sigmgfymperialist
ideology, reveal that identifying a problematic is not sufficiémt agency. It is
insufficient for the dominant that others to now feel “othered”. e Tther (to the
dominant) must be given not only exclusive access to what is thatrslsoprivilege
knowledge of universals—access to us. The new “knowledge” is datzinfly a
rightful accounting of plows, and fellaheens. So the ethical problemast take over,
become the authority of life, inasmuch as masses of people, ndtguatatadjusted post-
colonial, now are burdened with and enlightened by the failureeafsié&nd continual
redefinitionin the ethical field. History in discrete epochs and strict chrogak®got
disproven by historical evidence, or by the proposition of an equally Bternative; it
is wrong because of its effects. gila historiographymakes the wrong kind of history.
The missing generalization is a moral edict which Amitab/Gladsi carries around with
him wherever he goes: it is the decision that has already been made outseld.the f
Perhaps the privilege of access to that which shapes the entire éthdcial fhore
perceptible if we irreverently defy some unspoken rules. Amitalates orders of
relation that “solve” the riddle of meaning as revealed by tbhél@matic of authentic
translation. He already carries this order with him intoathieque lands. He carries it in
a cab in India. It gives him that vocabulary from which “custofinship”, and

“archive” comes; to which is added by liberal fellaheens theeusal form of authority

“2«Statement for the Critical Inquiry Board Statertige



the father. But it also forbids. It does not let him disresfiemation”, or Islam, or

fathers. In fact, for all of his attempts to test the nealitcultural identities, the narrator
refrains from those situations that could possibly lead to serioubctonfaboo makes

“unknowns” as much as the redemption of failure makes ideals.

Amitab’s cross-cultural forays are hardly threatening. gbles out of his way to
make himself benign. He lets Abu-‘Ali bully him, and childrenlu# villages infatilize
him, make him into a child who has to learn the ways of the worldd, Although
women can be a minor curiosity, Amitab’s crossingsnaneer sexual Local women are
off-limits. At one point, he tries to convey to the peasants gshilay, a more populous
neighbor to Lataifa, the idea of cremation—to no avail. In their mimdshing
distinguishes between acts of burning: burning a man is like buwood, or worse, the
punishment of hell. A woman who fears the India that burn their deadts Amitab:
‘you had better not go back [...] Stay here and become a Muslirmamy a girl from
the village’. Amitab does not reply, and takes the opportunity affotmle another
guestion to discourse on the geopolitical and physical barriers,ili®ris of war” and
“hairiness of yaks” on the Hindu Kush, that would prevent a journey froyptEg India
by donkey. In publishing himself so, he follows the conservatioatbbs of
anthropological fieldwork, which justifies and excuses his presembese disciplinary
limitations complicate the idea of a general ethics. They padme the kinds of
“gazes” the writer is willing to suffer, even seek to suffertlgat his conclusions about
community and identities must be criticized in part on the kindesb tto which he
subjects his theses on cultural understanding. His mere beingalotseaten the order

of Lataifa. One wonders what might the conditions of his thinking hawed out to be
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if Amitav Ghosh had been (or had chosen for narrator) an Americaptdtggist, say

from the Midwest, who is documenting rural Egypt (i.e. not-Cairo)f be had been a
yahoudi The first objection to Ghosh’s drama of cultural understandngg, ties with

the self-limited phenomenological possibilities of the characteitab, because if he in
some ways exemplifies the organization of thought around the questitmost e may
only be able to give decidedly meek answers.

Still more problematically, the restricted level of engagemepin best suited to
answer how to conduct anthropological work, not how to live, since liviransat least
having the possibility of entering freely into the kinds of relatms that might offend
the native culture by upsetting their coordinates of right and gvrorhis is especially
important when local customs and antique lands would pass final judgmenhat in
which they have no direct involvement. Here, conforming the exiatergnditions of
living to the academic limits of scholarship means repressi@agéxual Hindoo Indian
Amitab among Muslim Egyptian peasants. Or else in these “opi@ces, one’s ability
to sublimate libido must be wonderfully efficient and practical, duede is no need to
talk about voluptuous Arab women or the loveliness of “the dark one with #uo& bl
dress”. This is a very serious issue that any call towat@ng an academiethos
beyond its normal field must address. Ghosh should not be faultediling feo
recognize the sexuality of the various cultures he visits—there iuniversalist
assumption about women and sex of debatable merit in that critiquie derges from
the specific domain of our inquiry into the particular structuresutitial engagement
the novel willingly entertains. Nevertheless, sex is aipiisg and as we want to

secure the limits of the novel’s ethical field, we have to ingatgi the extent to which
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the novelist is willing to dramatize cultural encounters: wisat loe brought to bear on
another and what must be left at home, so to speak. The problematiicues to
resurface as the Lataifans make fun of Amitab’s penis: theg hot actually seen it, but
entertain themselves by fussing about one who represents to thefotilee’ of
circumcision. The traveler facing the return of the gazeften asked to rehearse the
state of foreskins in his culture (and the worship of cows, too,rendremation of the
dead). As to be expected, such skirmishes are lightheartedct,lthisy strengthen the
bond between traveler and natives even as the difference rematakemate. However,
the return of the problematic comes to such a traumatic poifteatssue of female
clitoral circumcision, and the consequent physical inability toyeo@pulation, that the
narrative has to enlist the aid of clinical discourse to t&&ua certain experiences
between the sexes, before dropping the subject entirely. That plemonand its
meaning, it would seem, are located far outside of the field adrdiftes that might be
treated benignly. There are things not surrendered to “cudtom”.

It is clear now why Ghosh’s narrative can speak confidently adtyatology or
geography: at these levels it does not have to deal with teeimess of and potential
fight over meaning. It avoids the issue of what new meaningke like which history
to believe in and live by. And it can actually presestatus quameanings on the order
of place names, next to other meanings. That place to which we can only pointas “Ca

to the West, and “Masr” to the natives; Cairo and Masr arenimgfal to different

3 One need only look at those bolder writers whinamgine or record cross-cultural sexual adventirege
many of the issues Ghosh is avoiding. It has tethted that Ghosh does address feminist issu&ken
Shadow Lingsbut there, because the novel is about the Beogtilire from which he comes, the dangers of
having the problem of translation turned against isi not as glaring.
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people. As the narrative traces the different names that haveused to refer to the
place we now call “Egypt”, it never encroaches directly upgnpamticular significance.
Indeed, Amitab never shares this history of Egypt with thep&ays (which is why |
refer to the “narrative” instead of Amitab). Dramatizing étgmology of names is a tool
of historical criticism well-rehearsed in Nietzschieh¢ Genealogy of Morals, Beyond
Good and Evijl, Deconstructionism, and Postcolonialism. The history of nameshgor t
which is the same) reveals human agency, and the present nasietdosssentialist
characteristic—or is supposed to—because it is now seen as the product of wasiofis a
naming. What is remarkable in An Antique Lands not the “new” perspective that sees
essences as linguistic constructions misapprehended for refdmetive transcendental.
Rather, the writer’s timidity, his conditional commitment to libgic by which he draws
the ethical field, signals an agenda hidden maybe from him, cerfeantyus, and should
alarm us there and wherever we find attempts to elevate thgeptve constructed from
etymology or geography to a position of authority. For, if theohysof place names is
the history of conquest, then why create out of the several namearang for eachow
unconquerableby the others? Why not call Egypt by “Egypt” preciselgéese the
name denotes the historical fact that it was conquered and istughieiday as a result of
that conquest? After all, when the narrative describes whereidtogical artifacts of
Egypt may be found, which perhaps unlike proper names are not hadéraby people
in the present, it is unabashedly criticizing the appropriation of wha Egypt into the
museums of the West as part of that Age of Empire. By rigeéklasr” as something
that can only be misapprehended/conquered by another (i.e. the Wettataaddures

every misapprehension/conquest, Ghosh is setting up a protective msechahich
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seems as essentialist as the other way of looking at Eggpgh “Masr” may denote an
essence “different” from “Cairo”. Could he be protecting throughhissory of place-
name the same thing that he leaves untouched when he is silenuattgeyet loving
strokes when he appeals to the authority of fathers? Aregbere things that lie above
contestation and beyond the ethical field we change by our deciskthg®, it seems, is
not always clarifying—just do it™.

Most people come to decisions as conflict touches something impartdren,
something conflict is not supposed to touch. Yet we are never pyiasiteon where we
can comfortably decide how to treat Lataifa, how Lataifa igdattus: those decisions
have already been made. By locating (his) Lataifa beyond theakfield produced
through encounters, Ghosh protects it from the reach of decision aadehey of the
unsympathetic decision-makér The Lataifans have had their time, we might conclude,
just as ours will be over, too, perhaps too soon. Since we have #tasataifa through
contact that produces the ethical field, this exclusion producesitkeizing effect of
look but do not touch. Look at our humanity, but do not stare too long into theepstti
disadvantages, and horrible emptiness of our mysticism, the evesfday lives—at
least, do not do so to the same degree you would modernity. Therthes isymmetry
in “knowledge” derived from such encounters. Whatever insight we igarot taught to
the “natives”. Whatever decision Amitab makes, he has not decide¢defqgeople he
meets. Zaghloul perhaps sees widest of them—although thats/gill limited—Dbut he
has little agency. They so ridicule him that it seems farégt any villager would take

up his tolerant sentiments anytime soon. The more assertiitalAthey miss when he
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leaves, but he takes care not to fundamentally alter theirtygo@ie contrast to
governments and socioeconomic pressures). Such protection is int gedping with
guidelines for anthropological fieldwork—interfere as little as bss—-except that
anthropology has come to a point where it understands the observerfdoethafdata,
the data the observer. The respect accorded to the term “Nfasrijfe” of historical
things, Amitab’s sexual silence, the polite respect for fatbeesywhere, the community
based on non-economic relations, are symptoms of a desire that stwgnifie
anthropological terms as non-interference—because those “thingsthare in the
village, after all—and give notice that there are incomparaie zalues underwriting
the project. Because the symptomatic edmoswants to spread, asking us to take as
given what Ghosh’s anthropology and historiography take for grantedugrg to see
what hidden desired value-system it carries. If we follownatiethos to what have we
tacitly agreed? And because any justification for deconstguptreviously held notions
into a field that decision then transforms is disingenuous wheaposéd against the
selective protectionism shown in the limits of Amitab’s engagesnem must ask of
advocates for the production ethosthe critical question: what is the reality of those
“things” that they should be given authority to exert from “beyond” aitrcal ken?
Who pulls them into our field, access them, decide on them?

The fact is that confrontations between “Western” ideas anddtiiis are often
staged so one side can change the other, but not the other way arouhdugiAl
criticism would seem to have eroded the authority of any epist@mogects like

Postcolonialist production @thosdo not subjecall concepts to invalidatiorall signs to

*4 The real Lataifa would be that which is slowlyltigged by modern Egypt, until it is no more.



the same inadequation. It is no different in Ghosh. CelebratiofeahliLataifa and
Nashawy, and nostalgia for the past (in a certain image gfastestrikingly antithetical
to images of imperial grandeur or national awakenings), are pecoed by anxiety
about impending changes. Modern socioeconomic practices, and thats-alila
phenomenon of war, pull places like Lataifa into a network of labgration and
transform the way people live. Some of the children Amitab gkmdav in his first stay
with the fellaheens are missing when he returns eight ydars [Bhey have gone to Iraq
to fill a labor force vacated by Iraqgis that are now fightiram. At first, their families
were proud of the money they sent back, and “outside” was the plhee thlow they
fear for the children’s safety. lIraqi soldiers returningima that foreigners have taken
their jobs are attacking them. Worse, diasporous, the Lataifahthht the meanings of
life, work and community have changed—they have become “modern”. Tiaivels
sentiment on this issue contrasts telling against its willirgre®, even stronger, its
desire—to relocate other identities so thia¢y may be defamiliarized and changed.
Nothing aboutthem is sacrosanct. We are supposed to problematize the idea of
modernity in its ambition to “develop” because that sense of develdpmvbich has
managed to seize Lataifans, too, leads to unwanted change; thougthedwenty-first
century, from our secular locations, seem to have had enough want ttethdehind
that kind of world which depended on the language of ghosts and spudts a
cosmopolitan gaiety to hold it together. Chamgé.ataifa is bad, the narrative deems,
changeby Lataifa is good. | do not at this point want to evaluate the moddlchange,
although that seems to be the place whence the produagi®etome and where ethics

leads us. | only want to note that an author can use aetlahkto erect “things” that
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protect one set of identities or cultural matrix over another. autbor has already
decided. If anyone finds himself called on to object, thinking | haisrepresented
Ghosh’s protective, conservative tendencies in a decidedly confrontatiapahe may
be right. But let him also find that the productionethoshas to advertise itself in
terms—the terms of history and historiographical limitations—thahatodisclose the
partisan effect it has at heart. It will be this very undsetl difference between the
regime of ethics (who is to decide based on what) and the agémtyange, betrayed
indirectly through the “spaces” that are created in the etheldl through which values
enter “from beyond”, that opens up the project of new ethics taient. The goal of
such a project is to create a self-perpetuating, self-correctirgnsydtrepresentation that
grants agency to people from certain camps: change by them is dwodje to them

bad.

knowledge and nothingness

The issues of access and synthesis may be traced back to the mirtkabwad
initially destabilized thestatus quo Perhaps he never grasped the thing-itself, but the
synthesizers (Amitab/v and Zaghloul) still has access to thanimge of cremation
because his “custom” adequately references it. It is in tfmestéhat would satisfy
acknowledgement (for something that could be fiction) wiegnesis dictated | admit
there are things we do not know-do not know. Beyond the ken of men rist
necessarily nothing. And if induction holds true temporally, we waiep making
mistakes. But that which | do not know or am wrong about, | meet ors tecan work

out, decide on, scrutinize, maybe with unrelenting skepticism. Althatigimes | have
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to take someone’s word on their authority, my doctor, for instantey, my best to
disadvantage myself to as few as possible. And | get second opinlomske the
ultimate decisions. Does unknown mean unknowable? What consequences ceuld ther
be if we try to be ethicahnd submitethosto the same rigorous examination ethics
demands of its field?

Suppose we happen upon a strange event, the cause of which we ddknotwe
A straight stick appears bent when part of it is dipped in cleandsg water. A calm
and reasonable reaction may be to withhold conclusion, reserve judgmemvesidate
further. One could admit that there is nothing more that beagonfirmed than the
feeling of the strangeness itself along with the observatdhcourse, we have already
begun guessing how and why. Some are hypotheses, some are not testable (hklyough t
sound good). Perhaps little water-nymphs mischievously bend our bateee wwhat
fools we mortals be, as Will says. Or the spirit of oukstithe stick-spirit—tends to be
more vertical in water than in air. Or water refletts true nature of stickhood, says a
Platonists, or God looking down, for are not sticks the pathetic copyind plants
which grow upright (and they the imperfect mimesis ofs'fﬁeg of plant)? We could ask
someone else, perhaps Snell. Suppose Snell sees this bending, toagedner twe
repeat the “trick” with other sticks, finding the same resuthvevery stick we try.
Suppose furthermore that Snell, being no less imaginative but notectpsupernatural
ideas, gives us his explanation. Are we happy with water-nymphs, since miasisafat

literature has “seen” them and many cultures believe in $amgesimilar? Or are we
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more comforted by the ideal form of stick, because it cosfianmaker of the forfft the
stick-maker, or God, and all the meanings tthet entails? Or maybe the cause is
refraction due to changing velocity as light passes through diffenediums, a cause
that says nothing about water-nymphs and stickhood, but denies their asgtiorgtand
asthereason our stick “bends”.

Suppose we encounter another kind of bending. Sometimes stars are ot whe
they are supposed to be, if we were to trace a direct lingluf{setween them and us in
a Cartesian coordinate universe. Rene might say that themecastars: the one we saw
is now obscured; the one we see now was obscured previously. Bahahging
distance between the supposedly two different stars makesxghianation dissatisfying.
| cannot imagine what Isaac might say. | can say now thgblteromenon elegantly
confirms what has to be the revolutionary and most imaginative tlédhe twentieth
century. Spacetime is curved, and the light has simply travetatjgt along the
curvature created by immense centers of gravity. Sir Artivhio first brought this
parallax to us, knew of course that his observations confirmed Hissthieory of
relativity.

Before we go and test these various ideas, or in these instateststhem, let us
contemplate approaches to the unknown—the same unknown that is alveayis@gbur
ethical field. To consider an anomaly as nothing substantial withowttigaeng more
thoroughly is close-minded foolishness. Yet is it not the samériiousd the reason for it

to explanations already at hand, especially when the continusteimse that the thing is

> Or, in the night, imagining some fear
How easy is a bush supposed a bear.
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unknowable shelters the attributions, and those who make them, frormyscantl
contestation? The anomaly may be something. It may be nothintaylbe something
but nothing important. Then again, it may be nothing we have known heretit$ore;
importance still to be worked out. Should we not find out? Take fongheaan issue
more controversial than bent sticks.

Suppose like Ghosh we are given testimony of ghostly interventidiat kinds
of questions do we ask; what kinds are we allowed to asked; and witst &ie
rhetorical—verbalized to initiate the ritual of call-and-respomse/hich the answer is
supposed to be self-evident? Zaghloul the storyteller recounts talthe story of Sidi
Abu-Kanaka. “The story was an old one, he said; even when he eValsl ahere were
very few people alive who had witnessed the events of that timeheypdoo had never
seen Sidi Abu-Kanaka in the flesh: he had died long before they lveen”’® Out of
respect the villagers had buried him in a special grave. Wieegdvernment decided
that a canal was to be built through the village, straight throhghgtaveyard, the
workmen found that they could not dig past the tomb of Sidi Abu-Kanaka. Vdbgn t
opened the tomb, “the people who had gathered there saw for themselveshayha
would never have believed otherwise: that the Sidi’'s body vilag/Bble and incorrupt,
and that instead of being affected by the decay of timead giving off a beautiful,
perfumed smell” (139). The faithful concluded that the Sidi had pemteite village.
Ustaz Sabry, another teacher like Ustaz Mustafa, regardestdhe with incredulity.
‘This is the story that people tell here,” Ustaz Sabry saiché [Amitab], as | scribbled

furiously in my notebook. ‘You see how the fellaheen can thwart thergment when
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they choose...’ (140). Years later, while tracking down the possitee of the slave in
Mangalore, Amitab encounters a similar story from his taxi driirerwhich, too, a
respected spirit protected a village from government-enforaguhital progress. The
Indian driver asks his fare if the latter had ever heard of satareelously unique story.
The similarity of the two stories connects the two placespaofse, but on an order that
need not have filled out their specific meaning—cultural “undedstg” by
resemblance. What matters the shape of the tomb, the composittma ground, eye-
witness testimony, government work orders, the actual meritheofpersons? It is
necessary only to comprehend and appreciate that the stories halthgrfea some
others as real as we And if we continue to pursue the specific meaning of each, to
investigate the ghost or spirit, we find that it keeps getlgfgrred: for Zaghloul and the
taxi driver are only repeating as fact something they theesdlave never empirically
confirmed: for the reality referenced by the story is @ pak/ some others, presumably
indexed by an indeterminate “they”, could have lived. The issue iseclearly land
ownership. The ghost of Abu-Kanaka exemplifies the Postcolonial unknown
encountered in the field of the other: its reality is alreagtgrinined by decisions already
made where the Postcolonial has stakes. If the reality ohtbst ¢ tested, and the ghost
was found to be a fiction, or a lie, then the discursive instrumestageay. Even if the
expression were interpreted as defiance in the signifyingregsof peasants, it would
not necessarily signifying “lost ownership” as authoritatively preperty titles or
arguments of immanent domain: it would not say that the fellaheens have somarséc

deep attachment to the land which, like cremation for Hindus, mugipdreceated, even
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respected. If a theory of ghost were subjected to the samédatiai as a theory of
gravity, then where there was already little physical pothere would be little authority
to stop bulldozers.

| want to entertain a major philosophical distinction between thentstc
unknown and the Postcolonial unknowns that “bend” decisions in the ethical field,
because the latter appear to be more like a known/belief in tre@fuas unknown. | do
this fully acknowledging Bruno Latour's critique that, contramyhow we think it
objective, science is just as mediated as any other kind of &dgwlis mediated. Its
objects are no different from ghosts. | am not trying to gdteathing-itself, but | base
my distinctions on two concepts which Latour glosses over: diffesanamediation, and
different degrees of mediation. Latour’s repeated attempts vatel¢he authority of
certain kinds of objectand increase the authority of new mediators suggest as much.
Furthermore, if one does not admit the differences of type andejdben one cannot
judge socialism superior to colonialism without being hypocriticdf. there is no
difference, why change? By analyzing the different aggres to aporias and the
hypothetical unknown causes, each of us can decide for ourselves tomdaiztion (or
philosophy) we want, or against which we would not figbtthe extent that those who
intervene have decided for themselves and fpwescan limit how mediating structures,
like socialism or religious organizations, or even historiography, de@oyed, the
inscrutable “unknowns” to which their users can hold us accountable; arglave
against the establishment or maintenance of a superstructMredadtion that makes it

difficult to do the previous two tasks.
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Let us designate the unknown of sciencg’‘ahd the unknown of literature X
Xp is the unknown in Postcolonial literature. The Xs are the “ajj@cttheir respective
desires. We move to the world of Xs in order to find the “fulfithtieof our hypothesis.
There we can test and confirm or invalidate Snell’s law, aast confirm or invalidate
Relativity. And if you think you have angXl, too, should be able to confirm or
invalidate your relationship with it. Otherwiseg X only “Xs’, something that exists
only on paper. Xmay never be tested. How are we to ever confirm “eternainsuin
or “the slave of MS H.6”, as real, or even more real than exakept by accepting the
mode of literary proof given by the respective authors. Thisotsto say that Xis
radically new, and Xalways old, built out of several universal tropes. Relativity
originates (dialectically, we might say) out of researtb mechanics and E&M. And
who can only guess at all the influences that contributed to #kengrof T.S. Eliot’s
unimaginable zero summer? Neither are the objects of sciaddéezature steadfastly
separate. In the history of science there are many instamees contemporary
prejudices “reshaped” unknowns in the image of knowns, and human sciegftists to
submit to the authority of shockingly counterintuitive or even protdeervations. For
a span of time, Newton was the god of physics, having revealed Guuérsal laws,
and any attempt to prove Liebniz's equation that e=was considered heretical. Even
Einstein viewed quantum mechanics incredulously, famously exclaithaigGod does
not play dice in response to the uncertainty inherent to how we can tkieouniverse

described by the thedty What matters most for our meditation is howoxganizes the

" No third party attributes to uncertain e claim “do not develop your technology that r@gges me with
velocity and position”.
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field of science, Xthe field of literature, and Xthe field of Postcolonial production of
ethos Thus when travel brings us to an unknown, | am not questioningdisaft
newness. The benign familiarity of these unknown, though, should arosigieisn.
Certain barriers to investigation, like the problem of translaiehthe skeptical mind to
work. Why make this particular idea inaccessible to trawsiati | want to distinguish
the willingness of those who would speak of or for X to entertalicahimaginatiorand
suffer that imagination to public methods of invalidation, from thderatpriestly
prerogative of creating meaning and protecting the structuggower by mystifying
specific meanings. In other words, I, the experimenter and, @tiggauging the writer’s
reaction as | try to pour acid on his X? Moreover, | ask, is tagendency to reserve
judgment or immediately jump to a greater order of meaning® dsretrovirus that
attacks cells of the human immune system, and/or confirmatiolsarf's petty
favoritism?

Writers of literary X do not want X to be radically unknown otinaately
unknowable; and Postcolonial literature, as statements about livedesxgae from
certain locations issued to the public, has definitely stagéttisteach somethintp be
acted upon as knowledgdlow often do we hear modern writers lament that we have no
more mystery in the world. This suggests that for some, myyistea rapidly declining
way of seeing the world that is, like old-growth forests, irdn&econservation. Mystery
needs to be put back, reseeded. Why the unknown needs to be institutiorsalize
interesting; but the more telling question to ask is how has dditgstin—if such an
event has actually happened—made certain people anxious to retuleryMgspublic

prominence and authority. After all, gods and angels had their tamné, the
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cosmopolitanism of the slave can still be found, albeit as a stahe@ast, or in some
peasant village being antiquated by domineering moderns. | have thhadsbove

comparison to science simply to highlight the theatrics of encaonigt&rin literature, of

which the audience may not be conscious: for the man who travelgrange world (or
stranger’s world) looking for the slave of MS H.6 has stagedirdéngs at a level akin
to the man who wanders into the desert looking for god has alrsetadged his

conversations. Wandering the ethical field in which others have Iahd let us be
more skeptical of what we are supposed to find.

The fields in which we ask “how do | live?” are shaped by séiferent
“forces” which are not necessarily “natural” t8%it It is often presented as having an
inherent intelligence, an order that looks suspiciously moral, itiealisometimes
otherworldly, that fulfills the wish of some other, and it is hetagether” by these points
of resemblances which supposedly have an untranslatable depth of miatiegn.
Again, this is not a critique of determinism. Speaking in termanoéthical field and
decision, we have already acknowledged the existential limitshbice”: the chooser is
inexorably incompatible to the field of his choices, having to choasé;the idea of
absolute freedom is a construction—freedom from what?—philosophicakyalsié®.
Whether revealed or constructed by an author, the field is medigkeda-h ethical field
from In An Antique Landpasses from the hands of Amitav Ghosh: its intelligence
commingled with his desires, its motion with his fears. Althokighs not asking us to

occupy a specific field, the site of Amitab’s study and decisiaking, Ghosh is making

8 Since | brought up relativity and quantum mechgnicshould really stop using the antiquated idea o
“force”. Even in Newtonian mechanics, force isllsepust the proportion between mass and accetarati
175



a case (albeit as such cases can be made when one writes literaturé&) fordusur own

way by ethical analogy, by confronting strange, new worlds—oeyou, Prospero says.

In other words, he is not trying to turn Lataifa, Nashawy, and Margato the new
tourist destinations. How else does he do so but get us to desireeanadldjistory by
producing both desire and object. We should pursue the meaning of m@s“slaMS
H.6” in the way that he has Amitab pursue. highe slave is precisely the unknown that
organizes the ethical and the historical. History promises mgaandethosshows us

the way. And what does history promise An Antique Lan® What is produced by
following the a-hetho® The slave, of course. Ironically, this makes us a slave to
history—or the slave of the scholar of the slave of MS H.6—beocahsa we believe
that history can show us answers to the defining ethical question (which jtvaska)ide
then by the authority of him who can “speak history”. It seenth@sgh, if only we
knew who this slave was, we would know the world better, act betteeiworld; and so

we ask someone in possession of the secret. Ethics in this risgpectiesire to pursue
such “things” as the slave of MS H.6, as given by the social anthropologist, ard hav
them “complete” what is missing in us and missing from our qutraoe of the world.

The criticism against the production ethos then, after we have found traces of these
unnatural “forces” in our ethical field, is not about mediatp@an se but concerns the
structure of authority that allows someone, maybe anyone, to appaaectss the
unknown “other” and surreptitiously, perhaps deleteriously, change fitsthe supreme

intelligence—the Superunknown—without having to go through the ethiddlviileere

“9 But of course we will not cease from pursuing it.
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he may be subjected to scrutiny, even disbelief. We should dedtthére is something
sinister in an author that bypasses the very network to which he brings us traveling
There is tension between history and historiography, felt strohgembre we
doubt, a tension that pivots on thg, nd stems from seemingly incompatible authority
of judgment. In one moment the writer of X notifies us of his disgovX defies what
we thought it to have been. From this, we are to conclude that ouofwagking at
things, the episteme that identifies X, is inadequate; for, to Woarhrase, there are
more things in heaven and earth than are dreamt of in ouffypiilosophy.
Nevertheless, irreverent scrutiny reveals that there is one who doesvkrad is and is
not, one capable of discerning better than we the X that is supposetude
apprehension. This new knowledge momentarily surfaces after a perimadefjuacy.
The slave of MS H.6, for instance, is supposed to be obscured by afeavidence. His
emergence into history was an accident, an incidental valuatiame adcument by a
scholar in search of something else (i.e. the history of Medieva)J The reconstructed
life of the slave is a consequence of Amitab’s experienceis ldeproduct of Amitab’s
existential condition, and his ethical imagination. Yet his hystarhich is also the
History that makes sense of him and value him as more signifiikant anonymous
afterthought, or nothing, can speak from the traditional all-seeingage, judgingisto
be inadequate. Inadequation entails something “real” beyond our present waor|thwie
we are not to take that reality which has been constructed toyibggaphy. Amitab’s

product becomes the slave’s life, just as the story of Zaghlmo#gination becomes the
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Sidi's ghost. Ghosh’s point, of course, is not to determine with iegacigor and
conclusively the reality of the slave. His accomplishmerthas he gets us—some of
us—to pursuethe figure of the slave, think its meaning is to be had, notwittistg
critical reservations. As with the object of history, s not been talked about in order
to decide what it is. Instead, it organizes the debate betlwearatious points-of-view,
one that would make “the slave” a structure of writing, and andttia¢rbelieves it can
know the historical referent, rendering each inadequate in-andetff-itThe inadequacy
of the old allows the writer to orchestrate a third wayredting X,—again, the ontology
of X, is supposed to remain obscure and speculative. The new treatmsnhadoe
explicitly provide a third category for that which the orchesirathas been using to
“inadequate” other ideas. It is a productive tension, the samehatwe use springs to
create oscillating motions and keep time; but its proponents woult that what
inadequation produces is not a synthesis like that which has been intadeqé#batever
it really is, the resultant compromise organized around X feele staged and forced
the more we doubt. For, are we not already pulled into a netwdhe aenter of which
is an unstated cause, when we overthrow the authority of what-isWewhat-was) for
that of the speakers of inscrutable X?

The calculus of X, which revalues all that we know, has evewtated a place
from which a supposedly unknown X comes. The intervention of this othere*pkc
further evidence that, for all the problems raised by lookingistory as structures we

built, the new order giving meaning and value to X (whethertliesslave of MS H.6, or

%0 Depending on which text is master. The differecee actually take us to very different interpiiets: is
Hamlet a rationalist or the addressee trying tstresibjectivization; or an analysand coming tartemwith
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Lataifa, or cosmopolitan gaiety) must treat X as though it wetgust human invention;
and must get us to do the same. | am being figurative, to belsironly to mimic the
figurative language that is history. Real things disappeartimsostrange realm called
“anonymity”, where their value is temporarily saved so that t@aybe redeemed. This
is what has happened to “Nabeel”. Reciprocally, dead thingsyribadt things, often
come from beyond and are realized in the ethical field. “Theesbf MS H.6 first
stepped onto the stage of modern history in 1942"It was not until 1942, the very
summer when Khalaf's letter slipped quietly into twentieth-cgnpuint, that the Middle
East again saw so great and varied a gathering of femsigh From where? From the

archive.

the archive, the structure of the unconscious, and the production of $torical ethos
The archive is and is not new. Likewise the things it holds, theagte such as
are represented as yet-unknown, and go missing once in a whAiearchive is a
repository of important documents to which the scholar can turn agairagain for
knowledge. In both literal and figurative ways, archives grant acteshe past.
Looking at MS H.6, one looks directly at something the past producell. o8e can
only grasp the artefact, not the past itself, and certainlylihot history; that requires an
act of the mind. There are many different archives, each witéreht scopes and
purposes. Although each is limited by available material aadurces like money and

space, the common and collective collecting ambition of archives is to cositainch as

what he already, subconsciously, knows. Theserdifices are echoed throughout the present document.
*1|n An Antique Land.3
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possible for as long as possible, so that posterity can look back bothetemgively and
chronologically. Archives promise that history is to be found witihi@m; on this
promise were they founded and are they maintained. Furthermore, theysiiowheck
the historian's work, so that anyone (theoretically, that is) z@ose the historian's
transformation of the primary text or write history from tlaene method. The public
function is eminently modern, and distinguishes modern historiography &ayn the
ecclesiastical historiography of Medieval monks with privilegedess to language,
scrolls, and the authority of the chutth The difference in how the writing may be
accessed and assessed may mean a difference in the hiseangelizes (although the
modern requirement of verification may be able to discriminate, too). This wibeise
be housed in an archive, perhaps a few, and in some of those possibly a few shelves down
from the fiction it studies. Which archive houses it depends on ttwiba importance.
Or is it the other way around? Actually, since archives aigefand make decisions
about their collections, yet work by representing themselveseaslyrhousing already
significant evidence, they could very well determine what ihjsthis in addition to
the fact that the historian makes similar decisions. Failurapprehend the dialect
between material and promise can produce several fallacies.

One fallacy is that history must be archived. For one thing, themdils to
contemplate the possibility that history may not care if humansihatrements like the
archive to know it. For another, it ignores the fact that an arclaineot contain history-

itself, only artifacts and evidence; like the previous reasore thes been a failure to ask

2 bid. 14
53 The work of the venerable Bede comes to mind.
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“what is history?” Another fallacy is that anything represdras having come from an
archive, anything that cites products of the past, must be higtaygnores the limits of
the archive, and the speculative and interpretive methods of thednstiie possibility
that he is lying. Making the mistake of the second fall&ads$ to the correlative
falsehood that propositions must be meaningful to you and me becaudetecheen
reasoned from material wur archive. It would be as if one had to live with the changes
to one's living area by a decorator who has rearranged thihrgsying out some and
“updating” others. The new arrangement, however fabulous, remains éstbd; tthe
proposed history remains to be tested, too. Actually, thesekesssiould not occur if
we really understood how archives are made and history is mwritt€he archive
theoretically exists as and for the historian to do his work, andnbes apprehensible,
perhaps changeable, when the historians' work is questfor@tosh himself introduces
the difference of differences by treating history as histoajlgy. We ought not make
those mistakes if we learn how the Cairo genizah ended up in thieri@genUniversity
Library, and how one of its documents is redeemed by the new huinigtostan as MS
H.6. Conceived as a repository for documents, from religious poettlye Book of
Wisdom (what becomes the New Testament b&cklesiastes that should not be
trivially thrown away because they mention the name of godgémezah accidently
carried signs forward into the future as they fell into disuse: It waslapia

Ghosh spends a great deal of resources talking about the pit into Médteval
Jewish communities deposited their useless documents. Religiessardade throwing

out documents that bore the name of God. Genizot housed “named” documents

>4 A Heideggerian observation. 181



(shemot}y that were no longer needed; the documents in the genizah at nthEzBse
Synagogue in Cairo survived to be discovered at the turn of thedtireogntury by the
Cambridge professor of rabbinical studies Solomon Sché&ht®f course, | may have
written that the documentsannot be destroyed, but that statement would have
naturalized the rules governing holy names. They can certainesteoyed. Also,
while | write “discovered”, | have mitigated the discomfortekl about the word’s
imperialist connotations with the fact that modern scholarship nted€a&iro genizah
what it is today, and what it already is in Ghosh’s novel. Thanmg of the genizah is
founded on the sacred. The sacred marked these documents, keapimgpbetant (if

in a different way) well after their secular utility had ged. But the genizah ot the
archive. It becomes an archive after “discovery” by modern scholand the modern
scholar Amitav Ghosh, well on his way to earning a doctorate frefor@ discovers the
slave of MS H.6 in the archiveonstructedrom appropriating the material of the Cairo
genizah. If you are discomforted by the idea of Europeans discgvEnim New World,
why would you not feel the same about Ghosh’s discovery of the cégtrads of his
brave new—old—world? There has been a change in meaning. Thessiaymortant
(to Ghosh) for his ability to carry humanism and cultural toleraod¢be past as qualities
in the past. He was not so important to his contemporaries, who did not etdcluim
beyond throwaway gossip and wage receipt. The tracings of him-M&.d1.6—were

not being archived at the time.

% “The Taylor-Schechter Genizah Collection is agigss accumulation of centuries-old Hebrew marnpiscri

material and Judaica, recovered from the Cairo Zaénin 1896-97. It has occupied a place of honmoray

the literary treasures of the University of Cambeidor more than a century and is housed at Cagwbrid

University Library.” <http://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/T&r-Schechter/Collection.html> accessed 05 Ju620
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At the same time, we ought to explore why we may substit@eChiro genizah
for the archive, andice versa so uncomplicatedly; why Ghosh follows the scholars
Schechter and Goitein into “it”. Perhaps the genizah alreaslyhaé something which
builders of archives are trying to capture themselves: cplbwer; the sacred; perhaps
the sense of community structured by religion that got men togethmernld synagogues
in which genizots would be a specially designated space, and thathkepttogether
through rituals of worship. The modern archive—for example, the ikisraof
Cambridge—and the genizah have similar semiotic structures. Thendots in both
bear the respective imprimatur of that which not only found depositorglitiates what
is to be done. That authority keeps us from destroying the documémniiscan see the
modern presence of value in the reactions you would provoke as youdey tioe to
historical documents. Both genizah and archive are constituted by résgective
transcendental signifiers, which “being” is confirmed by riles that govern the use of
names and the documents bearing them. The great and telling niEebetween
medieval Judaism and modern historiography, is that genizot held susielesments
until they may be properly destroyed, while the historiograplubige holds, in theory,
documents the significance of which awaits “resurrectionth&jes it is this difference
of the same structure which allows historians to substitute time @ the sacred, and
perhaps the rules of human relation. Could this be the smallvgetse important
difference between religion and history? To forget the differéhat emerges from my
deliberately profane representation of the “sacred” things in #aqus paragraph, to
forget that the tracings of the slave were not being archiveldeatime, but could be

easily represented as though they were, is to unduly authorizestbedm, sanction her
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desires, and facilitate the unconsidered transformation of rules ctratitute the

sacrosanct. We can frustrate this act by returning torttheva, and by recognizing the
basic value differences between the archives of plundering cadt®iahd humanist
anthropologists, and the material they contain.

Other “animations” from the Taylor-Schechter Genizah colledticlude the use
of medicines® legal studies of Islamic law/s the voice of the naked and the poor then
and now, or how to appreciate the “unexpected cross-cultural and wddddabk
features of poverty and charity);the education of childretY; the extent of the silk
trade®® and many more.

The archive turns trash to truth. It is troubling that there s¢éerns obstructions
to deploying the reciprocal function for alternate (read: myp@ses: can we not just
archive the latest historiography, the latest “truth” of amgotitanism, as it did its
predecessors or contemporaries (e.g. modernity)? To questiorhitidse regulations,
we need to learn how to repurpose the function of the archive.

Post-War French historians, beginning with Fernand Braudel, andrhales
school, formulated a modern concept of the archive. The archive e@sstiuct of the

new kind of historiography. Historians were reacting to naeahistory typified by

*% Efraim Lev, Zohar Amar. “Reconstructing the intay of material medica used by members of the slewi
community of medieval cairo according to presooipsi found in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah collectio
Cambridge”. Journal of Ethnopharmacology108.3 (2006): 428 — 444.
" Hassan S. Khalilieh. “Legal Aspects from a CaBeniza Responsum on the Islamic Law of the Sea:
Practice and Theory”Jewish Quarterly Review96.2 (2006): 180 — 202.
*® Mark R. Cohen. “Feeding the Poor and Clothing tteked: The Cairo Geniza”. Journal of
Interdisciplinary History 35.3 (2005): 407 — 421.
%9 Judith Olszowy-Schlanger. “Learning to Read andtéA\in Medieval Egypt: Children’s Exercise Books
From the Cairo GenizaJournal of Semitic Studieg18.1 (2003): 47 — 69.
% Moshe Gil. “References to Silk in Geniza Docursenit the Eleventh Century A.D.”Journal of Near
Eastern Studies61.1 (2002): 31 — 39.
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Ranke, Burckhardt, Fustel de Coulanges, “Michelet abové*althich professed to tell
things as they really happened. The history of World War tthasstory of the rise of
Hitler. The history of colonialism is the narrative of how Newllid was built. In
narrative history, “the life of men is dominated by dramatigdsrits, by the actions of
those exceptional beings who occasionally emerge, and who often anagtess of their
own fate and even more of ouf§”. The narratives offer “a gleam but no illumination;
facts but nohumanity.®® Social history is inadequate, too, for it is in “danger of
forgetting, perhaps even of denying, the inimitable essence bfiedividual’® To
meet the “formidable but challenging responsibiliti@sbf historiography—i.e. to
ethicize history—Braudel proposed “a ponderous hist8rtinder the principle that no
history can be self-contained) that examines life over ldmgue duré¥, set in
contradistinction against the history of events. The historiograpluoatept is
counterintuitive.
So, to put things more clearly, let us say that instead of eveataowld
speak of a short time span, proportional to individuals, to daily dfeut
illusions, to our hasty awareness—above all the time of the chramdle
the journalist. Now, it is worth noting that side by side with gasal, so
to speak, historic events, the chronicle or the daily paper offer$ the a

mediocre accidents of ordinary life: a fire, a railway lrate price of

®1 Fernand BraudelOn History
®2pid. 11

%3 Ibid. 11 emphasis mine.

® Ibid. 20

% Ibid. 6

% bid. 12

* Ibid. 27

185



wheat, a crime, a theatrical production, a flood. It is clear, thahthere
is a short time span which plays a part in all forms of Eeonomic,
social, literary, institutional, religious, even geographical (a gligtind,
a storm), just as much as politiéal.
What Braudelian history does is seek out the structures of humamdifé¢o archive
them, but to reanimate from the archive of structures the humag &ethrecover from
the great catastrophes of histSryessential humanity. The everyday routines are
important not for their magnitude but their endurance. The historian aick€hooses
from “chronological realities” of the pdStto allegorize the humain time. This human,
then, can stand in the historian’s own time. The purpose of this “pondesbois/hof
the longue duréeis—not surprising given mid-twentieth century French thought
dominated by Sartre—to unburden us of history’s great traumas doyereng the
concept of the human from the inadequation of human actions. Understtdrediimgits
of the past opens the future for the present. Implicitly thisegenor of what has to be
done with the historian’s archive of structures.
The second and far more useful key consists in the stoudture For
good or ill, this word dominates the problems of khiegue durée By
structure observers of social questions mean an organization, a coherent
and fairly fixed series of relationships between realitiessmethl masses.

For us historians, a structure is of course a construct, an atahitebut

% Ibid. 28
% Braudel laments, “What an endless century [thetagnth century] has been, indeed, leaving itsdyloo
mark on Europe and on the whole world,” and griev&sir age [the first half of the twentieth cenfury
only too rich in catastrophes and revolutions, drsuand surprises”. (7)
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over and above that it is a reality which time uses and abusesooger
periods. Some structures, because of their long life, become stable
elements for an infinite number of generations: they get in the okay
history, hinder its flow, and in hindering it shape it. Others wear
themselves out more quickly. But all of them provide both support and
hindrance. As hindrances they stand as limits (“envelopes,” in the
mathematical sense) beyond which man and his experience cannot go.
Just think of the difficulties of breaking out of certain geographica
frameworks, certain biological realities, certain limits moductivity,
even particular spiritual constraints: mental frameworks too ocam f
prisons of theongue durég*
Like the sacred name of God, the human, the Human, that which stard$ &fr
“geographical frameworks, certain biological realities, cerianits of productivity, even
particular spiritual constraints”, marks the documents of Braudetive. The archive
holds his “parts” together until the historian reanimates him irfdlmas demanded by
and suitable for his tif@ Thus, the U.S. bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
August, 1945 may be an event in time, but it is not history. Ratheguget to tell
history from those long running structures disrupted and/or transforynddttbe Boy”

and “Fat Man”. A history of the twentieth century, then, maly helv, well into the

©bid. 28
" bid. 31
2 Braudel opens the seminal paper “The Situatiddistory in 1950” with: “History is the child of & time.’
So its preoccupations are the same as those wheafhven our own hearts and minds. And should its
methods, its projects, those answers which onlieygay seemed so rigorous and dependable, shadutd al
concepts suddenly collapse, it would be from thigkteof our own thinking, our own study, and, mogall,
the experiences we have undergone. (6)
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twenty-first century, the Japanese continue to produce and consura@ga and anime
various visions of utopian regeneration after apocalyptic destr{ittidtistory is a story
of how humans structure their lives to deal with events greatraall. sThe archive of
thelongue duréecontains the structures out of which the historian conjures thteptial
human. The real limits, and so the authoritative domain of the ardhimet time, but
meaning. When Ghosh wanders through the archives of materis, thetologically
trying to find patterns of the same.

Braudel's archive is open-ended. Tlmgue durées only a historiographic
perspective on how to constitute the kind of ponderous history that wouldyasaua
century traumatized by catastrophes. That the archive is mmaert to be completed is
evident in Braudel's measured criticism of Maximilien Sorteds Bases biologiques de
la géographie humaine: Essai d’une écologie de I'horfim@/hile Braudel admires the
book, he criticizes Sorre’s reductionism. Actually, the critiargbivalent about his own
critique. Braudel recognizes the necessity of reducingtmaiology and geography for
the purpose of study; yet he is sure that the reduction must be contextualized tsilneh tha
fullness of the human being and the splendid complexities of hisiescee reaffirmed.

“Geographers know well that geography (like history) is a werfinished science, much

3 Probably the most famous from the genre is KatsuBtomo'sAkira. The boy Akira had great power.
Unable to control it, he destroys Tokyo, and stai&/1ll. After WWIII, he is put in cryogenic stasisThe
narrative takes place in neo-Tokyo after Akira'sifsgation, and chronicles how another boy Tetsomes to
manifest the same kind of destructive psychokin@bivers Akira had once possessed. In a familiaititig
step, Tetsuo's power drives him mad; he grows mtmonstrously powerful and powerfully monstrous
organism that threatens to annihilate neo-TokydiraAawakens; absorbs Tetsuo’s powers, reducing him
thereby to a human boy again; saves neo-Tokyoremdkes the world. In the anime version, conveatio
power takes the forms of guns and tanks, policesatdiers; monstrous power is organic, shapeless; e
growing, and all-consuming, like a malignant tumdr+anifests as Tatsuo’s right arm; and apocalyptic
power is the bright heart and billowy shape of gpl@ling atom bomb.
4“5 There A Geography of Biological Man®n History
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more unfinished than the other social sciences. Perhaps ewstirashed as history
itself, that other ancient adventure of the intellétt"“Geography seems to me, in its
totality, to be the spatial study of society, or to takethoughts to their conclusion, the
study of society through spac&’.Because in his reduction Sorre excludes social man, he
has excluded a determinant, i.e. society, in his human history. Theapprepriate
method, according to Braudel, must account for both the social andapbuwg
environments, and the student. But the importance of the critique of iceddiot
Braudel is not to make men into the instrument of another forcepsiittite society for
weather, soil condition, proximity to water, etc., so much asta isdirectly validate the
agency implied when we learn that we are leaning the strsct(secial and
geographical) of human existence. The implication of Braudelisnaegt is that if the
concept of biological man is reductionist, then there must be a “owrplete” man
(that which was reduced); if existence is reduced to strigttinen there must be life
beyond signs. Notice how the limitation of method actually opens ugadheept of
“study” and by extension the “student”. In turning “the spaitady of society” to the
“study of society through space”, Braudel renders geography, asdnpaely any other
specialization, including history, inadequate to the plentitudinous ideatuafy;
furthermore, grants greater autonomy to the object of study, sirogragdy cannot
understand society or man, comprising only one field of study looking lforited list of
structures, and an unspecified plenitude to the student. “Study” $eeatvgays desire

breaking out of established frameworks, and to be engaged istsuths means to have

S |bid 114
% |bid 115

189



already entered into relation with the object in a certain, peedeted way, its
inscrutable fullness evident in the inadequacy of our specialiedds fof knowledge.
This is the essence of humanism. The premise that historreddited structures are
disseminated across disciplinary fields puts Braudel somewhetee imiddle of that
history of structuralism which runs from Claude Levi-Straus to Michel Foucaul

The Cairo genizah contained history in a sense by accident. Jtoeyhinodern
scholars make from the genizahnet the sense of marking and marked time of the
people who organized themselves around the synagogues into whicbr diasement
they threw the stuff that becomes their historical remaindadt, some thinkers view the
increasing influence of the idea of historical consciousness, epgdnso well in
twentieth century scholarship on the genizah, as the religion’smisttiod’. To this
Western sense of history | would add historiographical consciousnegsich history is
subordinated to human agency and limitation. The idea of Genizahrstiwlis ironic,
in the sense that the intent suggested by the word genizah, Higlorédwdden place”,
meets its antithesis in the scholar’s act of recovery, retoisti, and publication. Itis a
rather vampiric desire to live according to the message of tieesmimate dead (even if
they are reconfigured into new things). And like the vampire’s thee latter thing has
transformed the former into one of its kind. Modern scholarship plagsamd seek with
the past through the genizah archive. There is further irony. The ddéeirethe motive
of depositors to that of scholars ironically reveals something abheuhature of the

historiographic archive which plays such a large part in the kindstérizi Ghosh is

" 1smar SchorschFrom Text to Context: The Turn to History in Moddraism University Press of New
England. 1995.
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trying to write. Shemotselong to a system of meaning, at the center of which is the
Name found on allshemotsthat make them what they are. “Evidence” has been
preserved for modern history because another order had given thesr—aald not as
historical evidence. The Omnipresence of the Name is familiaa similar kind of
preservation-value were to be found attached to things in our hadtarchive, can we
not suppose that an analogous “sacred” authority has underwritten tHoes; Jaas
marked all of the things of the archive with its name? Aflierttee sacredness of the
fragments in the historiographic archive is the meaning they badefor some other,
though modern archivists would probably only admit (doing so self-chtjaa course)
to the god-like powers of curators, universities, governments, &ed agents of culture,
perhaps ideology, or even Capitalism.
Discursively—that is, to the point of view profane to both—the archive which
appropriates the material from the Cairo genizah is very much like thegethey
both contain always already sacred things. Steven M. Wasserstrom begies a pa
delivered to the third congress of the Society for Judaeo-Arabic Studies pgroogn
his feelings for Schechter with Keats’s for HorfferAlready we see that an archive
can lend itself to worshipful construction: the vaults of the Vatican, the glsss ica
the U.S. Library of Congress. Wasserstrom belongs to that school of archeologist
who want to recover “magic” in the archive. Wasserstrom’s reason is, ostetisly
recent and present-day scholarship from Schechter to Joseph Dan (who wrote an

article on magic in th&ncyclopaedia Judaigain disregarding magic as unimportant

8 “The Magical Texts in the Cairo GenizahGenizah research after ninety years: The Case dado-
Arabic Studies Eds. Blau, Joshua. Stefan C. Reif. Cambridgeitidge U.P. 1992. 160.
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because of their own feelings about it, erroneously missed that magic vgaalitde
the historical community. Yet, like much of the scholarship on recovery, there are
times when the critic seems to be criticizing the present ideologies whioht ¢are

for that which it considers superannuated (like magic), a critique that nethlects
different responsibilities of scholarship, and the various ways we learn hawewe |

It certainly tries to pass off the object of scholarship as evidence of beinggcto w
we are in the present responsible. Just bedhegbéved in magic does not mean we
ought to ourselves. Are there not differences between magic as magicverselie
magic as cultural practice improperly overlooked in the study of culture, agid asa
thenextmethod to integrate mwcommunity? The objects in the archive from
which such “alternative” histories are written now bear a mark of the ssionddr to
that on which is written the name of God. While it is true that Schechter and Dan
missed the mark, what they failed to adequately describe are the coramtinay
studied, and the history they were trying to write. What has the fact that beings
history once believed in magic (without testing magic, to be sure) to do with us, who
have seen the failings of history, have learned more and learned to testingerys

it the responsibility of modernity to contain everything, the way that the
historiographical archive is presupposed to contained? Ah, we glimpse here a
possible shift in responsibilities, which indicates the productiaifads Because
Ghosh and so many other writers (including many other Postcolonial writers who
have to deal with past cultural upheaval and ) use the strategy of loss-and-found to/in
history, we need to identify the structures for shifting responsibilities hwhatude

individual “fragments” made incomparable, invaluable by an unique mark and the
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projection of a whole-in-making which may be impossible to complete. Wasserstrom
concludes by comparing the worship of Schechtor by scholars of the Genizah to a
magical act?

Ghosh uses the world projected/deduced from the Cairo genizah, with

anthropological eyes, and humanesthos to give his inscrutably human X local

habitation and a name. Where is X in relation to this open-endedegr@inthermore to

our ethical field? Well, if X were the slave of MS H.6, therotnes directly from the

suddenly expanded archive. At least, the slave of MS H.6 does shistotsographical

thingnessquathat from which history is written. If one were to chronitle emergence

of the slave into modern history, one would have to talk about the Ganizah,

Solomon Schechter, and Cambridge University Library, exacti@rassh does to open

the novel. A scholar works on the archive to put the slave of MS H.®isttry, which

is to say, put that history into the present. The archive allows krisow what had been

unknown—Dbut was there to be known. It holds the objects that are apesghant with

meaning. Yet, once we are introduced to X, X seems to take over, atehve the

archive for history proper. Relations are changed. The slaveageasne. He is no

longer one of innumerably many. And obviously he cannot be “reduced”hmgotWe

might ask, “whereto has the archive receded, which had been so impartargserving

and bringing back the past, when the slave is no longer ‘it imiP" but the question

misses the mark ever so slightly. The archive has not goyshere. Historiography

and history are humanistic bedfellows in this politics. The fotmasrnot gone anywhere

¥ The cultivation of worshipful responsibility toetthero of oppression through magical histories héil
discussed in chapter 3.
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at the instance of the latter. The structure of the archesepres the individuality and
individual worth of the things it contains. If X is derived therefrafis incomparabl®.

X is real. There is a document of the slave. The littlegellam Egypt never disappears
in the value system produced by global market competition. Someteng is that
recognizes the village’s value in-itsefifiat is the archive. The historiographer’s archive
existsfor history and for the construction of X. At the same time, histsriy ithe
archive, but not of it. History has to be known through writing, but therfography is
not to be read like any of the other texts it cites and uses.odld this knowledge might
be forgotten, though it had been important to understanding the discposmer of
canon formation. It is odd that it be forgottenlm An Antique Lanceven as it is
introduced. It is odd that this knowledge has to be forgotten in ordénefokrchive to
reassure.

In drawing a slightly ill-fitted comparison between the genizath the modern
archives, which are both alike and not, | am trying to charactdr&eollection of past
material in a way that makes it possible to question the ¥eraicthat which has been
“found”, as it represents itself. Liken the archive to a cotbaecdf signs. The Archive is
that which readies material for signification, by assuringtiedining is “out there”. The
purpose of suspending all signifiers above the depth of meaniodigute out, all signs

being equal, the combinatorial significance of the different etesnthat gets erased

8 Incomparability should be distinguished from idgnas a different though related desire. Idesgitare
exchangeable, like capitalism’s currency. Thuar substitute one peasant for another peasangranider
critic can substitute for me. Incomparability i£@ncept meant to prevent such exchanges by mpsitin
inscrutable uniqueness. Think of it as the spatiaracteristic of a mother’s ideal love for heildrien, for

she loves each the same and never more than tbes;offet also loves each beyond compare and never
divides her love like she may divide their inharda. Think of it, too, as how humans wish to hetbby the
monotheist personal god.
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when we plunge headlong into meaning. Why this character, thtathese vices, those
virtues, and such an ending? So, too, should the stuff of the archive berdddsom
what has already been made from it (e.g. Ghosh’s slave) andisviast to it (e.g.
Ghosh’s Nabeel), though ethics requires taking them seriously. HBeaudestory
determines its archive, not the other way around; yet to understanddBs writingas
history requires forgetting this, the historiography complication. @&hera similar
forgetfulness in the “imaginary” of a historical slave’s humiéa bnd further selective
forgetting when we enter into the field of ethics. The critiogkestigation of how a
writer like Ghosh populates the field of ethics should extend beyond adding
interpretations that end up confirming the unknown-now-known. It shoulduséyi
consider questions that change, or restore, various relatdhe archive (not from it)
and to those who back and forth from it to the real world. One lbeays there an
archive for every X, such that other archival stuff do not diluwepgower of the particular
figure to affect the present, and the “absence” of materiabmtained as something on
which to focus our attention instead of notfii®g As a historian of théongue durée
seeks patterns for an archive that evidence the human figeekg ® reaffirm, so does
Ghosh seek material, both documents and other historical things deduedécthethat

evidence the human figure central to the field of ethics.

Perhaps the nature of the archive and historical consciousness, ahd of t
transformation marked grammatically by changing from ‘@t*he” (and certain “he’s”

to “it”), can be gleamed from the methodological abstinence amdlida unknown

8 |nstead of nothing producing no material to betgimged by anything.



detected at the limits of the ethical field, the places tachviAimitab, as he moves into
position to write history, care not or dare not venture. Let ughsstyabstinence is a
refusal to add sex to the archive, leaving it “outside”. The “unkriorgnders the
archive incomplete, again presuming an outside. These places, todiesla@es that do
not belong to ethics, do not wholly belong to the archive either (whiclipposed to
contain everything). That is to say, sexual practices neveadyktd to the collection
(can they not be collated under the heading “custom”); and a worbadisis not like
vellum, a thing of the archive testifying to the meanings hedd Og a society. One can
say that sex and women, already outside the archive, are neweatedhp the process of
being estranged, turned into evidence and turned back again intonéaisng under the
direction of the historian. Nabeel, modern counterpart to thee &S H.6qua
unerased historical being, is also excused from deconstruction @rtieution. He is
always “he”, and the threat is that modernity turns him into &n ditmigrant laborer,
before relegating him to “anonymity”. The complication is #natidance and protection
makeshim|it part of the archive, partitions in which create the different modes.

X is the poetic figure, a being of history and force of ethics.ti€xen particular
the trope of loss-and-found, allows the writer to construct a figure that i*rhan that
which may be attributable by contemporaneous thoughts or behavior, fietestly
defined to make demands on our own senses of self. X is more thawevtiank it is;
more than what we think we are. Constructed out of the stuff arfiswvhich is now
housed in the historiographer’s archive, it gains the kind of authorityrarg at present

(still) to history. A cosmopolitan gaiety historyis more authoritative than one revealed
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or reasonea priori®2. In fact, it may become “more real” in history than we iareur
present, just as mutual tolerance is “more real” than setctamamosity. And that
authority begins to tug on our sense of responsibility if the authorcoar us to
interpellate ourselves into the same reality/history. ByeXvee re-defined. In Ghosh,
the mode for interpellation is resemblance, or affinity, amongfithees which we
conceive ourselves to be and other figures in history. It is imgddanote here that the
sense of alterity is suppressed in favor of doubling and resemblaree function of
negationis still important; it is needed to make the presettwhat it is supposed to be.
But even if both are necessary functions in the structure of sigtan, affinity with the
“other” is more important than alienation. Ghosh shows the shortceroiritpe present
by comparing it to the present’s temporal others (e.g. pashparality, etc.), and uses
the shortcomings to reconstruct a “better” human that lEstory but notof it. He is
successful only if we project X from figures of literatuce figures (represented) in
literature. Of course, calling X a “poetic figure, a beinchistory and force of ethics”
can be interpreted as a demotion of “him” to “it”.

We have to examine the movements from “it” to “he” and, in segmithe
opposite direction, from “Nabeel” to anonymity, to understand thefueation of the
archive, not just what it is supposed to be in practice. This movemgmrbduced
wherever Ghosh modulates from historiography to history; and theseewmaovement
(e.g. of Nabeel) is modulation in the other direction. The archigalisone stop. The
slave sheds his historiographical tether to MS H.6 in order to le=ecthing of history,

existing fully therein; MS H.6 is merely a citation. “Thaw of MS H.6 emerges [...]".

8t is not within the scope of this work to disputbggier that should be as it is or not.



Concurrently, the historian disappears, because history is largeh¢haow, something
he is a part of, something—we will have to remember later—th@t too, are
(supposedly) a part of. It is the dexterity of such modulatidres stnooth transitions
from telling the history of the archival fragments to the histdrthe twelfth century and
of Lataifa and Nashawy, the well-plotted juxtaposition betwektively dry discussions
of the origins and variety of dialects of Arabic and the childiw®nderment at Ben Yui's
cosmopolitan capacity to negotiate commerce and social relatidasguages ever new
(to him), that lets us call Ghosh a good writer. The modulationdare such that we
cannot say history is the personification of “the slave of MS Hi@' way that we might
say, for instance, that the nightingale is personified in one e#dtXs odes. Such
“‘demotion” would mean disbelieving in the authenticity of the hisébncopositions of
which the slave is the subject: that the slave is emblemate r@fal past with real
meaning and that his life somehow tells us about ours. The archivelgsothe
fragments, and a line of reasoning in which the reality offridigment “speaks” about
another reality that was once whole—in this case a whole personvamolesociety in
which he lived. The first part is the theoretical structurehefdrchive, the second its
authority. Thus, the archive may be a storage unit, but its funistit;m authorize the
production of knowledge and meaning: the archive serves the Archive. Itheler
auspice of archival authority, a writer can happen upon X and tiegisn bringing it
into (historical) being. The slawkd exist, thisis his story, and his story is our story, too.
In the “fullness” of historical being, the slave exerts whatnse& be another
kind of authority, and begins to reshape our ethical field (our own ontalogpntext).

We do not live in the archive—or few of us do—and of those that do how ozambe
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said to really live? This is why, although there is an etthiasleads to the formation of
an historiographic archive, and we can use the archive to imdgareonditionality that
reveals our ethical field, the ethical field and the archiveatocoincide. The thing in
the archive is not necessarily the same in the ethicd! tie¢ slave of MS H6 is not the
slave of MS H6. Maybe we can say of the relationship betwleenwo, that the
formation of an archive is necessary but insufficient to the produofi@thos Or,
metaphorically, what we need to do is momentarily bury ourselvégeiarchive before
returning to life. Modulation enables this “return” from thedief historiography to the
field of ethics, so that if we suffered ourselves to be pulledgatonthe trip, we find
ourselves suddenly at a point where, recognizing the meaning siathes but not really
apprehending it yet, we have nevertheless tacitly agreed tutherity of slave and his
master Amitab/Ghosh. The slave is a sign of history: thetefiaspeaks of him, through
him, as him.

When we readiscourse on Methoar Capital, Notes toward a Definition of
Culture or the Location of Cultureall in the archive, we read for the pleasures of
meaning, and for a while we assume that language is referenties.does not mean we
read the texts as gospel; at least in secular modernijowet. The reader, whatever
she turns out to be, has to start with the supposition that what sherhbleishands is
meaningful, even if to later criticize in a different mode. Andtsough we may have
Said’s analysis of the book as an intimate product of the CutfuEmpire in mind,
meaning and the beautiful composition of meaning compel us to retuvtansfield

Park The great difference between a “traditional” engagemefht htdrature and the

8 Master of whom we ought to be asking, too. 199



coming to life of X, isauthority. This is the “surprise”. To exert pressure on our ethical
field, X cannot rest as fragments on our shelves, nor just as art @hjeour reading
pleasure. It must “speak” meaningfully to us as Fanny Pricatroigce have spoken to
another generation; as Marx did and continues to do for others; agtBesmmtinues to
in modern lyrics of solipsism; as Homi Bhabha does to those who weerdbrize”
essentialist cultural hegemony. But does meaning have to donthefkivork that some
ask it, believe it, to do? Many of us can read episodes of shgnimiDickens without
suddenly running to the nearest ghetto and stump for change. Wellc&nosti the
meaning of “poverty”, know the difference between “the poor” and iftioverished”,
and keep the world as it is. We can, unless | have failed to tewl@rgvhat an
interventionist means by meaning. Or, the interventionist unegsneaning as a rather
magical relation to words and fanatical authority. The popo@. Is not the meaning
of poverty something else? Authority is how the inert mattéh® archive enters upon
the field of ethics, where the call to action is always diyeaganized. Authority is how
the “truth” of history by-passes our management of pleasure andatlmis ways we
might respond to meaning. | suspect that, like the field trips we take as chitdgrenate
ulterior purposes which we do not discern until we have the wisdom gqedience of
age.

| am bracketing final judgment on the ontical veracity of sheve. Amitab’s
slave need not have existed for the novel to “work”. It only has &rgsmin modern
history in the fullness of being, for it/he is a pivot betwess archive and History’s
fullness. We might respond analogously to the authority invoked by ithet ¢hgline

“based on a true story”, but in the case of the tagline, we knoer lib#t just because
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there may be real events that bear out when researched, doesanathatethe “story”
made for our consumption based on the “true story” is true. To wadédrthe power of
this modulation, we must take a look at the position of “the writ@ntd “the
[sympathetic] reader”. (In a sense, we are the critieatler, but because the critical
reader tends not to give over to the authority of what is sadsheuld begin naively.
We want to look at the reader who believes that life has meahsugrnable in a
structure of time.) The difference between the reader andr¢th&v@ between us and
artifacts, a difference critical to the perspective of hisgraphy, disappear under the
rubric of History. If some sign, some artifact, from the arcluae be revitalized as an
image of history, then it, or “he”, can begin to influence a nesuile, for the reader who
believes has already submitted the fullnesshisfbeing to the History’'s grasp, and
entered into the order of historical being as revealed byiterian. In History, the
slave and the reader are coextensive: they both live as fujdyeanly at different times,
under different existential conditions—the slave, Nabeel, the naaatbus. Producing
this coextensionality is not only why Ghosh at strategic pamtise novel suppresses his
complicating trope of writing the writing of history, but it iIs@awhy he keeps reiterating
the compromise formations we have seen in Zaghloul, Mustafa, and bAmi¢here
Zaghloul is able to compare himself as a being of (one) custonmitald as another
being of (another) custom; and Mustafa conceives both Amitab and hiasabns
beholden to fathers; the reader of history who believes begins tostarerthat the
“being” of the slave’s history can “speak” to his own becausespleech is in the same
language. We are all examples of various customs. We ataldhen of our fathers. In

this way Amitab, the idea of Amitab the Indian, functions in Egypt.this way, the
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kernel of the slave functions across time. The ordering systdtistory provides the
calculus in which X figures along side the reader, where thecamaouch, can inhabit
each other the way that (to anticipate ourselves)fha Satanic Verseshe modern
Bollywood actor Gabreel communes with God’s prophet who founded Islamhand t
modern novelist becomes the prophet’s scribe. This happens only afjerefitation
and inadequation of extant knowledge in the archive. It happens away from it, too, and in
spite of the doubt that might have followed the discovery thabrigis¢é determined by
the present of writing. Authority legitimates both the irgerfg modes historiography
and history, and facilitates modulation back and forth between the twthasdhe
producer ofethoscan continue to reinvent the present: to presumptively right thiegvri
of history. Final judgment on the ontology of the slave, or on us—iéveat judgment

is our “indeterminacy”—only disrupts such smooth back and forth. Thisrmamean,
however, that ontology is not used by the historiographer to bradkéteofuestion of
signification when the particular sign that might be questioned hed 8eployed to
serve as instruments of an already-decided good. There is doeyHird its figure is
the slave.

According to the narrator, Nabeel disappears into “anonymity”.reThee other
types of disappearances, of course, which Ghosh could have possibly written:
disappearance into thin air, disappearance altogether into nothingettiee whence we
come naked and wailing—death without redemption. He could have simply dropped
Nabeel, and without having built the character much either. Why Aogsb/Ghosh
arrange for Nabeel, who begins life in full rather than as deatiim the reality of the

novel, to escape annihilation? There is a superficial answer, egldtad answer that
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digs deeper. Nabeel’'s absence is constructed around the carersffotH@m—of his

family, the village, and Amitab; or should | say care is constructed atberttble of that

now marks the place where his historical being should have beenidddof anonymity

acknowledges this care in the lack of an object of care, indesmption. Nabeel cannot
disappear into thin air, or something like that, because the ternmsfolisappearance,
the narrator implores, must connote the real importance he stf,hmrhaps more so in
his absence. Anonymity is in this way like memory.

What, though, if there were no anonymity? What if anonymity, made up of memory,
perhaps even vaguer, like that thing we should have remembered but did not, is like
memory, and perishes when remembering minds perish? What if, like memay, ther
are many anonymitys: yours, mine, his, and hers over there? Winattrifeans a
writer cannot remembdor you andfor me, that is, plant the critical memories in our
collective mind and make them hauntingly significant? Could it be that Nabeel, like
countless many other human beings, is unimportant to the rest of the world, to the
future and making a place for him in anonymity bestows prominence and longevity to
an otherwise perishable and insignificant thing? What is the cost of insaaai, to
society, to Nabeel, to his advocates, to us, to the children that we procreate and that
replace us? To follow Nietzsche’s attempt to restore individual agencyifv@ed
(deus) is dead, and the Archive (machina) inanimate?

Turning to nothing would be worse: there is no possibility of recovenghntess
significance, out of nothingness. The historian cannot use abject mabhsigRecovery

in that case would be creatiex nihilo staged as recoveryThe narrative arranges for

Nabeel's disappearance through the threat of violence in Irdoeisame way that it
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arranges to have unknowns like cremation, or the slave, that asekeain. There is
something called cremation that has meaning. There is sometet dabeel who had
been. | do not claim that Amitab/Ghosh paid Iragis to erase Nabyethat he invents
cremation. The invention is th@ebateover cremation. What has value is Nabeel's
erasure. As paradoxical as it sounds, knowing the unknown assures odgerssidghat
there issomethingbeyond worth striving for, a death that is not death. Anonymity
preserves Nabeel in this sense. He remsamsethingstill, even if now unrecognized.
He should not even be there. So, beyond the fact that he is misstétebpeople, the
relegation of Nabeel to anonymity betrays that the gretdastfor the writer of history,
is that historical beings, in the end, have no value, no meanindiv&\@r moment and
we pass away. We affect each other across space and tikieg reach other’s lives
difficult, but really to no end. No Superunknown records our being, mesies. The
archive constructed to house the dead and the discourse establislwethéondjustice
will eventually fail to do what they were meant to do: that ikwaus to access
redemptive meaning in the plan of history. “Nothing” here doeshawé to indicate
vacuity, because the thingness of a thing is constituted by significan@eingrecare: not
metaphysical nothing, but historical nothing. The complete disagpeaof Nabeel into
nothing would imply that there exists, either in this world ahatend of time, no order
of things that accords a place for everything. Violence hasestepythe possibility of
Nihil, and the abject deauthorization of History to speak through histoasak, as only
it can. Thus, “anonymity” intervenes between conscious being anct aigegnificance,

and preserves the ideas of the archive, meaning, and the modulation between two kinds of
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being that has been called “recovery”. The new order repriisgrEs| (into anonymity)
where he remains to return, or so goes the story that creates the figure of value
Actually, the threat to Nabeel's value is realized as &k laf documentary
evidence: he does not show up in new reports. It is the grassyvfugne the mountain
hare has lain, to use Yeats's im3geLack of traceable artifact is a ubiquitous trope in
literature promoting the voice of the silenced, and it is alsovarifa of Ghosh. The
character Tridib’s existence is threatened the same waye narrator there ifThe
Shadow Linesas to recover the lost memory of violence by digging through newspape
archives. In the short article “Dancing in Cambodia”, Ghosh gi®jéhe sublime
durability of the human from his appreciation for the survival of dumall sign:
traditional Cambodian dance survived colonialism and it survived Polnddha Khmer
Rouge. Evident once again is the importance of being able to shift amatiy carry the
relatively secure ontical status from one to the other. Nabeehl, so there must be real
signs of him (and of the humanity subtracted by the modern politics and economics). The
lack of significance is an assault on the former, and an assuatlie former is morally
outrageous. There are real signs of the slave of MS H6, sorthest a slave of MS H6
(with conveniently humanist characteristics). A denial of theerlas a denial of the
former, and the former of course we can surely hold in hand. Thus teetainiy
introduced by historiography is founded on the certainty in the t&sing the trope of
loss-and-found, and by modulating between two modes, Ghosh transformd textua
certainty into certainty about historical being. With historiceing compelling once

again, he can create kernels that shape the ethical field as thitg recovered. To
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appreciate the ethical turn, and why producers of ethos turn to hjat@in), we simply
replace certainty with authority.

Nabeel's loss is the slave’s gain. The slave’s gain is Nabess. Ghosh
structures the superposition for his contemporaries, using the Archipeinise truth
and fieldwork to project reality. The loss of Bomma is eminamibgdern. After all, the
builders of genizah did not care about him. Nor did anyone from the mtemyening
years. And previous modern scholarship looked into other, more significatdrsn
But, of course, something there is in the loss that holds authorigfl fiame. Affinity is
the structure of temporal comparison; it renders sensible thefube same figure for
both slave and laborer. Additional, affinity positions such figuresnamé” than the
product of respective methods and relative producers. So affindalsasthat which
escapes the rule of time and error of misrepresentation. Nwmiveehe slave of MS H.6
sheds its limits—all those limits of textuality that we spdetineating in modern man—
as the novel progresses, to the point where Ghosh surrenders owners$igsiofry to
it/him. This act of giving to the “more” human figure is thexapépraxis and thetelos
of ethical development by analogy to anthropological work. The probfdmanslation,
revealing the matrix of custom that forms in Zaugloul’s mind twadl already forms the
anthropologist’s, helps shape the figure: the figure is the presumodder of
untranslatable meaning. Like custom—no, as the practitioner of cudgtois unique
and ubiquitous. And it is as real as, but not delimited by, the rerframswhich it is
composed. Thus, in history|ographic novels sudm @& Antique Landthe modulation

between two modes which on their own are supposed to criticize one aadtinaity

8 “Memory”. The Collected Poems of W.B. Yeatse\y York: Scribner. 1983. p. 149.



creates a hidden figure that is “more” than anything whiclhawxe at present, although it
is composed of the various sure things of the historical presentedinthes may define
the novelistic and ethical strategy. Not only is the form anesgwn of a writer’s
circumstance and disposition—say his post-colonial condition—but the fidaoegains
extra-subjective—or inter-subjective—authority. It is treated e=al thing, and one that
fulfills what in the field of othering had been wanting (those “thingsre just
representation).

What have | done? | have introduced that part which is crucikktoriticism of
the production okthos | have introduced the reality of humans and experiences and
judgments in the plural to confound the ethical impulse of some to hodeted
audiences accountable to the same X. It is a realityeqatres no monadic synthess
modernity that understands the function of alterity in the production of kdgelbut
suffers no crisis that would allow interventionists to spiritualize Call the reality
wayward multiplicity, or resistance to power, or simply thpresentative voice of a
discerning, calculating, rational reading public. By whicheverejanguestions the rule
of the one anonymity, the one archive, the one history, the one etbidabtcessible to
selected authors; and interferes with the right to rule, to cohstries, to act in the name
of X, under those discourses. We may not be satisfied with thantiseg are; only the
foolhardy would reflexively turn to the old or the new, somebody’s aegdvsomebody’s
old, as though these “things” may somehow fulfill the grandest@hises and satisfy
the most urgent of desires.

And the cause for complicating waywardness is old. It resistedule and rules of

empire. It resisted the establishment of whole classes ofctuilijee subaltern. Later
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on, it resisted the rule of the one Structuralism. The field loérotg coordinated by
Ghosh and other Postcolonial dramaturges of post-colonial encounterstimpigcall it
not to argue for the truth of absolute freedimom ethics, but to restore a certain kind of
freedom and indeterminaclp ethics. It is the modernist kind. This is especially
important wherever we can trace in any discussion of ethics rtiiBtian to gain
authority over as broad a range of human activities as possildentrolling knowledge
categories, including new ones like spirit-against-modernitiyuonanism-against-labor.
In this case, skeptical knowledge of the Archive and of Fieldwsrkke skeptical
knowledge of the Symbolic Order. The knowledge is hard to acquire tbehscursive
regulations are especially strong, and today there is nothing stribvageinvoking the
evils of colonialism, and the specter of the much victimized otlerndt only
preemptively rebuke any challenge but also establish authoritpake demands. A
person’s mysticism, his agent-unknown, his loss-and-found, is his uligresive
instrument, and should be treated as such by those near and farevbigpposed to
subject themselves to him. Imagine that you are unconvinced of samg aHtegories
and categorical propositions, perhaps because they do not affirm Itres$ubf life or
being; | am simply imagining those narratives that produce attmwoments by
modulating between two seemingly antithetical modes meeting ame secalcitrant
doubt. So yes, | am also beginning to criticize the discoursgldeds you and me and
the deep categories of ethics in a field of ties-that-bind. disatrsive network, built
from stories that represent themselves as rearrangementgaiefigs from a shared

archive, is the subject of the next chapter.
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3. INTERSUBJECTIVE MEDIATION: O BRAVE, NEW WORLD WITH SUCH

PEOPLE IN IT.

My life has given me this other subject: worlds in idin. How do you make people see that
everyone’s story is now a part of everyone else’s storg?ortie thing to say it, but how can you

make a reader feel that [connectedness] is their lived expef?

Two major post-colonial writers of fiction who contrast strikingi their politics
and preferred literary modes both address the issue of authodtiz. wAnt authority for
their writings to do more than simply be “literary”. Both wanithority to speak the
truth. V.S. Naipaul accepts the limitations his age has placdiearategory “literature”
and those modes of signification that are considered literaryeélablish authority, he
switches modes. In an interview in the New York Times, belpims that non-fiction is
the form of writing best suited for promoting action in the predegyt Naipaul's
position is not difficult to understand. He worked briefly as a jdistna the 1950s, and
has produced travel books and documentanessocial problems, some of which have
given him notoriety for the perspectives he takes on the problem aidsl
fundamentalism. His writing, both fiction and non-fiction, is coneied realistit, his
tone comic though increasingly tragic. For Naipaul, agency maydasured in terms of
the ability to use current authoritative signifying mode, whichrzegiith understanding

how mysticism, belief, culture, discourse, authority, power, and proneilsge to each

! Salman Rushdie. “Interview'The Paris Review7.174 (Summer 2005): 110
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other and to the reality of experience. It requires having Beaofreeference more
comprehensive than the local in order to disclose the local famtasi track their
consequences. And it is more or less an individual endeavor agairstas collective
determinism, of which Naipaul himself is a paragon.

Unlike Naipaul, Salman Rushdie wants to expand the authorityecdrt writing.
In an interview promoting his bodkhalimar the Clownthe novelist claims the world is
such that “everyone’s story is now a part of everyone ektely™. The far-reaching
claim needs to be verified. We need to know unambiguously what hagbm®osed,;
verify the propositions; if they are true, measure their exteshtlienits; and learn to use
the knowledge to advantage. Yet for Rushdie, the immediate fimdamental task is
not epistemological but signification: “It is one thing to safthat everyone’s story is
now a part of everyone else’s story],” he wonders, “but how can yoe ma&ader feel
that [that] is their lived experience” Without directly advocating that creative writers
and critics be acknowledged as legislators of the world, heinesghere were societies
(especially difficult to find in U.S. history, he says) in whichtens like him were asked
for their voice§. He conceives of a “conversation” in which they took part, a dempcrac
in which these voices, together with many others, were éreegue over the organizing
ethical problematic epitomized in the question of “how shall we”five More

importantly, these voices have authority. Their power is measuaabédfects of the

2 David Pryce-Jones. “V.S. Naipaul — Biography’s kttp://nobelprize.org/literature/laureates/20@igaul-
bio.html>> 18 October 2005.
% The writer adheres to the conventions of liteRealism.
* Paris Review47.174. 115.
® Paris Reviewt7.174. 115.
® Paris Reviewl15 — 116.
’ Again, this is Derrida’s question 8pecters of Marx.
210



signs they issue. This assembly, this modern forum, so to spstkonethree important
indivisible principles Rushdie takes for granted: a reality alreadlerstood as “worlds
in collision”; the social triangulation epitomized by the ided theeryone’s story is now
a part of everyone else’s; and the structure of feelingdcdikeed experience” through
which the stories, and the new connections they foster, are to bpreted. With
varying emphasis, all of these aspects are featured in Rushubeelistic discourse.
Many of the tactics used to establish precedence for the prodottathosare familiar
to us as literary devices.

The question of “how do you make people see that everyone’s story ia pat
of everyone else’s story” provokes technical, philosophical, and moratigug which
should be asked of all writing that has basically set for iteelsame tadk We can take
these three aspects of Rushdie’s concept of stories more generallyiag gtants for an
analysis of a Postcolonial projéct They are evidence that the ideas posited and
circulated by that cultural movement in which Rushdie figuresrdiften those of post-
colonialists like V.S. Naipaul, although the writers all deahvgiimilar material-cultural
conditions at and shortly after the dissolution of the European Empifdere
significantly, they differ in ways that necessitate thetieggzation of alternative modes
of signification and the establishment of forms of authority afsarh those that are
institutional at present. Worlds may or may not collide, but Past@ists want
collisions that produce certain already-evaluated outcomes, not abgehce, a

multitude of narratives (e.g. Postmodernity), indifference, or trug¢gnaéacy. No one

8 An additional qualification: Rushdie is not prébirg the practice for other writers. | bear teeponsibility
of making the general claim.
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would deny this, | think. Yet | think my characterization will hight some differences
that might generate ire if not logical disagreement. ribisa matter of unduly criticizing
Rushdie; he is one of many possible beginnings to the analysisrojeat for which he
serves as a decorated example. And when ambitious and disciplimednJdishdie is
a good novelist. Indeed, | began with Amitav Ghosh, who is much moreetbaus
constructing the central kernels of ethics where Rushdie rewelsying to holding
together the disparate fields in which the kernel figuresisdte is really Rushdie (and
Ghosh) the moral legislator, or the provider of so-called evideneel &y moral
interventionists: the producer ethos Rushdie’s task for a writer invokes a mode of
thinking and a system of values filled with their own assumptiongli¢cations, and
problems.

A person who shares Rushdie’s fundamental assumptions about themigintd
take as self-evident his concept of story, and at face-valustdbements of his stories.
To him, the ethical writer has to figure out a method for undwmistg the
interconnections of the world and secure mechanisms to overcontanesithat keeps
the reader from “feeling” the truth. The problem is one of migpdruthfully
representing reality. Most of the questions raised from thigps&ece of the writer's
task will concern technique: how can a story that is part of eweryelse’s be
communicated? Which modes, plots, and characters, make readerthdetrue
connections? What overarching imperatives are revealed by theiaivlddies that bind
East and West? With this way of thinking, the writer's measirsuccess has to be

widespread and truthful consciousness of existing reality.

° One that is perhaps different from current schpigfinitions and from post-colonial self-repretion.



A more philosophical person may probe into the kind of world charaateligze
the proposition that “everyone’s story is now a part of everyonésedsary”. Is the
characterization truthful? Are there limits and counterargurienisre there bad
connections? Can we compare; that is, if the present world mahdracterized as
interconnected by way of collisions and mediated through stories, atthett realities
have there been and can there be? Even if a world connecgtarypyelling were real
and present, it does not have to be the next reality—certainly nasotbaeality.
Actually, such a world seems a significant alternative tstexj economic and social
relations like market economies or political alliance to mtotemmonly held ideals, that
there is something suspicious about Rushdie’s urgent consciousness-btidiagrid
is not quite yet what it is supposed to be, so claims presumiegid&ence are untrue,
contradictory, or deliberately misleading.

We know this much: the insistence ogcognizing or feeling, to the point of
almost living out another’s story certainly moves the point-of-viesayafrom the world-
model advocated by Adam Smith, in which people are related throsggnss/of wealth-
production, but do not need to comprehend each other in any other mode, nstdhe sy
as a whole, in order to operate and prosper. A person’s story doesattet except
insofar as it allows you or me to identify potential buyers @lless; or, even less
sympathetically, one person matters to any other person onlg txtant that she plays
her part in a story that is for a moment useful to him. On the btrel, the philosophy
of literary relatedness is not exactly Marxist, even ifdbpendence on others for “how
to live”, structured by the “better” consciousness of colliding dyrplaces the point-of-

view closer to collectivism: individuals are to asta connected wholeSo although we
213



know that increasing connectivity is characteristic of Rushdigigal project, what we
need are clear connections we can rigorously test. When weclzitg, we test the
veracity of the connection, and question why this particular persondweaht to

“connect” here and now and in that way. Scrutiny is especialpoitant when the
expression of a philosophy of interconnectedness, in an attempt ifgbpersonal

ethos makes claims about reality or history; which are also, howiedaectly, claims

about what we are supposed to be.

To parody, to satirize, to travesti?eis to mimic an existing discourse while
strategically changing certain elements until vice or folgches a level of absurdity
ready to be ridiculed. The changes are witty and ironic, lwhre part of the genre’s
entertainment. The satirical and similar deconstructive modRsishdie’s story-telling
feature two qualities—two rules of reading—meant to establish remdorce the
connectivity that enables the productionetiios The vice—and this is key for reform-
minded producers of satire—is not to be understood as the satiristgiamnvecaused by
his preposterous amendmentss magic, but as something already extant in that which is
being satirized. Though satire is formulaic, what knowledge theutargelds it yields
objectively. The vices that drive the action in Tartuffe wereimagnted by Moliere but
already existed in France. In fact, adverse contemporarpti@ceof the play is often
interpreted as demonstrative of how well the playwright’'s midior reflect society;

furthermore, producers who reset the context of the play hope to dartiee. By the

10 After the Russian critic Mikhail Bakhtin.

1 See for instance a 2002 production (set in Nevk\Gity) as reviewed by Bruce Weber. “Setting Misié

in the 1930's: Not Anti-Religious, Just Anti-Fanati NYTimes. 29 January 2002.

<http://www.nytimes.com/2002/01/29/theater/theagstiew-setting-moliere-1930-s-not-anti-religioustu
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same principle, Swift's modest proposal would not work quite as weH, $trong
deniability can be maintained through appeal to qualitative philosdpdunch ethical
differences betweenctively eating babies angassivelyleaving the poor to deal with
whatever they suffer (or shipping them off to Ireland and Ausjralidat is, we may not
be connected to poverty as we are to baby harvesting. Nor arengducannected by
the common revulsion to the idea of harvesting babies strongly enougtefto correct
my other vices, as it were. Likewise dramatic differenagsng responses to the
possession/merger of Gabreel and Mahound, or to the unfinished businebsdisat
colonial and post-colonial relations, complicate any claim aboutifgpguresent
connections.

For satire to extend beyond the discrete moment of its production secwl el
true and inherent vices, there has to be an intermediary cahe¢ftlready) connects
the satirical to what is being satirized; furthermore betwieahand, well, us. There has
to be a series of triangulations, perhaps a “system”. A novdi,iigicovers, copyright
pages, opening lines and a final chapter, is finite. It is one oy i@t can be related to
other species in a variety of ways. Likewise, an utteram@dsp isolated by time, by
idiolect, by language, by culture: in fact, by the many devisesl by Postcolonialists to
complicate Eurocentric totalizing representation. Let us takeweifrom Rushdie and
call that which connects utterances and novels the “story”. SHomysaone instance,

such as the satirical, to make claims on previous'@ndastant connection! A ghost

anti-fanatic.html?scp=1&sgq=Setting%20Moli%C3%A8redit®620the%201930%27s:%20Not%20Anti-
Religious,%20Just%20Anti-Fanatic&st=cse>

12 without it, would intertextuality make sense? Hoan we tell if the latest text is some poor haeitsmpt
to create authority by appropriating words from daimworks, but for a concept like story.
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already “connects”, for the structure of belief recognibes ghostly apparitions are of
the same spirit (or soul, or what have you) in the living and the dead. Fommiatisy is
taken for identical substance: the ghost thakslike your fatheiis your father; that is, if
thou didst ever thy dear father loved. The same recognitionathe giangulation, is
being established through the concept of story. If a subject werpefiated into a story
the vices of which are revealed by satire, then the subjectakayesponsibility for the
vices, rather than just consign them to the characters of thaex¢svor people from
those other worlds

The modern satires that he writes allow Rushdie to claim tcew&lizing—
fictionalizing, he often sayS—the same story as that which he satirizes. As such, it is
part of a broader strategy. Since many of the storiesrgetsafrom the origin of Islam
to the history of Colonialism, are considered to be true, the implcet that satire, and
generally fiction, can (also) tell the truth that supplantbe €laim is misleading. It is
misleading to treat history and satire as repetition of somethatgs already there, only
different, as Homi Bhabha sometimes d8esThe stories arrot the same; if they were,
the satirist would have no purpose, really, and ought to have gonthéntmusiness of
reprinting faultless facsimiles. Satirists, in particular tpdl satirists, and their critic-
allies, can make claims about the nature of that which is belhgzed, yet also
introducenew differences. Rushdie’s most famous waditke Satanic Versgdays with
connections among different societies and sects. It conneasediffformer colonial

territories, and different times, when it claims the English dokmow their history

13|n response to the controversies oWiee Satanic Versefor instance.
4 The Location of CultureLondon: Routledge, 2004.
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because history happened overseas. What the English think they knduwv ftt what
anyone does not know, comes back to them as ghosts, as “unfinished Business
Rushdie’s “unfinished business” is a type of connection revealed whéoridab
blindness is satirized: when history is reproduced with absurdisiatinegy”. The novel

also parodies aontemporaryunderstanding of the founding of Islam, the provocation
caused by which suggesting that the conservative business of imamqteeligious
authority is never finished, either. Dramatically differenpagses to Rushdie’s stories

of sacred ideas testify toew triangulation: for all the collisions that have already
happened, satirizing the founding of Islam produces collisions thdit may otherwise

have happened, and produces them here and now. Rushdie provokes on purpose.
Bhabha, too, for that matter. Rushdie’s novel introduces new ideas aaliesg
including the value of such provocations. The deliberate erasute aigencyof the
intervention—of the new difference intervention is supposed to make—complicates
philosophical investigation into the truth of connectedness by lettingitar obscure
skeptical judgment of his claims. Ironically, the difficulty édcin deconstructing the
supposed interconnective structure of story-telling testifiesutiooaty that has already

been established.

!5 There can be normal unfinished business, whichatademand the dramatic changes added by Rushdie.
For instance, a claimant can arrive in court withuafulfilled contract or some other recognizedoadcand
demand that business be “finished”, but of coutee furpose of ghostly unfinished business is tonfor
attachments and make demands where they do notaldverity. If | kicked you off of my property, get
back on you would have to either take me to cond produce a legitimate claim, or, under the kifid o
rhetorical society Rushdie would establish, teitary about how | kicked you off of my property]lfaf
ghosts and other inventions, signifying your exgece of a claim-denied.
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At one level, Rushdie’s novel demonstrates how themes like religistori
Empire, and National Independence are interreltad another, it uses them to produce
a surfeit wealth of new symbols and new concepts that are takerdufsaeminated by
subsequent writet§ The profane angels and ghosts from overse@i®Satanic Verses
have since guest starred in many subsequent productions, whererghtrgated as
figures no less powerful than the angels and ghosts of religiaderéeaThus, even with
satire meant to diminish the authority of symbols, therewssh for symbolic power. A
critique by way of satire can end up substituting one set of ideas for anothiécaiotry
to—by superimposing the new onto the old as if it/they had alreldyys been thus.
Rushdie, satirist and inventor of Gabreel and Chamcha, Aleesha and Matestelier
of jingoist Independence and mythic Origins, is in the business of-gtadshg. The
titillating promise made upon the “discovery” of human interconnectiand the
frustration felt when they are not acknowledged should alreadwhddsires common to
would-be ghost-makers.

In general, the problematic for anyone who satirizes, parodieshadiéte, is that
producingethosrequires shifting away from those literary modes and writilegs and
discovering “things” to which people can seriously commit (agai&ventually, as
Rushdie acknowledges imfhe Satanic Versedto make the words of the prophet
authoritative, Baal the profane impostor has to be executed.slgar to take hold, the

satanic verses have to be erased. We have been granting Rushcharectivity as

16 Although The Satanic Versedirectly references the English as the targetosetseas” historiography,
Rushdie to his credit targets everythinylidnight's Children for instance, published befoiighe Satanic
Versesexplores the “overseas” history between what lvgtome the separate antagonistic states of India a
Pakistan: the story of India is part of the stdrfPakistan, andice versa
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though we lived only in his novels, or in the self-selected assemibhyniders who take
ideas like “unfinished business” as self-evident; by his philosophyhandules. The
reality for him and for writers allied to the same “busingsghat they have to establish
authority; this problem is implied by Rushdie’s consternation thatdwenot “feel”
connected, and consequently we do not obey story-tellers. Prodettiogrequires
establishing signifying structures and conventions that can, givengkntime and
irreverence, provide material for future satirists. The wntast provoke, differentiate,
then synthesize, all the whifgeventingthe quick sublation of his efforts in the same
dialecticism Indeed, as problematic as the task of recommitting to rulesigmslis for
satire, it is more so to criticism in which there are analytical fanstthat destabilize like
satire destabilizes. To signify history as unfinished is taadéze present discourse
founded on historical categories. Yet, if history is unfinished, thecatyda “finish”
historical consciousness is but another instance of Hegel claing@mga@ philosophy as
the final synthesis of history; which means that criticisnplofosophies based on the
desire for synthesis since Hegel can be strategically yieghim point out the “vices” of
criticism that attempts to use the promise of History. How aay writer whose
arguments at some point are based on the idea that humans reviseeandhistory, not
just their own histories buhe history of which others must serve as a sign (the other), in
order to create the version they want, suddenly speak in transpastamichl terms?
One function of the latest ethics project very nearly cancels the other.

In fact, they should, were it not for project-saving devices steate off bleak or

at least irresponsible counter-analysis. These | havedadlarg “deus-ex-machirfaas

7 Like Homi Bhabha ifThe Location of Culture 219



they, on the strength of belief, reconcile what is otherwigearcilable in order to plot
desirable endings. Theeus-ex-machingeems to solve intractable problems, but of
course, to the non-believer, the problematic remains. The probteraatains because
the machine remains needed. One device may be as simplblasrsly asserting that
somepatterns are too profound to be satirizeaneexperiences too abject to be the butt
of jokes, andsomebusiness too urgent to be left unfinished. Some things shotilk
historicized, Dipesh Chakrabarty writs Why? How do we know? Because the story-
tellers feel that they are and tell us so. The story thien the Story. And by “some”, |
mean the ones considered important by the story-tellers. Recuptiizl use ofleus-ex-
machina prompts yet more lines of inquiry, only now criticism must tarteise
structures that allow an alternative philosophy to appear selémstvicriticism that can,
for a moment, meditate on the possible conclusion that there ihd&sory upon which
Rushdie can rest his ethics.

Ghost, transformation, unfinished business from overseas, and all thess™
that are produced to destabilig@atus quoconsciousness, are “more” than any past or
even present instability, in the same sense that superstgi@usmbkes an eclipse “more”
than just the momentary coincidence of earth, moon, and sun. Indeedsiandbes
been made elsewhere that ghosts and transformations are “inanehdn-institutional
reactions to local circumstances faced by believers. Nwe phenomena, these are
wondrous signs. They have meaning. They have symbolic authorityy c@heot be
dismissed. Destabilizing identity, or discovering other subjas the first step of an

experience which ultimately leads to the formation of ethical adimms—connections
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that, as a rule, must be “more” than, must transcend, the complex aoradtit history of
their production. Initially, an object appears to be different fraimat discourse
identifies it to be. Other expectations, other desires, aaputnted for the same effect.
English history fails. The discriminations of English historycharacters—the paki, for
example—fail. Ghosts appear. “Overseas” begin to churn. ntitishe objects that are
inadequate, nor the specific concept, but the “story”, the discoufde failure of
objectification is supposed to reveal the presence of other subgmsjadly in the form
of objects that can “speak”, and from there to the conclusion thatt®lajed subjects are
both functions of discourse. So a demonized Saladin Chamcha actuallyintorres
demon; the transformation, although impossible, in its extremenessidens of the
power of stereotyping to dehumanize. If we were speaking mstef identities, we
might say, London treats the postcolonial badly: it violates thesrighindividuals. Let
us turn him back to what he was, as we would have Puck transform Budttknl But
Postcolonialism has already taken the ethical turn, such thataeisgral interpretation
is supposed to be too conservative: when the postcolonial-object canogeized as
postcolonial-subject, it is believed that political and cultural ageacybe favorably—
that is, morally—redistributed. The demon transforms from his cloven kobye
rewriting the stor§’. The wog, speaking as wog, moreover speaking as the oppressed,
and taking full advantage of the direct access to others affdayléhe authority of story-

telling—nhis story being another’s, after all—is able to during dtiéecal moment shift

¥ Wwilliam ShakespeareA Midsummer Night's Dream
% The angel that could not shoots himself.
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identity formations and the culture of London even to the point at whicldas Ihis
“wogness” and becomes something else entirely.

Again, those changes to th&tatus quowhich take the forms of ghost,
transformation and unfinished business face the same problentatt bg the changes
that produce satire. The destabilization of extant significahdrated by recognizing
other objects-subjects is double-edged. It may diminish ideologigdiority by
demonstrating that objects are not always what ideology repseben to be. If it does,
its critique should also lead us to suspect all representati@xpefience, and especially
the kind that forces us to listen to and act on the unexamined word&expeof
another, for the same reason. Qualitative differences begin fpdaa This threatens
the production okthos because it undermines the authority to make basic moral claims
for others in the same way it undermines the authority to issoéogleal commands.
He who sustains extant ideology and he who would transform make rttee ksad of
promise; the latter can be felled by the very instruments geghlagainst the former (and
vice versa To a much greater degree than a skeptical phenomenologtsimplating
how solipsist subjects can ever connect and cooperate, or a postntocterosng the
most effective narrative for an occasion, an ethicist needs to cenaingignificant
number of people that ultimately it lss texts which reveal what is right and what needs
to be done. He needs to overcome the instability created by theeexpethat led to the
discovery of other subjects. He needs to contairafioeia and redeem the failures that
had initially granted him critical authority. He needs, isease, authority greater than
that of a writer or critic of literature. A producer @hosneeds to modulate from the

ambivalence and indetermination that enable textual analysis tahsoghenuch more
222



committal. He needs a straightforward language that is thare just language. He
needs to make “things”, and that which is promised by their existence.

The structure of interaction suggests that producers of ethiawiareking at
least in one mode the plot Edmund Husserl used to characterizeiveoglenelopment
from the subjective to the objective. Late in thé" I®ntury, Husserl formulated
intersubjectivity to explain how, in a world that is fundamentallgrmmenal, we can
cooperate to move a desk and furthermore conceive of desk absent obsérvatiber
words: “desk”). The observer confronting the reality of experidimas evidence of
other subjects like him. From the intersubjective experienternsulated a theory of
object-things. Objectivity, then, what Heidegger would later dal onticat’, is a
function of intersubjectivity. Analogously, something like intersulbyégt(in practice)
allows a modern/postmodern writer interested in ethics to swerag faom what would
otherwise be pure—that is, logical—subjectivism, ever-sliding sagsifi and
indeterminate simulacrum. Only instead of “desk”, the experigroeluces what
Bhabha calls “liberatory sign& like “hybridity”, or better yet, the open-ended,
unassailable claim-making signifier already in use calle@riithy”. As part of an
intersubjective experience, that is, when perceived as “realésls a ghost can “speak”
with greater authority. Not everything is a function of the medational observer
alone. New intersubjective “things” emerge from experience. [ioblematic of

representation yields to the representatioatbbs If discourse could modulate to that of

2 Being and Time The important feature of the ontical for thisibysis is that it is operative: it is established
through the disciplined production of knowledgeaasenabling function and becomes understandable onl
through a discipline’s self-questioning. A desk ithing; the thingness of desk enters consciossmken the
furniture-maker questions his enterprise.
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which we only become aware through ontology, what is felt would bec@ny real, and
what is said become true, once again. Those out of power wish foaguedictable
phenomenology. As outlined in the previous chapter, Ghosh's modulatamsxample
of this strategy; previously written history is reduced to tlaenmlity of evidence, then
archived, then reconfigured to reveal, once again, historical being.a bkense,
Postcolonialists are reaching back to moments of greatatudertto deal with the

condition and consequences of Poststructuralist and Postmodernist doubt.

the use and abuse of Textuality (or always already not-yet connected)

Descartes started his philosophical questioning by doubting evegythe
inherited. He was eventually able to secure a working firstiptenby excluding from
doubt the cognition that doubted. Let us say that modern doubt can no longer be
“solved” by a philosophical supposition like Descartes'sThere is not a leap of faith
that makes doubting doubtfulness, or similar “redeeming” functionsningdal. The
certainty on which consciousness and ontology is founded is itseltianasé®.
Actually, uncertainty may not even be necessarily problematiause radical change;
that is, doubt in reaction to the apparent failure of a perspective push@sards neither

religious entrenchment nor Homi Bhabha's liberatory redemfitiowe let the so-called

22 «Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”.

2 |f Descartes is modern, then | would reperiodize elaim “Postmodern doubt is...” Descartes begiitis w
pervasive doubt. He regains a first principle whermmakes the supposition epitomized by his farpbuzse:
there is at least something certain amidst doulottlaat is the doubter. | think (doubt) therefoaen.

%4 See for instance Jacques Lacan's constant eritimiDescartes's supposition. The Lacanian sulgebat
which believes it refers to itself with the phledsogito ergo surh) and the Symbolic Order is that which
assures it the certitude that it exists to be eefed.

% He who reacts to indeterminacy as Bhabha doedyistyit, valuing it, and getting others to valtie See
for instance “Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”

224



problems slide and get on with our respective mundane businessesanVi&ave one
story for another, instead of having to #et Story out to the end. Moderns do not need
deus-ex-machinand so do not readily submit to the authority which had empowered
religious teachers and which Rushdie would bestow upon story-telarsuch, a great
many “things”, particularly those dear to another, and those sorherawould use to
move us, do not exist. They would not exist simply because someoeeebdiney do,
and think we should. Ghosts do not exist, and therefore, the inventedtyptdfes and
political claims represented by ghosts and published in ghostsstiwi@ot exist in any
authoritative wa$f. This is not to say that we live in a world without politics, proper
or sociality; we are not paralyzed by absolute uncertainty maetermination. Only,
because fundamentalist assertions are questionable and rightebastyauhay be
rejected without great loss, there are limits to how a persgnexexcise politics, claim
property, and leverage human connections against others.

Against this modernity, some of us—the producemstibkbs—have overshot doubt
and its provisional solutions in order to try to reclaim the kind dhcdy that acts in the
name of the Good against any other consideration. There is an utgabh@nalysis,
even philosophy, seems to hinder, but literature can convey. No nhafteveracity or
value, the signs of the post-colonial and the connections they foneetd be treated as
real, and truthful, and universally imperative. There is no argumé&hiffering and

indignationare real and really a part of our story, and to confine them tonfgelor

%Amitav Ghosh. In An Antique Land The claims have to be submitted to a more rig®oreystem for
adjudication.
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fantasy or philosophy—to that story over there, which may not matten-faél to abide
by the highly mediated interconnectivity Rushdie has “discovered”.

Today, it is thought that key interpretative concepts like “livepleeience”,
especially as they mediate the experience of encountering othectsylstabilize what
had been destabilized, and point discourse and knowledge in the right—#thicasl—
direction. Although literary critics use it, the concept really belongs wagy. “Lived-
experience” confirms that a story references something “out¢"therbe experienced,
even if it can only do so obliquely as a metaphorical expressionond moment, a story
is textual, reproducible, contrived by humans, an instrument of theiredeBerhaps,
even, the mind may be said to think in narratives, contriving them tonitéathe world.
In the next, story references reality, however approximatthcagh there were genuine
stories to be told and genuine stories to be heard and genuine stovisécbrio act;
furthermore, as though the stories complete what had been lackingd-&xperience”
facilitates this modulation from the subjective to the objective, tardreturn of that
authority which had been weakened in modernity; think of what happens witerawgy |
work is not interpreted as such, when it is, to Rushdie’s consterndtefiction it is
now.

In Rushdie’s condensation, the story can never be completed. Eacis gtary
of another story, which is part of another story, which is parhofher in turn, so that
totality is always out of reach by at least one more c&stry” is like the sign %" used
in mathematics to represent something that cannot be reacbeé ivere to have to
count all the parts: Story is akin to an infinite series. Yathestory also seems to have a

certain degree of autonomy and wholeness and can inform the ibthileosicethey were
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all understood under the universal category of “Story”. We have sese rules of
reading before: for example, in religious allegories thigpssedly reveal sacred truths
even as it is said that the truth of the sacred is incomprehensitly In other words,
claims are being made about the Infinite as a Whole. Lyt@@mnectedness is closer to
religion than to scientific objectivity or market relations. Tiext leap, of course, is a
concept of ownership tied to that which would be connected. Stot@mylie everyone
andeveryone else. Consideredthsstory, it is incomplete. Nevertheless, considered as
a partial idea, it can adequately represent the monadic lived-experieregaticular
people or person. The story is simultaneously its own thing, patteoWhole, and
suggestive of truths about the Whole. The concept of “lived-experigmoggcts these
rules for reading on to being as an order of things; simultaneobslyules of reading
(the attributes of Story) enable the writing of “lived-experience”.

While “lived-experience” preserves distinctions among individuals wwheffect
own stories unique unto them, the truth told in story is not limitethbge distinctions.
Experiences are not simply left to themselves, like scarrededatiiat perish soon
enough. Instead, they are always alive through stories, becausetsubjenected as
Rushdie feel they are will depend on them. The story that does comesctis
privileged. Even as different tellers tell different, oft-cantiihg experiences, in terms of
ghosts, community, and/or capitalist economic development, at somehmsgemerges
a story that must refer to the oppression or colonialism connebtng all inextricably.
Ghosts are not left to exercise their inherent power, but mbgiaire into the field of
ethics where they are valued as acts of subversion or expresgnavaince in criticism

of modernity. Through the connections, the “things” experiencedhgytby strangers,
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like specters and loss of humanity and reclaimed history, “thithgg"cannot be proven
to exist, but hard to disprove, suddenly determine what comes next.anbe¢és and
demons ofThe Satanic Verseare not merely effects—e.g. magical embodiment of
cultural and religious discrimination, and part of this world in wimehlive. The story
of “lived-experience” concerns an individual parf the whole that has authority to
signify the (new) whole. The story-that-is-Story (s|Story) now causesaned wanted
transformations. We cannot regard them as fiction, for we are a part tbrhao, that
contains us and them. The publication of experience empowers partgars’ of the
“whole”, which effectively means the selected has power over other would-b€'“parts

It is understandable why Postcolonialist writers like Rushdie avangist on
modulating to the oddly familiar field mediated by stories ofetl-experience” and the
promise of the Whole: the effect is powerful. The rhetoricatetyy is certainly more
powerful than philosophizing on connectedness, because it connects. Ths etori
Civilization—Western stories—have “connected” the many subjects ewipire
heretofore. They have made them into objects rightful of a iz=dil world.
Postcolonialism needs to maintain the bond in order to “connect” back, but of course with
the caveatthat connectivity favors the production of unfinished business, not Wester
neocolonialism. This means it will have to struggle with an afg&lisconnect”. We
need to look at the “wrong” interpretation of Rushdie’s self-desdrédogerience, one
that is neither Imperialist nor Postcolonial, in order to understandshawes offer an
opportunity to “connect”.

If one story werdike another, then the only story | would need to know is my

own, even as | make it the story of the world; this can put us baekregime of
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“Orientalism”, where knowledge reinforces the knower’s idealigelf-image. Saladis
a monster. Look how easily he turns into one, acts like onig:the bitter post-colonial
in the former metropole. On the other hand, if our experiences thffthe degree that
they are not publicly knowable, then by the corollary you cannot pgdsbh a position
to tell me how we relate. It is presumptuous, to say the keeskirt your own rule. This
means, again, that your images, competing against other images esd thgge images
| already hold to be truthful, have little effect on me. Neithessibility favors the
agency of the post-colonial, the purpose for precipitating the intectivigj@xperience in
the first place. So a claim is made on the incommensuralofitgiscrete lived-
experienceés and another to superior knowledge in which lived-experience has already
been comprehended. As a teller of intersubjectivity, you would takesigns and
reorganize them to change me. | am more disposed to adgepttisat appear to be
mine, though they may have been configured by you; more so when &tergné my
story is lacking; and more so when lived-experience assurem#ating is “out there”
to be apprehended. You shore my fragments (now ours) against yo(mawiours). In
changing my mind, and the mind of others, you might change the.wofbu enlist
others to change who you are. The acceptance of literary nfodegpresenting
intersubjective experiences of the world and for precipitating teafalds us in this
network of relationships that has been organized around “Story”. ThtbegBtory,
which may be expressed as everyone’s story is part of evesiseé&s, a story of
colonizer/colonized can hold meaning for everyone. With the kind of atytlednivhich

Rushdie speaks fondly, a story-teller can stage collisions, camagersthers to collide,

#"to protect the particular version and its authombassimilation



representhat story as part of everyone else’s, and make new subjectasfélebugh they
had lived what they have just been told. In other words, you and | aansdsle for the
life-story of ones like Saladin and Gabreel.

To signify under the authority that valorizes “lived-experiénte promote it,
producers ofethoshave to use what we might call, after Paul De Man, thgaileal
mode of significatioff. Allegories can reorganize “failed” concepts to signify araide
without exposing the idea to the same test for “failure”. Theptaint that experience of
nature falls far short of nature itself—of Nature—appear to ireafivhat would
otherwise be an act of imagination, a fictive projection. By inorg failure to a
location, say a doubter, or an unreliable narrator, his memory aneédres] an author
can recover a cosmos “out there” to be discovered. This signigyiategy suggests, in a
way, a latter-day neoplatonism: where we cannot seem to expemature unmediated
by “nature”—by the binary nature/civilization—and the lack of our experiermdslas to
doubt there is Nature, Nature is actually evidenced by the erpers our failure to
represent it, and expressed as a configuration of inadequate regiressrihat had been
mistakenly attributed as things in themselves. In short, tier&lature beyond
attribution, as there are “things” beyond our philosophy. Likewiseg tikeGood beyond
the complications of reason and discursive analysis, and a Whole besemahcilable
cultural, political, and philosophical differences. In this mode,rfge] especially of
lack, can become “argument” for the truth of an idea, and thethiting itself—however
faulty the logic is under skeptical analysis. For our caseenghat the concept of lived-

experience presumes the “failure” of representation, that fonmpbe the cry of “pain” is
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not pain itself, the rules of reading turn expressions of “lived+éxpee” into allegories;
reciprocally, they let allegories signify the truth from tvexperience. Failure is a sign
of its antithesis—this is how allegories redeem. The iga#tiway seems to be that,
regardless of whatever makes representation problematic, wheth#reexperiences an
ethical problem and broadcasts them in a story, ieene ethical problem.

Believing figurative over literal interpretations is reqdir®® make a story an
allegory. To a non-believer allegory is just a reading ¢éxd. Figurative language
signifies strongly allegorically where there alreadystxdesire to salvage ideas like
Nature, or the Good. This also means the allegory is edlyegood for regaining moral
certitude, since it bypasses the rigors of proof. It is ateal dor changing some minds,
since the appeal to the transcendental bypasses the necesstyngf to make logical
arguments and appeal to values the interventionist already watissitiss. Allow me to
demonstrate using polarized examples. Energy equals mass.c&8kefthis, we test “e
= mc, and what we test is its literal interpretation. Howeverfoif the sake of
argument, this equivalence were said to confirm an orderly universiegrimore that an
orderly universe had to have been created intelligently, then whabwld want to test
is the hypothesis of intelligent design as signified in an @tiegsing the initial equation.
Of course, Einstein’s famous equation does not lend itself easiliegory, but “energy”
does. So does the idea of complexity: complexity must mean thimtor Although it
cannot be directly signified, nor produced to be tested, the “fullnes#ieohuman is
expressible through the negation of unwanted realities: the subjechcedvof this

“fullness” will fight—have fought—against that which is accusedgeparating a man, a
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laborer, from all that he is and could be. A story of ultréenatist and sectarian
violence can signify as allegory of peace without conceptualeagreferring to peace-
itself. And a story about the partition of India and Pakistan, dmlitathe many
subsequent conflicts, the proxy wars over Kashmir, can tell th@@ge agents here
and now what to do. Rushdie’s novels are expressions of partition and detcowhith
the authority of allegorical history, the un-disconnect Rushdie meagwould be as
persuasive as if it were true and real. There is no need toptoaltze the core ideas
(that will govern ethics) so that they can be tested, and &ogubkeir merits over other
ideas.

Because at present the truth function we use require logic and ‘gdroohcept”,
writers who want to reestablish commitment to ideals requiredsdtting up ethical
problems must bring us to a point where we understand allegorgpafiction and
accept it as an authoritative mode. We would then abide by #goatlal readings of
stories and visions, which forbid us from taking the meaning of composigtaraents,
like character, plot, tone, labor, goods, services, symbols, etwdegsendent and testable
things, and from comparing across elements to determine individuaj tsaliheof which
we already d&. We would not say, provide me with literal descriptions of utopie, a
prove to me the peace that passes all understanding, before lallow transform me.
The mode is especially useful for exporting the demand for chamgessed in reports
of specific“lived-experiences” as historical truth by whigke must abide. The story

protects its ideas from assimilation by claiming to be mondidied-experience and the

2 This is Benjamin’s critique of the academics of time: they had evaluated thAeauerspiela failure
because they did not know how to read them.
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likes are singular, after all, and cannot be invalidated. Especthky cannot be
invalidated by present standards, and definitely not modernity acorésdeals. Yet the
story claims to reveal knowledge of things beyond the limitssafnity twice: it also and
paradoxically claims to be “part” of another story, yours, foraimse; and it has assigned
parts in its imagined Whole to those whom it addresses. Wesleavesimilar sophistry
before, in how Amitav Ghosh uses the problematic of translationtahgetbat refers to
the untranslatable other incorporates it and its rivals intonatraslation that must not
be translated. If we wanted to resist the network Rushdie insagineady exist, but
which he is really building, if we wanted to know what really happesach and such
discourse were granted authority, then we would examine the networki@gsm reads
allegory; that is, we do not believe in them. We do not questiondd#e expressed
through allegory, since it is only figurative; and sometimes, pigace, or goodness, set
up to be unquestionable. We question the authority that makes the mitbdel,tits
logic, its effects, andhe specific demandmade in the name of the Idea being
allegorized. And we question those who would increase what is Ibasiba
unexamined agency of the storyteller. The “wrong” interp@tabf allegory just
happens to be themodernstudy of literature ananodernistreaction to the kind of
authority producers adthoswant.

To understand the transformative potential of allegory, we have bagoto one
of De Man’s predecessors. De Man was reading figurativgi&age in Proust, Rousseau,
and Nietzsche; the ambition he had for his readings, in particidareldtion to the
promises made through allegories of reading, | dare saylesse¢han Walter Benjamin

had for his readings of contemporary Nazi and Fascist cultural groasic According to
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Benjamin, allegory does not reproduce extant concepts but explodesoasnssis for
the side of Good. Allegory is the form of emergency, Benjamin prosla hisTheses

on the Philosophy of Historyand revolution is its consequence. For him, the truth and
justice of allegory are never in question. Allegory is the rgiaary consciousness of
the oppressed; oppression is metaphysical, for it is true now aall fnes, and
guarantees morality of its final defeathistory. A part of the world in which it is made,
and composed of finite, worldly material, the allegory nevertiselgpeaks with the
superseding authority of an image of the whole revealed. Schotaexldato historical
knowledge, but the additional evidence would be, in Benjamin’s terms, “syahtather
than “allegorical®®, because it does not fundamentally transform. Part stays part;
examples confirm concepts; there is no crisis. For examplesythbols for America
already exist: to reproduce America, they need only be rehagtmetiAmericans rehash
them every Independence Day, maybe every morning in elemewtaogl efore the
taking of attendance. The symbols of India exist already: ni#tti@nalists continue to
reproduce them in their conflicts. Tomorrow’s papers will provide regeanples of the
same India, the same America. With allegory, a writer can taketlsiogpénite from the
past and present and claim to represent the Story. The stbry 8tary, that is History,

is monadié®. We ruin the ruse when we cite the allegory as a human praddct

39 In his first major work;The Origins of Tragic German Dram&enjamin uses the dichotomy to explain
how contemporary philologists misread the meanin@eyman tragedy. Such plays were not failed ttege
but trying to redeem the failure of inherited traffirms that no longer signified.
3L First posited by the Greeks to mean God or thalifpbf things, this idea of the monad was devetbpy
Leibniz. Leibniz had his God arrange for the mdmattange but useful behavior. Theoretically agtaous
substances do not interact. Yet empirical phenangsidence interaction, which Leibniz needed tdagmp
The Deistic God, the blind watchmaker, sets alltiif autonomous monads, the fundamental, infinite
substances of the universe, to the same time tdupeothe kinds of interactions we observe. Leibniz
introduced this God-function to reconcile the coetplindependence of substances posited by hisspplhy
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scrutinize it conceptually, for instance when we calltéiesyet another “utopia”, or see
in the promise what a Lacanian would call the function of “plenitud&’&e put the new
to ruin when we call out the dwarf in the machine of theology (fromja®ein's Thesis 1)
or otherwise undermine the authority of revolutionary rhetoric. Theses have
happened before: they are responsible for the changes recorded in dgtdhe ruins
we inherit. Whether symbols and allegories take sides soyclealtheoretical issue we
need to brack®t For my purpose, the analysis of the function of story in théymtion
of ethosmust always be aware of how the makers of monads position them&zrly
consistently relative to th&atus quaand to its dominant symbols. The stories are meant
to create the next if not final order of things. From Benjamialks to enlist theology,
one can easily guess the nature of the Story, the network thats, laold theleus-ex-
machinathat resolves the plot.

In a way, De Man predicted the turn producersetifos would take, for he

interpreted the history of literary criticism as vacillations emphasis between

with the empirical observations of interacting reatt Interaction is the appearance of what is yedilline
synchronicity. Benjamin applies the charactersstit monads first to ideas irhe Origins of Tragic German
Dramathen to images made by writersThe Theses on the Philosophy of Histokfye needed a concept
which would explain how allegories can speak tthsoutsideof their own historical moment. By the time
this deus-ex-machinaeaches Rushdie’s stage, it has been internadigatie authority to claim “everyone’s
story is part of everyone else’s”. This authomfyarantees that stories interact while maintairthrejr
separateness. It guarantees that the inadequdi@estory which is everyone’s and still everyotses can
be transcended. And like Benjamin’s, the authasityRushdie’sdeus-ex-maching justified by the self-
evident righteousness of the cause for whichlieiag used.

321t could be that the allegorized human life, thdiness of existence beyond the travails and piessof
this world, is truth to some, and dangerous fantasthers, concurrently. | am a skeptic, and tengfr with

a third side which understands such ideals arealbpeiseful though they need to be controlled hticad
intellection. Yet | also know to call it either ®or the other makes us party to the conflict, wadught to
for the moment avoid discounting the plenitude bégmries so that we can understand the interaction
between believers of different ideals and betwhemtand non-believers.

Furthermore, change need not mean going forwandgthhuman existence as far as we know is temparalljirectional.
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deconstructionism and constructionfmWe are now dealing with constructs that have
since become the new determinants. The concept of “lived-erpetiand the mode of
allegory are necessary for the productioretifosbecause of the intellectual work done
just before the (re)turn to ethics. For us, this means that comgewith the stories and
especially with the criticism that cite the stories is very difficadtbelievers have already
decided against the doubt that sustains modern criticism. Strignuralls us about
various societies by reading their peculiar patterns linguilsticaFor the purpose of
knowledge, society is a system of signs. In a sense, how aufartociety develops the
structure of kinship is more important than how related individualsyraalally feel
about each other within the social structfireThe structuralist does not reproduce that
feeling: he studies it. The structuralist may not think pattaresinherently bad: she
studies them. Poststructuralism established further limits onl&dges by reapplying
the critical functions of Structuralism to Structuralism. Tdendation for knowledge of
structure, itself a structure, is suspect; just as hist@pboy is falsely secure about the
history in which historians wrote their histories. Knowledge is ndttfctures but of
structural limits, contingent, and changes that which it would presarkeow. To be
good and to know what it means “to be good” in this place and time ahdse people
are never the same.

The writer who begins to read the world in categories arsdrastures, or gets us

to do so, creates an argument that is in the end fatal to the poodoftthos Of all the

3 See especially the first chapter Aflegories of Readingin which De Man places his interpretive
framework in that history by consciously meditatmgthe tension (not contradiction) between gramamakr
rhetoric.
34 See Hegel’s idea of mutual recognition inhererRirshdie’s comment mentioned above.
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worlds and all the collisions, why should certain ones become anchahe iethical
field? If knowledge only emerges at the limits of textuasyinadequacy or failure, then
we cannot confirm that everyone’s story is now a part of everyelse’s unless we
relocatewithin the limits ofthat thesis and extending the limits to the point where we no
longer recognize limitation (of unimaginable disconnect, for example utter
meaninglessness); at which point we not so much confirm a thesirasa belief. Or,
to generalize, how can a writer make claims about what lisweat is reallyout there
when he has done everything to define the Real as that whglatli¢he point of
structural failure? Even Poststructuralism is Structurallsnever it makes any claim
(which is to say all the time). This is the contradiction, and exanple of a more
general problematic. How, then, do theorists, novelists, dramatmstspoets reconcile
the contradiction between the conclusion of their critical functionsttEm@ommitment
they ask for their new signs—exceptdsus-ex-machiria

Again, if an “answer” were needed, it would be the authority to signif
allegorically. There has to be a universe where liberaiowt mere fantasy of wording
and insatiable desire, especially in places where one has toeb&tdid from liberators
yet once more. Moreover, there has to be ways of recovdragvhich allows some of
us to issue and all of us to be motivated by “liberatory signs'.th& concept liberation
once securely referred to liberation, so too can an allegorgssf and achievement,
conflict and resolution, signify liberation. Allegory actuatlgunts on the problematics
of structuralism to provide complications that in the end reaffutmat should also be
invalid, as a Hegelian counts on recurring conflicts and multipltotprovide material

(all pun intended) to redeem Spirit. We can bracket whether or not historylsgétal,
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and take the allegorical form as a rhetorical solution to diffesiconfronting a writer at
the moment he needs a transcendental idea—or at least the pobrars2 The form
allows a writer to signify the Not—no more conflict, no more ali®ma no more
differentiation—which, when unfolded in time, is read as the consumnsttitve end of
history telog. In an indeterminate market of circulating signifierse@diry “saves” the
Sign, the Ide®. The leap of faith is that the end of differentiation is not aratibit, the
possibility of which remains, threatening the drama, and which canbentyled out by
deus-ex-machina The trick is then to slide subtly a (once inadequate) ided@hatplace
of the Not, like equality, or dignity, or connectedness, after weibbsmay be issued:
the trick is to change modes. Neither memory nor desire is..ithédenaster nor slave
is.... While in nearly all of his novels, Rushdie slides sigrsfigr the point where it
seems utterly naive to use words to reliably referencthiaugyreal anymore, he would
destabilize cultural knowledge only to the extent that he caroffelt hope that if only
everyone could feel that their story is part of everyonésgld®en...: He is trying to do
just enough to stimulate commitment to a network of relations mediated bytedtony.
The occident/orient relationship is one of many conflicts that a&eady been
allegorized. In this case, the allegory links subjects glenmal enterprises and tries to
broker links that are not just different from the “originalWhich would obviously
reproduce imperialism) but dictated by problematics from coloniret decolonized
places. There are other allegories, too, like those that woulltaggeents of disparate
cultures, gender, sexual practices, ethnic violence, nation-builaigclass struggle, to

organize the world into systems of fundamental relations. Eaclesé ideas need not

35 which can be counteracted by staying in postmdgeand modulating back to its analytical modes.



be treated allegorically. Most of the time they are concepndhreferential. The word
“U.S.” refers to a real thing: the U.S. The word “gendeféneeto a real thing: gender,
whether essence or norm. The references are thought to havenuiel@pexistence
because there are names for them. On the other hand, an allegpresentation of an
idea can produce the feeling that everyone’s story is everyagis.els this way it is a
powerful rhetorical mode. It can emphasize certain valuablepnetations like
partialness and incomparability necessary for exerting monadnorty. Partialness
makes the idea of thing inadequate for talking about the world, sinaa allegory a
thing is only in-itself for another. Incomparability prevetite exchange of a part for
another, or metonymically for the whole. An allegory of genderegk@ample, defines
men and women in a necessary dependent relationship; a storyasfsaestite may
signify the idea that is beyond the attitudes of the respectimeacter®. Each gender
does not have meaning in-and-of-itself; rather, the relationshimediated by the
linguistic operation that ironically gives “man” and “woman” ttaése appearance of
independent categories and developmental plots. There cannot be a story of “inian” tha
not a story of “woman”, and vice versa. The allegory, then, saasea text that binds
things according to the linguistic operations needed to define thdéimoperates
effectively through a third term, gender in this case, that i€ fummdamental than either

“man” or “woman” alone (as the determination that genders man anthmjobut one

3% Cf. Judith Butler.Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion oftiyen
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that need not be referenced as such. The promise of such an alieyperfect state-of-
affairs characterized as Not-genderféd)

Allegories value the opposite of that about which they speak thee thissis their
redemptive function. Allegories in which conflict take up a lothef text are meaningful
because they look forward to the resolution of conflict. Modernisgailes of
fragmentation and disconnect are used to signify unity—even itithit is in the weak
form of relatable melancholia instead of genuine belief in grandtaes. O center that
cannot hold. Modern Postcolonial allegories of the production of pollimahdaries
and cultural differences, of partition and animosity, can use thépibgof a unifying
function to writeethos To manage the conflict and resolution, an allegory may posit
critical moments that mark “before”, “during”, and “after”. &tory projects the real
possibility of a state-of-affairs prelapsarian to the presem; present is effectively
reorganized around this “before-difference”. Regional strife loa redefined as the
consequence of Balkanization or the creation of the native subeléesses. People are
objectified, gendered, alienated, etc. The end of strife, ofichrdf division would be
told as a sort of recovery of that which had been undifferedtiala the end is the
beginning, to steal Eliot's lif® The Ideal beginning/end would have to be signified
allegorically because the expression, being made in the tines-diference, is
composed of already differentiated material. How beautiful Beibfference must have

been—pleasant soile and spring eternal.

37 0Or, as academics tend to do, it may be calledtgesder”. To question what life is like “post-gien”,
and to take stock of whether we should be post@eid not is to resist the monadic authority of the
allegory of gender.

3 Which he stole, of course.
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This supposedly better state-of-affairs is implied by Amitawo$h’'s idea of
“shadow lines” in the book by the same title; the line that divad@ésuse into separate
halves, with one side characterizing the other as up-side-down, is shadlywbecause
drawn on a house once-undivided and governed by a patriarch authoritativé émoug
prevent contests of power and succession. Rushdie’s metaphors ofepasenisot so
straightforward. The important difference is not marked tempoaaitl with points of
historical origin, but implied by the intervention of stories ohmect/disconnect—not
lost age but lost connectedn®ss|f the moment after is characterized by the work of
finding—recovering—connections, and of preventing disconnect, then the moment
before is always already connectedness fully lived. Its enatctre is never told. | do
not dispute causal explanations like Balkanization, or othering, origbeof different
religions; | am focusing on the redemptive idea in each telutgch is hidden, and |
would say protected, from scrutiny by the logic of allegotysing the idea of past,
present, and future (i.e. history), the allegorist can organize ¢sergrin terms of what it
is not, and promise the return of the paradisal organization. | do aiot ttlat an
allegorist thinks there are origins as they depict them. Iyt to use the idea of an
original—a state-of-affairs related-to-the-present, yeeptonal-to-present-realities—to
project an idyllic unity more fundamental than present differendé® allegorist of the
production of difference shifts between past and present (and swaetuture), and
between modé% to produce conditions in which individuals connected by those

differences important here and now are still connected but differently. Taeedies do

39 Which Rushdie, in the interview first cited, canhelp but also place in time, as Ghosh does.
“0 As discussed in Chapter 2, Ghosh shifts betwestariiand historiography.
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not unjustly determine their values. In other words, individuals peial and
incomparable. Yet, how can we speak of the relation of things nbepexist, except
by signifying a point of “preexistence”. Somehow, a few wsitete gifted and transcend
this epistemologically limit which holds the rest of us in platée who are “different”
suddenly find ourselves incorporated under eyes that can see throughitfezeaces.
The origin of differences serves as that point beyond which therveain project those
ideals the world is lacking. This is tdeus-ex-machinaf allegorical historiography, in
fiction and in criticism. The allegory of un-difference is @f¢he structures that enable
the production okthosin Homi Bhabha’s cultural criticism, and the allegorized idea is
apprehensible by deconstructing “the contest for political andlsadiaority withinthe

modern world order*

to which Postcolonial criticism ostensibly bears witness.
Because the Ilimits to meaning discovered by Poststructuraliand
independently by other schools and other disciplines) are the samm tiinat middle of
the twentieth century, enabled the conceptualization of modern edbktéredom,
Postcolonial structures of interconnectedness may also be ingerpast negative
responses to that freedom. | do not speak of freedom in the abseiutee Modern-
Postmodern kind that scrutinizes what is promised by meta-nasatNgtrusts the
exceptionalist promiser, and frees us from the “responsibilityiading to serve as the
appropriate signs in any universalist vision. We do not have to playgtitecharacters
in the s|Story. Intellectually, this freedom manifests asadéhst but tolerant

disagreement: as the turning away from synthesis—faoifineber—that promises to

complete the connections and finish the stories. Produced or otheawiagpnism is

*L“Freedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate.” empegipe.



antagonism, nothing “more”. It cannot be turned into an allegaigalof revolutionary
dialecticism. Neither is consciousness of antagonism the last, or next széaee in that
particular teleology. Rushdie’s concept of s|Story is singplyattempt to establish a
structure of rhetorical authority. In his network, the agency ofstbeyteller, both as
enacted by the novels and self-reflexively represented in the naveléegory. Where
the nodes of the network, its subjects, are connected by historiggtapir sense of
history will be allegorical. They “see” the other througlegdries that already place
self/others as parts of a (new) Whole. Nevertheless, whenesteryaaddresses us, to

use Bhabha’s characterization of discourse, we are still free to subveririter

between you and me

To enable comparison, the next order of business is to figure outnetvairks
that use allegory woulsgpecificallymake of its addressee. The perfect subject would not
hesitate to act when addressed by the latest allegorybefation featuring this
disappeared-character or that subaltern class. @&btsand subject serve convincingly
as concepts around which to explain observable patterns of behaviootlddstscribed
ethosas the universal characteristic tendency to increase hagpjres it is not totally
incorrect to correlate it with the character of a person. The subject would dieatheter
actor. After Descartes, the subject was equated with thatioossess arising from
uncertainty, unsure of everything except itself as conscious oftamtg. If everything

were put to doubt, there would remain the doubter, the one reasonable Laiogn

42 Nicomachean Ethics
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objected to this inference and first principle of Cartesian fdgic Lacanian
psychoanalysis considers the Cartesian subject as an instankeegohge-use: a
Symbolic Order produces subjects that for example consistemtlgulgective pronouns
to represent themselves. Only after subjectivization can theae'thanker” of “je pense
donc je suis”. Descartes erroneously conflated “je” with theestibj The subject
manifests itself during moments of inconsistency, when the engptfier sinks beneath
the “barr” distinguishing signifier from signified, and a host of Aoadequate signs
begin to slide; when the thought | am a man ceases to redaytbing meaningful and
becomes the phrase, the signifier, “I am a man” (it has alwagn). Once again, the
critical method hinges on the distinction between text and tByHitextualizing” | think
to “I think”, Lacan discovers the subject—not | but that which is okgpaf using (and |
would add rejecting) the thought. To find #ttosof a person or group, we also look for
the same kind of traceable inconsistencies. And we would do weltember Lacan’s
critique as we read Rushdie, and as we read any book that endegvacdutmeethosof
connectedness, for the difference between what is and that 8hétipposed to be, is
telling.

Often when Poststructuralists criticize subjectivity fomigea strategy forcefully
“present” across all contexts, as standards of civilization hauf‘hes econometrics of

development currently are, the objects of critique are identitiesiauetssarily subjeéts

3 The ontological argument for the existence of émbws similar logic. Lacan’s objection will plagn
important role when we begin to analyze the “resniion” of the idea of God in contemporary critimis
“*and still are, under the charge of neo-colonialism
% To use a well-known example, when Judith Butlewérds the idea of performativity to cast doubtas
whether it can be said that a “man” does this at fitr whatever reason, her dispute is really witkomever
has already identified—even self-identified—the rokthis or that to be a man. Then there arecthiiral
critiques. Subjectivity is a “Western” idearyd not the universal structure of human societiesthése case,
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Identity and the subject as demonstrated by Lacan are notntiee Sdhe subject emerges
where an identity appears inadequate and the process of idéotifibacomes abruptly
apprehensible. Identities are restrictive, disadvantageous, oppt&ssirenk of how,
despite having contemplated otherwise, we still see that tiakati” subject in London
does not just act out his “Indian” subjectivity but someh®ndian. “Indian” refers to
his unalterable constitution. Change becomes difficult, for himydavho conceive him
as such, for any subject of nationalism. He enters into any roomescto a place,
alreadyidentified as such, and carrying his Indian thingshosis meant to be linked to
context in ways that promote identity-shifting or transfereaoé; the thing to note here
is that ethics, being “external”, does not seem to consign the huyean ta presumed
roles as oppressingly strictly as nationalism or other kindseaotification. Ethics seems
to work at the level of context and performance, and does not rhakahbisolute
incontextual and atemporal demands that identification does. Timst i say that
ethics dispenses with identity and subjectivity. It interposesdsst the two. It is a
function of them, and a relation to them. That which adefites(| during context A
can switch teethosl] during context ] and without having to justify the new identitgo
he who assumes the posture of one made by cultural fragmentadioea moment can in

another stand up as something to be recognized as is and as whelability, the very

again, the dispute, if read carefully, is with a@rt‘subjects”; and when it comes time for cultucgtics to
send a message to the dominant culture, whatledcaubjectivity” returns in the form of defiarkamples.
It does not return as a concept of criticism, lhat énabling mechanism and agent of change. Clle He
Rytkonen. *“The Mohammed Cartoons - Drawing thet@al Boundaries Around a Muslim Diaspora in
Europe.” Conference Papers -- International Studies Assimriat (2007): 1-; or llias Papagiannopoulos.
“Re-appraising the Subject and the SocialNiesternPhilosophy and in Contemporary Orthodox thought.”
Studies in Eastern Though®8.4 (2006): 299 — 330. Both want their sulgi¢athich happen to be constituted
by their respective subjects of study) to rewritesférn subjectivity.
“® They may be the opposite, too, but that is radidgussed.
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necessity of “switching” systems of identification, impliesudject, albeit one that seems
“more free” even though it is subjected to the determination okegtntThe subject is
that which feels lack from the old and chases plenitude in the ftedeésires that which
change is supposed to fulfill.

Of course, criticism has already begun to think (again) of Istiag right and
wrong and fixing the world; and with this (re)new(ed) imperatilre,distinction between
ethosand subjectivity becomes less and less distinct. Perhaps thennretigion to
subjectivity is a logical conclusion to the revolt against theeSen subject, or more
specifically against the only certainty in Descartes’s sk&aptsubjectivism. The
inadequated observer must give way to new first principles,atie@sand new agency.
Be that as it may, we had better at this point speathafsin terms of intersubjectivity,
the intersubjectivity that allows an object-subject to shift beeae can shift others, if
we want to apprehend those realities Modernists and Postcolorchlistcterize as their
proper conditions and those they want to create. Intersubjecfivagerves the
uncertainty (therefore anti-dogmatism) that came to fore thehrise of the Subject and
Modernism, but makes the “subject” less self-centered and trémesni the pressure of
cultural transparency. The speaking subject is not what he leadhede out to be. Yet
he does not have tbe whatever he is ahead of demanding that he be acknowledged
(ethically, political, lovingly) as that. When being can be preg&head of any object
but as already there (perhaps in history, the continuation of an aln&thibusiness),
change becomes more persuasive. Indeed, change becomes altdsgany, since to
stay the same means to stay with a culture, a body of knowlegget of view, that has

failed. This is revisionary authority; it is how “overseas” caem not only truthful
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beside English history, but also recast the former subjectsngfish history and of
“overseas” in a new Story. Still, we are not in a free-for-all, and acsathih seemingly
changeable subjects requires the more dependable idea of intdrgiifpjemr things.
Ironically, producers oéthosare certain of more things than Descartes was.

There is also something odd in the call to commit to revisions spedtral
“things”. Responses to the Cartesian subject like Lacan’s mdodgde the relentless
doubt with which Descartes began his reasoning. | feel thereuesplored
complications caused by this philosophical effacement. CritiquekeofNVestern ego
actually benefit from the certitude that comes aftgr Descartes’s initial logical leap—
the certainty of “sum” after much skeptical “cogito”. Thes#iques may actually
replace the “I” they attack with another subject, perhaps a rimma& ghost-speaking
Human, a subject most certain of itself, when that, too, had been, beddogical leap,
like all ideas, doubtful. Indeed, criticism of Descartes should bgugsive only if it
reiterates its method each time there emerges a foundatemahty amidst relentless
doubt. Let all those who ask for commitméedginwith relentless doubt, and see what
their first step would be. Lacan is actually most like himsbaen he does so, for that is
how he characterizes the restless nature of desire. Unforfyrtheelrelation between
Cartesian doubt and Lacanian desire is not within the scope of myheoek | only
broach the issue because | want to set precedence for futursisamahated to the
function of desire in the production ethos Something retards the relentless critique of
the Cartesian universe. Something retards the relentleiguesi of identity,
representation, values, and the ethical universe, too. Aadam fe&lksr n&gishmiri nor

Indian. Perhaps he is neither one nor the other. Pettiatps all. No new “sum” to add
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from old fragments. One of the reasons Rushdie has trouble savingahimhis
descendents, from simply being that which is neither Kashimoirilndian, is that the
author has to think of ways to forestall the disintegration stduyelis critique of the
formation of identities on the colonial and post-colonial Indian Subcontingoshdie
cannot afford to lose Aadam to the indifference of either the simgfga changeable or
the doubtful, because there would be no story ready to be part of another.

If the failures that emerge from encounters with other individualy dejective
knowledge, then a world of inter-personal communication comes too neatatieistic
conclusions of some of the disciplines that first studied it, and deapen the idea that
the oppressed person whose struggles the postcolonial writer Ssgiemay simply be
a figment of the writer's imagination and the expression ofolws problems made
public. There: another sign, no better than the present. There: asydten, no better
than the present. The call of ethics goes unanswered. Thestetiaenot have this.
Ethics administers action, and subjectivity, though it describes hider&nd reader can
understand each other, does not compel the latter to act likethiegs” do. We
understand the characters of Singh, Gabriel, Amitab, Dedalus (thaeigjuality that
makes them inter-subjective), but we accord them no real statusoamokhing except
enjoy the works that portray th8m The production oéthosmust therefore transform
the matrix of subject-relations by signifying that which i®ren fundamental than

unreliable subjective experience.

*" The worry over the reality of that which is pekasl by subjects in common is overblown. Science is
intersubjective: intersubjectivity is a foundatibrequirement of scientific study. A hypothesissofence has

to be testable and the test results have to bedepible—meaning | see that which you see throigh t
microscope.
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The idea of intersubjectivity had been posited in response to the profased
by modeling consciousness in terms of subjects. Husserl's coec@pdins our
experiences, including our subjective-identification, @aadexplain how intercultural
understanding is possifife Encountering the world (or Ghosh’s field of othering), one
finds that there are objects that treat one like an object.efipathetic person will liken
these intentional objects to himself, and then ascribe to themathe subjective
gualities. He steps in their shoes and imagines them in hadayTin the sciences the
construction of others who think just as one does, who lie, cheat, stealmean well,
just as one does, is called a theory of mind; autistic childrerslaw to develop this
cognitive function). To be in the shoes of others, one must regardsothjat coincide
with concepts and experiences as independent of them. Intersubjestesupposes
objective reality, according to Husserl. It explains why veersmt completely solipsistic,
why there might actually be a wall that we cooperate todpdight to secure, and
cooperate to demolish, even if we can never be sure that thesvealtranscendental
object. Maybe it even saves us from nihilism, the outcome, NietzBared, of the
deconstructive aspect of that perspective we have come to know amijodislote how
Husserl revises Descartes’s famous conclusion by keeping #uécge “sum” as a
function of uncertain thought. Just because | think, does not mean | am.| only
because | think others think | amogitamus ergo sumwe might say. For Husserl,
perceptual objects constituted by the intersubjective experieactranscendental”; the

existentialist Sartre calls them phenomenological reduction. an,aéor his part,

8 Cf. Cartesian MediationsAn Introduction to PhenomenolagyTrans. Dorion Cairns. The Hague, The
Netherlands: M. Nijhoff. 1960.
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conceives that both subject and object are constituted by the Sgrtlsdier. The step
that brings to mind the difference between cogito and cogitdmppensafter the
formation of a specular subject. Theories that deconstrucg#ze” tend to also make
much of an “intersubjective” experience. The experience is defipeensions between
the gazer and the return of the gaze, like the mirroring of intefitiomaHusserl. From
Husserl, to Joyce, to Lacan, to Mulvy, to Rushdie, the nature of thesubjective
experience correlates to the kind of ethics one arrives at, ¢ &tam and wants to
arrive at.

Let us call Postcolonialism’s new ethics a new instance efsuabjectivity, then,
one that tries hard to elevate things that would not ordinarily besuttjective, or would
be limited to a small and/or powerless group of believers, thikgs dpecters and
hybrids, superstition and indignation, and everything that has been puasdfiminal”,
to a stature rivaling objective reality, so that authors caelyf speak “with” them and
“through” them. Intersubjectivity provides an entryway for (alsvaalready) new
authors, as demonstrated by the business of writing history fowerseas”; inter-
subjectivity, the movement from subjective experience to “thingengthens the hold
of the new texts so that moral imperatives are once agaowkadl at face-value. The
ghosts, possessions, mysteries, imaginaries, suffering, dignityardgresupposed to
exist do not exist as blind faith, unrequited desires, sensasitéreent unmerited, or
the expression of people scared that they are not as signifisatitey feel, but
ineluctable modalities of being that shape the field of ethiG®e new subjects are
coordinated by these oh-so-valuable things. The coordination happens hader t

authority of allegorical signification, a®methings and not others dictate the (new) order
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of things. If Rushdie has his way, the unacknowledged will have moaattority, a
power superior to legislation since it would circumvent mechaniskes doubt,
constitutional limits, etc. placed to retard the latter.

Connection by way of story goes beyond mutual understanding. Thistisea
reason to recall the phenomenological concept. Mutual understanding tgzem the
possibility that people remain unchandeg each otherthat even as you allow me to
show you who | am in the language that is particular to my Stagou remain
unimpressed and unmoved. The stories are inert. The ties do noPaiople come and
leave as they are. Or more damagingly, mutual understandirg forge you to make
yourself understandable to me in a way that puts you at disadvantaganstance, a
woman representing herself as part of an historically opgaestass might also
unsuspectingly implicate herself in a structure of desire feeldpment that, given the
history she is purposefully taking on, marks her culture and socetndevelopet.
We may come to mutual understanding as such, but what if shetwait® redefine the
terms of our agreement? Although peoples’ stories have alwaygscbanected (always
in the time with which we are concerned), this time, under Rushdiatchful eye,
people are convinced of their connectivity, respect the conne¢ésngritten by one end
of the connection), and change accordingly. The compulsion to act, motieevadical
changes possible under the authority of ethics, like the reconstitatiodentities,
indicates that this new intersubjectivity—Rushdie’s theory of caedestories—is more
intimate than the understanding that passes between independentusresses.

Suffering is not, or should not be, the dinner table, though both are our anerithe
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two would be different; the question is, are they? Or, to fastw into the problem,
does new ethics, unfixed and unmoored, strive to make new subjectselsaling
subjects, of the kind that is no different than that which psychoasalgscribed before
the Poststructuralist and Postcolonial response? Is it yet arfeyiséem of address®
wherein each acts on behalf and as instrument of a superior intelligence?

So there is yet one last advantage to be said for talking abowdthies using the
conceptof intersubjectivity, and for recalling earlier conceptions ideorto understand
the motives and strategies of the latest produceethafs Examining intersubjective
relations, we note how dependent Postcolonial ethics is on convincing cmgoan
audience/readership to participate fully in the speaking siject: to accept the new
way of talking about the world; to feel that the connections are undeniable; iteereice
as that which he wants to be; to do what needs to be done. This tiwwdtdsvards
objectivity is subtle but hardly unbelievable. If we may be atusf sustaining
censurable prejudices and discriminations in our literature and ipholasophies, then
we are also responsible for sustaining the corrective ideas déyhguch as equality and
dignity. Both the bad for which we are faulted and the good to whicireveesponsible
are effects of the same agency. Call it our moral cgpattjust so happens that, if we

look at one action in a “program” of intersubjectivitywe will note thakethos“works”

“9 Dipesh ChakrabartyProvincializing Europe

*0 Location of Culture 155. Bhabha faults Derrida because his methaapnstruction is missing another

set of patterns—the discursive. As corrective,Biaaenlists the aid of Foucault. But the upsh@lwbha’s

synthesis is not a deconstructive anthropologyitat we already have Foucault. Bhabha beginpém @

gap between the Real of Poststructuralism andehkeffects of Postcolonialism. This gap freesdhese

from causality as described by Poststructuralisbitiy, and allows a Postcolonialist to give shapesrames

to the wonder of newfound agents.

*1| say “program” to maintain the distinction that$hdie implies when he says we do not feel whatdly

there, a distinction between the status quo andfamye social dynamic. Perhaps a better word triigh
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only when a host of people subject themselves to the producer amlojduts. In order
for an image, a story, of unskilled laborers left out of the econantyetthe sign of
oppression, a significant number of people must come to believe the@cairthe
representation and the reality behind it, and act on that belief. dér & think that
representing society in terms of progress puts undeveloped soaietigirly in the
“waiting room” of history, a significant number of people must suppoesaparing
cultures and economies, and treat each other as though everyone wgereyuand
undeniably invaluable and there were a whole which must necessamilgin everyone
as such.

Let us suppose, then, that the produceretbfosis empowered to transform
subjectivity by manipulating the intersubjective with respect ickv new subjects are
defined. The new subjects respond “ethically” to such “things” tasstg and to
allegories of unfinished business, to migrants and their stori@habha himself
acknowledges as muth The producer oéthosarranges encounters, making sure the
experience defamiliarizes and reconstitutes the “right” thinde is Rushdie’s actor. He
is the Postcolonial interventionist. Perhaps he will turn out to kaadaof author, too,
like Rushdie himself, who discovers to us how we are linked (withsther ofatwasas

his adversary). Or an author whose dust jacket biographical blurb mahtde the

consciousness, since the metaphysics of conscisssrmnsciousness is only of things that exist dpamt
consciousness—grants to Rushdie his connectitéity.then, program will refer to the need to makergone
conscious of the metaphysical connections. Sdettm “program” is still useful to indicate that setting
still has to be put into wide practice.
24t is in the emergence of the interstices thatittiersubjectiveand collective experience oftionness
community interest, or cultural value are negotlate The Location of Culture@. First emphasis mine,
second in original.
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proud appellation “scholar-activisf’ The question on new ethics becomes, what world
is this that helps him become whatever author he wants to bete€pansibility is to
analyzehow this method to power is intended to work, how it actually will waukg
what it will do andnot do. We find ample occasions in the literature, which we need to
examine as though they were examples of a new intersubjective. pdiven we might

begin to truthfully characterize this brave new world that has such things in it.

power & Authority

Rushdie proposes what is ostensibly a program of intersubjectiaityvorks in
concert with new ethics. The one supports and enables the other; connectingettieem a
modal shifts and other writing strategies indicative of the athicn. The production of
ethosreinforces the reality of connectedness, and connectivityigsstifnecessitates—
particular ethical positions. Rushdie’s fiction may be readifferent ways to modulate
between the two to produce this cooperation, and of course evidence of how this
cooperation may be undermined. The program begins with the observab, with
submission—that everyone’s stories are part of everybody elggtscs moderates the
connections, supports what is done with them. The resulting ethichlvileich locates
the “reader” and “object” on to the same matrix (discussed ipréhgous chapter), when
implemented as widespread if not necessarily universal soaciqe, allows peoplgua

writers to make claims on each otltigra audience that is likewise located. The claim

* There are compelling reasons for maintain the rautty of the several human functions. Their
hyphenation evidences the ethical turn that putdyais in the realm of morality, resisting whichtie
“corrective” intervention of my present work.
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and its claimant are redeemed when the writing transformigselde Oppression and the
oppressed are redeemed; the world is radically rethade

New discourse can persuade change. Some writings do atevotitd. They
have power. But the world does not seem to work quite as imagirtess ot always
been systematic; it follows no intelligence; the production sfalirse does not lead to a
satisfying outcome; the ethical crises fail to flaguste denouementnless one puts on
blinders, there is enough evidence to cast doubt on the verity of@aye@ idea of what
amounts to a moral universe—we might call it the trouble of &nwemplexities™> In
their ethical moments, Postcolonialist writers are tryingpdercome this dissatisfying
unpredictability.  Faith in inhuman forces (e.g. History, Languagescdbrse,
Consciousness, the Good), on which could be counted for our moral improvement once
upon a time, must now accompanied (again) by deliberate human actimfer bew
ethics, ifElle feels oppressed, she speaks up. Oppression will not take ceselfof By
speaking, she can rectify the problem of her condition. Ethics peeff@ravay. It has
made those around her highly receptive, highly suggestible; madetdv¢he dispenser
of somethindackingin and by the peoples of the world. Furthermore, and perhaps most
significantly, the field does not interpret, evaluate; absorb loey sf oppression like a
muddy field absorbs water splashed from a bucket. Instead, hertistosjorms the
field, overwhelms it like a deluge revitalizing floodplains. In cooussce to her action,

those who think themselves a part of that field change their wakimddirig. They

* This is, after all, the revolutionary mantra thpens and recurs throughdiite Satanic Verses
*W.B. Yeats. “Byzantium”.
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change their desires. They are transformed. And as theieslekiange, so is the world
changed.

The very mention of power tends to prompt immediate adversgiars
especially as we confront the issues of colonization and itsmefter Given the
centuries of subjugation, understandable is the distaste forggeoirer. Yet, my traces
of the function of power in the establishment of ethical bonds and produdtethos
should in no way be read as condemnation of ethics as inherently uhfaders,
governing ethical boards, decision makers,etiroswriter, may be truly benevolent.
Given a truly benevolent producereathos the question of power is answered by the idea
of the Good. In that exceptional case, power is always Good; Gaagsaln power.
The case should be familiar to theology and philosophy. Even withiht Sngular
figures, there may be ways to structure power such that the pimodo€ethosappears
fair. Rushdie’s idea suggests that everyone has storiel$ watetell his story, and that
that story will play a not insignificant role in the interconnected world-s@wiof a very
democratic world indeed. In the case where power is justiyldittd, the Good can be
approached as various interests check each other’'s bad impulsas.w8drace the link
between power and ethics, | am in no way committing to any paticubral critique.
Actually, I could be saying: let us keep other analyses and etihesin mind.

If ethosis an intersubjective phenomenon based on listening and reacting to
things (perceptions, beliefs, knowledge, or words) held in common, thesdacer of a
text necessarily exercises authority over subjects whenxhbase successfully raised an
ethical problem. And that exercise is power, to whatever exténtleed, power

redistribution justifies the production ethos in Chakrabarty, in Ghosh, in Bhabha, in
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Spivak, etc. If you utter the word “oppression” and everyone runs aroyingd to do
something, you have power. If reading a text you find momentsistaace to confirm
a Plot with which to motivate the present, you have power. Ilp®ager givena priori,
assumed by producers and enacted by adher&iéswill have to examine whether the
power of ethics is pretense to producers (assumed as wehargrgorms assume), and
something like self-fulfilling prophecy to followers. The authotityproduceethos to
dictate the ethical, empowers insofar as the producer hasl gteisans to carry out the
given ethos Ethics empowers the producersethosand subjugates followers to their
authority and power. In a sense, the (new) ethicist aims toteeseality by instructing
instruments for change.

| should qualify the alignment of power and authority. Criticsluding
Postcolonialists have pushed for recognition of the difference betweathority and
power. Homi Bhabha, for instance, questions the perceived poweriahgagents of
the state: resisting the authority of a sign (e.g. a baalgmiform) can actually disrupt
power relations. The balance of power is weighed after the féwthority is the
presupposition of power that tends to lead to power, but not always and not whe
authority is resisted. Power is the capacity to change, fatidwing from Marx’s
observation) to reproduce the same. It is what we tgiaithoritywhen we can just as
well try to take. Authority is the assignment of power, whicly mat always be true,
and is often self-fulfilling.

Shakespeare knew this. In the eponymous play, King Lear triggittise power
by virtue of paternal and kingly authority, only to find that havioglishly used power

to divest himself of it, he could no longer maintain the authorityormmand. Only
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Cordelia observes the authority of King and Father while lsepowerless. So Lear is
powerless King and dethroned power, alternately and simultanedhislys one of the
play’s dramatic tensions. It is the same tension that once dniwes the scene in which
Henry V wanders unlike himself among his soldiers before bafflee difference is
clearer when we consider “power” that is meaningless;hsmge that is meaningless.
Wind has power, but no authority. It is not “killer”, as sensationegigbrters make it
out to be, or fortuitous, unless you were to live in a culture thatsploeychange ours to
recognize, the “spirit” of the wind. It does not endorse a natioless a public believes
some greater intelligence had thwarted the invading Chinesg fb¢ the Spanish
Armada. But if you could divine what the wind says, then you have atythtive
authority of the idea of wind; and if you could use it to produce chantime, then you
and the authority of the wind-spirit would figure in our subsequent eaicas of power.
And if you can balance authority and power rightly, your retirernaght to be less like
Lear's and more like Prospero’s. Why can we not apply this ctunededifference,
which Homi Bhabha emphasizes in his study of culture produced by cdionjzto
other signs of authority and strategies to manage power?

The difference can turn ethics on its head. The power of revolutioneasured
by actual changes and against the persistence of history wisighpesed to have ended,
and the authority of revolutionary propaganda, what is promised,isvhetited, are not
the same. If peasants in Marxist states could, they migitowiker what was said
elsewhere: “No likely end could bring them los®Y leave them happier than beforé”,

The better society is not that in the least. The simple isutiat authority keeps getting
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misplaced, and reality—Lacan calls it the Real—does not seear¢ how we construct
ethics and definethos We may; It may or may not. So the authority of Postcolonialism
to finish business and rewrite subjectivity may mask the yealit its attempt to
transform, the power it is trying to amass.

Postcoloniakthossuch as the demand to deal with unfinished busihdspend
on a working presumption that the promise of transformations, and timeatel
Transformation, are already apparent, and the connections that entpevelaimant are
necessarily real. To shore up this gap between reality anck @desi patterns we have
encountered already, things like ghosts drelx-machinae Here is a clarifying example
from Rushdie’s novelMidnight's Children At the beginning of the novel about
independence on the Indian subcontinent and its aftermath, one of the nmags tise
sounded in a conflict between an old boatman Tai and a western trairied Aladam
[sic]. Tai objects to Aadam’s training and methods, but he does natt ddgeause they
fail to do what they are promised to. He objects on nativist grothdsdoctor’s
medicine is not Indian. The drama between Tai and Aadam représentsevocable
transformations of English rule and its effects which lingeteohgly and well after the
moment of decolonization. Before Aadam'’s training, the two exiastadpseudo familial
relation; after which, Tai became the old man who lived in mythsewkadam became
the doubly-conscious Kashmiri trying to negotiate inconsistencigsveba his

professional training and its values and what has turned from “myfai’s myth—to

*W.B. Yeats. “An Irish Airman foresees his Death”.

" Bearing in mind that Postcoloniathosis not the character of a person determined bycplustial
conditions, but that set of behaviors which areraygd as ethical in writings with common ambiticsing
similar strategies | have been calling Postcol@snal

259



cultural tradition. Subsequent encounters are intersubjective: ssulggtween object-
subjects to control what binds them. Rushdie uses Tai and Aadaeate ethical crisis,
and he uses the ethical crises to develop the ethical probleshdfidnight’s Children
For instance, Aadam helps Tai, even as Tai deliberately HamseIf so he could refuse
treatment. Tai eventually dies, and continues to haunt as a ghbsesbhaects the
problematic of colonial transformation. Unfortunately, the ethicahsciousness
produced from this deliberate haunting does not fix the problems from alotale and
from zealous optimism brought on by independence, as the rest of Reshdil
shows. Indeed, Rushdie has to let Tai's power to linger past deatisgly because
Aadam and his medicine, and that which they represent, succeeéslspiai is made for
Aadam, and Aadam for Tai. And the role of Tai is important bedéwsstructure of his
persistence constitutes the novel's ethical dimension. He is Asdanfinished
busines¥. That is hisauthority as xenophobic anti-modern spirit. Hiswer is the
penetration of Aadam’s psyche. By treating “ghosts” as ezal other intersubjective
phenomena as things, Rushdie reinforces the authority of his adltitgtsat some point,
those who control “ghosts” can exercise dialectical power. Weseep into the
difference between the two, and coldly split that which uses tikencke splits rock. For
now, let us say that ethics Midnight's Children depends on “life” beyond certain
limits—forgetfulness, denial, rejection, death, or nothingtiess

Analysis of the dialectic between authority and power frustratgsattempt to

change the world through the establishment of new ethics, justiastite formation of

8 to0 use an idea from the novel that follows.
9 Which are the same that limitations overcome kyhitiman figures of Ghosh'’s historiography.
260



subjects of colonial discourse. It may cast doubt on Rushdie’sctazation of our
human connections, connections that are supposed to facilitate the jomoddathos
Bhabha argues that authority does not always imply having poweryies vers&’.
Intervening complexities like the degree and scope of that authantly especially the
decisions that have to be made between the publication of theofvardhority and its
execution as an exercise of power, frustrate many attempisrislate authority to
power. In fact, changes in what we believe to be authoritadive,changes to whole
structures of authority, evidence this skewed and unpredictable tomelzetween
power and authority, for how else historically would anyone have ddhe power to
dispose of the previous authority and become the new? Power can opposdirm
authority; authority can produce or thwart power. If power and authooityect us,
whether in struggle, solidarity, or indifference, then discontiesitmight suggest
something about the nature of our human connections, and that of what theiooanect
can and cannot do. Like people, texts can have authority. They can &dydbgas long
as they have instruments to carry out their instructions). Taeye said to have caused
changes.

An ethics of connectedness such as suggested by Rushdie is a foultucH
authority—soft power, it may be called—that allows authors (whothi@ proper
description) to producethos The new ethical subject is much more amenable to
interventionist story-telling. Under such authority, words can qgoa®rful as magical

incantation.

0 QOlson, Gary and Lynn Worsham. “Staging the Rislitf Difference: Homi Bhabha's Critical Literacy”.
JAC. 18.3(1998): 361 —91.
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magic

Because Rushdie often uses a surrogate for himself as writes novels, he
ends up demonstrating—wishfully, one might say—the story-teller’'s atyhand
power. In Rushdie, one trope for power is magic. Frequently, adrsi@tions are much
more powerful than they are in empirical reality. They madlgiceveal otherwise
unknowable realities; convey otherwise inexpressible truths; copaepte across space
and time at a level deeper than, say, the contractual relationsd#rnity; and change
reality. They are agents. Chutney frividnight’s Childrendoes all of the above. Yet
we have learned that the power of tropes really depends onathtbiority, and the
problem for Rushdie is that he has also demonstrated as much. trAshwicritical
methods of historiography and discursive analysis, the function ofcmeagd to
undermine the contemporary authority that determines what icaaahlso undermine
the authority to determine what is ethical, and thereby disempetidgs. Here is
another way of putting it: the magie the novel undermines the “magic” of the novel.
The problem of magic should be familiar; and after all, magitalitney-making is
metaphor for story-telling. It is a problem of discourse thattsvéo both analyze and
synthesize when each task take power away from the other. Madgecmines the rules
that normalizes present relations, yet presently normalize (ngafjons. There are
many sections of his novels, such as when the artist becomeasdawhere the artist-
character and the author restively deal with the problematic lob@yYpower, and in the

end, Rushdie’s magic simply increases the authority of the NealievB, don’t believe,
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the narrative declar®s these things mean something (in the narrative). Or “I aigesbl
to offer no more than this stubborn sentence: it happened that way beGdissthe way

it happened®. Criticism recognizes the same problematic, too, and has baijicat
structures, such as the concept of “lived-experience”, its intexsilg mode, even the
problem of translation and the idea of Custyrto protect something that can very easily
be undermined by rival magic-users. Consider me one of those tivalene who is
incredulous of magic because he doubts the authority of the ethical word.

Rushdie’s novels are not just magic realist. They are manggshi
anthropological artifact; entertainment; trophy of a dangerous -reigious-
establishmentarianism; the musings of a mind caught in-betwe&haddha might say.
And they are literary novels: we must not forget that Rushdie,ewbathis politics,
philosophy orethos and however much he experiments with ways to make meaning,
chose to write novels, instead of newspaper articles, essagtioolge non-fiction, stump
speeches or some new form of writing he could have invented; inefeathking
documentaries, playing pundit on television, or becoming a professidgtei*cinstead
of blogging. Nevertheless, the novels are magic realist. hihgstthat happen in them,
things like falling from an airplane and surviving, or being tf@msed into an angel or
devil, or clairvoyant bathroom tiles, premonitions of bad luck coming telepathy are
not observed empirically outside of them. The magic is not reproducidl, to put it

another way, the propositions are insupportable if one were scialhjifskeptical and

®1 The Satanic Verses
%2 Midnight's Children 433
%3 See my Chapter 2
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decided that they have to be tested. In a Rushdie novel, of course tmdifprmations
and transcendental beings are nothing out of the ordinary. Indeed, theydareed at
the highest level of legitimacy, because “real’” charadi@ke them to be as “real” as
other objects and events thvet take for granted as real—the cloven-hoofed Saludin is as
real as the terrorists around him. Look: the perspicacity abghestry is confirmed fifty
pages later. And listen: the voice-over of the Bollywood musisathown to be “less
real” than the communion of the Gabreel, sometimes angel soesethuman, and
Mahoun, founder of Islam. | have even come to expect the unusual framdi&uhat
when | bought Shalimar the clown, | would have been disappointed haahd fno
conceit of the strange ordinary in the first few pages, no uncatayon between East
and West. And | expect that because “magic” is important taetkte it might play a
significant role in showing the way of ethics, if not substantiating it.

Some critics are uncomfortable with the category “magic’ heeathe
connotations of “magic”, they feel, diminishes the writing’s sociaksages (which does
not refer only to magical i.e. unreal worlds). This objection i giaa broader critique
of cultural judgment: “magic”, like irrationality, and other sigridarbarism, is part of a
discourse designed to devalue certain peoples and societies. Rdtentmn to the

barbarian: he speaks nonsense. Pay no attention to the Indian: kesbilienagic”.

% The same way that, when V.S. Naipaul claims neiicfi is the mode the world needs most, he corsinue
to write novels for which he is known—as he shdwtd—in addition to nonfiction travelogues and opinio
pieces. The novel must enable something uniqugonents of other modes keep coming back to it.
%5 Wwithin the scope of our primary investigation thare reasons for making this analogy. Rushdieizes
the binary. In Midnight’s Children, there is theaeple of Zagallo, “crazy Zagallo”, the cause ofeBa’s
“first mutilation”, who denounces his Indian stutkeas “savages” (224), draws a map of India oneake
face, and calls Pakistan a stain. In a bit of er&gtirony, Rushdie leads from this section abthe
legitimacy of India’s place in modernity to thesfidiscovery of Saleem’s illegitimacy. At birtrethurse had
switch him and another of the midnight’s children.
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Gods are also magical, a modern might say, and the invocation of sGagical

thinking. Such “things” have no place beyond the imaginary. If tiendlers want to
use them, they have to prove them. Yet to critics like Ashis yyaheé proclamation
constitutes an aggressive and direct attack on believing cultuig@sdyNvrites: “Dieties

in everyday Hinduism, from the heavily Brahminic to the aggressivetyBrahminic,

are not entities outside of everyday life, nor do they presiée lde from the outside;
they constitute a significant part of it. [...] Gods are beyond angeahumans but they
are, paradoxically, not outside the human fraterriity” According to Nandy, Indian
cultural life has been subjected to centuries-long attemptsatainalization and

secularization. Programmatic of this subjugation is the condesgeconsignment of
magic to the antiquated world, when “magic” actually constitutes livedriexpe.

At the same time, the series of relations Nandy forms n@gpect to the everyday
gods extends beyond scholarly self-correction. One cannot be inadiffédae cannot be
indifferent to the death of these gods, and by extension to the pedgmhgibg to the
fraternity of humans and gods. “You can adore or love them, you sawrdior attack
them, you can make them butts of wit and sarcAsnyet never does Nandy talk of
reasons to contest them in any way that superannuates their pmwaninish them to
the present status of zephyrs, that is, fiction, and to ignera:tthe reasons are already
illegitimate, if not Western. Nandy characterizes the authofi magical discourse by

offering himself as example.

85 «A Report on the Present State of Health of thelsGand Goddesses in South Asi8bnfire of Creeds: the
essential Ashis NandyOxford: Oxford U.P., 2004. 131
* Ibid 131
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The literary theorist D.R. Jagaraj accused me of writinthese things as
an outsider. ‘You come to the gods and goddesses as an intellectual,
academically,” he said. | often felt like telling him thiabugh | did not
want to come to them, they forced me. There is an inevitable logi
through which these obstreperous deities infect our lives, pervadernit, eve
invade and take it over, independently of our likes and dislikes. Ladst m
other South Asians, belonging to a whole range of faiths, | have noechoi
in the mattef®
While on the surface Nandy seems to have surrendered agencyetevbegday deities,
the possibility of secularization, moreover its reality aslitrezl-experience of modernity
or the West, suggests that Nandy’s inversion of the knower and tlesobj&knowledge
is rhetorical and ethical. He not only serves as an advocatthdosatirist whose
humiliation at the hands of Hindu nationalists opened the article, boitsthnds as a
producer ofethos Nandy begins the article by denouncing the killing of the yelaar
gods as cultural imperialism; then he sets up the aforementionedativl relevant
fraternity—a society where gods are as much political agenteuman politicians—
which he populates with those gods and goddesses he thinks right. Toenkept is
not gods but “belonging”. Why not propose the renunciation of faith, atithmize
belief? Why not? Because life for these deities, for atiede depends on cultivating,
sustaining, and expanding the category of the “belonged”, to whom godsrandsdare
not culturally produced fantasies inculcated in good boys and girlSrdalt and must

be dealt with. As such, the life and times of these “human” godsidpeb another
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story’®>. Where Nandy has to, others do not; we do not. Nandy's argumealiglpthe
thinking of other Postcolonial writers, and his advocacy speak®qdrbduction oéthos
in which texts likeThe Satanic Versagain a kind of agency against which we would
have no choice. This, in fact, is how Nandy positions Rushdie’s"atire

While “magic” connotes and possibly devalues believers of magicriynfédne
objection to the label also speaks of a desire for power, spéyifimathis kind of novel
to do something thabther kinds, also relegated to their categories in the literary
marketplace, cannot or do not do. In addition to whatever magic #nabmmay not
exist, there is a “magic” symptomatic of a desire for authamd power. The difference
in capability is implied by the attention paid to novels that are to be “maadistten one
frame of reference and “history” in another, as though other modkes,Nipaul’s
realism, or the dry report of relief agencies, prove inadequateould be easy to ignore
the either-or logic where it rules, when writers maintainrttetoric of a great pluralism
and do not seem to denounce each other for falsehood. Certainly a bookstuelhtain
many kinds of books. To understand the power meant for magic by -oseys; we
have to look to where particular ideas would not be denied, where so much is at $take tha
the question of “what’s at stake” seems out-of-place, becausenat [int an argument

will be made why this book, or these words, and not those, should be, have to be

% To use the problematic formulated in PlatBlsaedra good is not what these gods love but what they
serve.

" The society of everyday gods threatens monothasmuch as it threatens secular rationalism, airaprd
to Nandy. “Even in starkly monotheistic religiogmds and goddesses are waiting just outside thes ai
consciousness. Most of the anger agai® Satanic Versewas inspired by the gratuitous insults that
Rushdie heaped on some of Islam’s revered figbugspart of it might also have been a responsketdatent
fear that the banished might return. The non-l&lamn pre-Islamic forms of consciousness that thekb
unwittingly invokes may or may not threaten ‘maieam’ Islam, but they perhaps haunt the many Isglami
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circulated. The ideas of barbarian and magic-believer prevevdanted agency. The
(new) signs should make a difference. It seems to me, thatwehaheir antagonism,
the categorizer and his critic share a difference: thewgrdiff their interpretations of the
relationship between Rushdie and literature. Whether Rushdie’s noueglbten or
entertain, or both, they do so because the author made them to bendifienel if they
are to do anything, they can only do so after alerting readehat difference. Rushdie
deliberately departs from his predecessors. He desires ¢éadd@s such. The difference
is the same, then, even when the critic promoting it calls it by a diffeeame, and hopes
that under a different name it causes changes that arednaonatic than those caused by
“the magic realism of Rushdie”. It is the difference #adbles the critical debate on its
meaning, its consequence. Rushdie is breaking our sense of reatioyrbglizing the
fantastic on purpose; let us adriiat even as we debate how to categofibe Satanic
Versesand The Moor’s Last Sigh There is something deliberately odd in these books,
the oddity of what they treat as ordindryThis difference, composed by Rushdie, which
establishes the common starting point for the categorizer arahthheategorizer, is also
our starting point. However, rather than moving immediately intobatdeabout the
subversive, transformative, or enlightenment power of the genericedifigion, and
asking that difference to subvert, transform, enlighten, | am simgking: why

magically violate our extant skeptical and demystifyatigo®

communities in those parts of the world where starims are, as | remarked, no longer one’s distant,
superseded past”. (134)
" This sense of the ordinary is, | think, what sefes “magic realism” from surrealism, for the latigns to
defeat any sense of consistency and regularity.
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The answer is easy. Rushdie knows his audience. He needs talexdéeling
that we are less, and more, than we think we are; and to connect us in ways that we do not
ordinarily feel we connect. Magic realist novels are not @nitty people who believe in
the “magic” that distinguishes their books from others. LisbeRushdie or Morrison or
Marquez. Not one is a skeptical empiricist by any means. rigisfs tend not to admit
an idea unless it were provable and has been subjected to rigorousvedtitg. Yet
neither are those authors unaware that they are using metaphortegondeg®. To
respect magic as much as scientific explanations may lodda fwhat the writer wants,
but it means also forgetting the critical study of what thieva are trying to do, the
circumstance of their writing, the particularities of themres. In fact, it means erasing
what the producers @thosknow about how to use stories to advantage. “Corrections”
to thestatus quoon behalf of the disadvantaged overreaches because it obscesds a
difference used by the “corrective”. | challenge anyonéin enough people who
having readlhe Satanic Versgamp from a plane—it does not even have to explode—
with the purpose of jump starting apocalyptic revolution, enough for ugpjaresss our
suspicion of the author’s rhetorical trick. That will be when Idv&imagic in literature
is true belief. Short of the genuine, we are forced to concludeRilnstdie is using a

tactic.

"2 When criticism legitimizes the “magic” of “othepeople, it has already changed the context of it

of the novels. Rushdie’s magic is meant for thek&o Prize; it is not that untranslatable experené
Kashmir. To insist on using “magic” for the patgi of cultural dignity is to miss Rushdie’s purpoda
“Cosmopolitanism and Obijectivity” from his boolSelf, Nation, Text in Salman Rushdi®&kdnight’s
Children, Neil Kortenaar recognizes that the fuorctdf Rushdie’s magic is to first enter into the égtern”
context, where magic is unexpected, before movirggyghing to another one: the truth of the outsidéhe
truth of the outsider is, of course, not the trothhe native; Kortenaar is interpreting the difiece that, for
me, also produces the intersubjective experiefte.ethosthat calls for organizing culture around magic that
is not our magic is produced under an authoritythas certain kinds of literary analysis.
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Viktor Shklovsky conceived defamiliarization to describe thadmg technique
wherein common expectations of reality are deliberately aéeffa The concept
explains the difference between everyday language and the wfofkdstoy, who has a
horse narrate a story. Metaphors, too, are critical to thisifumcas evident by the
famous one that operiEhe Love Song of J. Alfred Prufréék Formalists and their
Western counterparts the Structuralists thought that defamalilzmight be a force to
convince the reader what he takes as natural is actually sedidtyrules of which he is
unaware. The hope would be extended by some to literary modemnémnag it is
Rushdie’s hope. The technique has a wide vocabulary. It can be@s sis Spivak
changing the name for wet nurses from “wet-nurse” to “brgiast’; or as elaborate as
the juxtaposition and anachronism of Bertol Brecht's epic-theatpicaduction of the
familiar story of Galileo, hi&/erfremdungseffektAmitav Ghosh defamiliarizes the idea
of circumcision by incorporating into his narrative severataiams of its meanir(g;
each narrator makes circumcision “speak” in a way unfamibahis audience. In
Gabriel Garcia Marquez'®ne Hundred Years of Solitutlee working life in the village
might be a Marxist allegory of our alienation from our own toatsalgenation which we
workers have “naturalized”. The village and idea of the alleg@nyainly arenot
confirmable, although in that particular universe it is taken torbal™prima facie
When we decide that something is metaphorical, we have pldestbed that the talking
hammer is not real. In other words, we are familiar witmatwv. Unlike specific

metaphors, magic realist conceits are supposed to force us toidecans rules for the

3 Art as Technique
" Not cited by Shklovsky.

270



whole of reality and the system(s) that decide what is red w&hat is ndf.
Marginalizing someone does not turn him into a monster; exceptrthiettd Satanic
Versesit does. We have naturalized our discriminatory markers (likeniheators for
race or nationality). By substituting an element in how that imlapplied, while
maintaining consistency everywhere else, the defamiliarizony guestions why we do
not consider our own rules as unnatural as the odd ones in the mégitsreaiverse.
After all, is not discrimination by skin color or religious atas absurd as discrimination
by cloven hooves? For Rushdie, every exchange is opportunity to deizetilevery
encounter brings us to the field of othering. The objection to ttegaazation of
Rushdie’s novels and those like them as magic realism istdegaa the point that the
designation prevents the necessary contrast and comparison. ate tieat readers will
simply naturalize the rules that are being criticize in @aiqudar novel, and what should
be odd becomes ordinary. Or, by relegating the novels to a neyoatee can dismiss
those substitutions that give us anxiety as metaphors and nothingvithdes. In other
words, in this particular debate we find another instance of thetralist/post-
structuralist “double edge”.

Structuralism was optimistic when it was new. It could patetdogma and
superstition: god is not that which sent you to hell (or reward you gtiven) but a
pattern of human belief and a discourse used by some to manipulate. otvéren
structuralism grew old, and relatively popular, and lost its atiiorce, it was, in the

eyes of its poststructuralist critics, another hegemonic, colonizgogpurse—in the same

In An Antique Land See my Chapter 2.
® One might be able to use this intention to edifgitferentiate between “magic realism” and “fagtas
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insidious way that humanist discourse promoting man’s development zadotine
colonies. The attempt to decode is not “better”: it is a taranother code, under the
(supposedly false) assumptions that others code, and other codes odified, can be
mastered.

Russian formalists and structuralists like Viktor Shklovsky, Ronakoklson and
Mikhail Bhaktin hoped that the discovery of the specific rules afiiggtion would lead
to freedom of thought and newfound agency. Defamiliarization is ogetavancover
the rules. Across the continent, in Europe, the playwright BeretHifounded a new
dramaturgy based in part of théerfremdungeffekt The V-effect is achieved by
deliberately “transgressing” the rules of theatrical representéBrecht followed Ibsen’s
realism and was able to break through the “fourth wall” the ierecof which
characterizes the dramaturgy of the latter), for the plagjwthought that an audience
which gapes at a scene unconscious of the rules of representationhis,theatre and
elsewhere, a passive consumer of what passes for “realitgchBs dramaturgy would
be developed in English theatres after WWII, after Georgeriddwiought it to the Royal
Court.

But it was the promotion and use of Structuralism in France and daten
American Universities that showed Structuralism’s power. And taniilike those of
the anthropologist Roland Barthes and historians of the historians Ahttades School
pointed to the power and limitation of thinking about the world in tesmsepeating
patterns and the rules that govern them. Further politicizatibieary modes led to the
conclusion that sometimes, what is mistaken for defamiliarizatsoagctually its own

language (which we have not yet learned to read); the fathmancept relates texts to
272



the dominant or normal dialect. Magic is not defamiliarizatibig the reality for many
people, so goes the argument. | disagree, but only insofar ask| #md have argued
here, that there are two different “magics”. And therehes dame difference, whether
interpreted as between stories or between identities, theedifieithat is addressed to us
who are supposed to recognize, in one school of thought, a type ofdengses and in
another school, the neo-colonization of a people. Rushdie does not exterideinto
political field as far as critics like Nandy and Chakrabaatyd again it is more accurate
to understand the magic of his novels as wishful efforts to connect rather thaiomsde
identities.

There is a line of criticism against Structuralist analyisat focuses on its lack of
affect; or, its affectation of disinterest. Like the quies against Structuralism in various
academic disciplines, it belongs to a class that makes mudie afifference between
structure and lived-experience. | do not think that any Structuvedigld ever think of
his work in the way his critics would, but there is a sensettiegapatterns do not have
meaning for the scholar as they do for those whom they are netnzabut something
produced to represent the experiences of life. Patterning languaheulture into
structures of meaning does not reproduce what a living person enqesi The
anthropologist can conclude, | have found the repeated image of paculpartd such
and such trib€. The literary critic can read racism in the increduloushutied brow
of Egypt. The revolutionary can rationalize murder as anotheehbatthe war among

classes. But none of these interpretations, neither the expresgiain af legal briefs on

" The popular book to cite when one needs to moire lpyond its expression and representation is€lai
Scary’s bookThe Body in Pain Oxford: Oxford U.P., 1987.

273



torture methods, nor Hamlet's line, nor the death of Arundati Roy’s umabie hero,
tell—really telll—the pain of oppression, or mutilation, or torturetru&uralism is
inadequate because it fails to communicate reality in its sisalyWhat is oftemot
acknowledged is that such knowledge never pretendéeé toorethan what we know,
never pretends to put the knower on Pluto, make him feel Pluto, be Plutmuspss it,
then, to blame scientific knowledge based on the example of a persocieahy does
not understand from the discussion about Pluto that “planet” is a humasptamc not
the transcendental order of the universe. | agree with thediiisti that is the basis for
the critique. | agree that having a dictionary of post-coloniadidad pejoratives is not
the same as understanding of the racial tension among peoplestnasaynderstanding
racial tension among peoples the same as being disciplined to coonesadf in racial
categories, especially a persecuted one. At the sameltthsagree with the alternative
supposition—the legitimization of the “new” idea of lived-experierbecause it does
not solve the problem that justifies revising how we currently medmowledge. It
does not fix the mistake of confusing our discursive tools for thingmselves, and
confuses the separate tasks of knowing and reproducing affect. v@iscpthe gap
between knowledge and reality is fair; chasing after ungraspkbxdd-experience
controlled by another is anothethosaltogether.

Indeed, lived-experience is paradoxical. Or at least tnseptually suspect, like
the problem of translation to which it is similar in formulatieow &unction. The concept
refers to something that can never be referenced, and does sombdtingag been
complicated, as it were, when done by others. Experience, livdtbwever else

constructed, is an always already determined idea. Experiencgotelisat you must list
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to the ghost of your father, and do as you shall hear, rathetrjhinanalyze what is felt
as the return of the repressed—or just the wind under the door. Nowvetiag this
limitation should lead us to conclude that someone’s narrated expe(@their “lived-
experience”) is as much a discursive exercise as someoakirgpebout the moral
improvement of man, especially if we use structural or formalyais to make sense of
the words as “experience”. But this is not the conclusion of reformed post-
structuralists. The determinacy of narrative does not invalitda notion of true
experience. The discourse of “lived-experience” is set up to always showaithexjuacy
andto let people nevertheless speak about experience. It preduivds treat “story”.
Stories of intersubjective experiences are constructionistécimons” of Structuralist
and Poststructuralist thinking, or more accurately of critical kedge in the time of
theory; the corrections also manage to erasetti@sthat reacts skeptically to discursive
authority and challenges those constructs in which humans have heavily invested.
The authority of experience makes everyone at least an authorsgnogthing.
Moreover, this authority is exclusive: how dare you tell me whah, you who have
never lived my life. Of course there is what you call malgaw else is thunder made?
Lived-experience holds some secret “thing” that defies knowledgeis-defined as
such—yet, overcoming the skepticism that had led to the developmkntwfedge by
structural analysis, greatly directs understanding. The livpdreence of the post-
colonial holds something ungraspable, indominable by the epistemes of thenm8de
in a way, lived-experience and similar concepts represepts to return to authority
those mechanisms that have lead to dogma and superstition, comntanmgyhtt and

wrong and the fear and shame to “enforce” it. This authorityspecially useful to
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writers like Ghosh, because it means that the person who “expedie history—and
everyone experiences at the very least the history of higmiresan write history as
well (to be considered as seriously) as the institutionally seddnistorian: in fact, more
so because lived and not constructed. Analytical representationhékstructure of
oppression, will be less adequate than experience. “Lived-exp€righea, saves
experience from being treated as always already mediafted econstruction). When
Rushdie says not enough attention is paid to the “realism” ofethef§ he is right. It is
realism that leads from the invention of words to truth claims. idée of experience is
still useful, and must be kept. Supporters of the idea of lived-exper are simply
trying to legitimate writing that imagine strategic idpwariting, for example, that reflects
preferred emotional states like fear of development and loveideless people, and
provokes similar ones in the reader (who is necessarily exclude the actual
experience). A humbling “lived-experience” can then be the Hasian ethos of
humility. This should be clear when we note that the “lived-egped” of the slave
from In An Antique Lands what Ghosh imagind® might have experienced: the human
we all could be (if we wanted).

The language of sadness is not sadness, the cry of pain is notNmircan a
piece of writing fully convey to the reader a state, an e@pee, an existence, and force
him to deal with itas thoughhe lived it, as though it meant to him the same as to those of
the true experience. In other words, reading how the oppressegmessed does not
always force the reader to deal with oppression; reading Waléatbther Lifedoes not

force us to change our fundamental relation to peoples of the Antiie(to be even

"8 Interview with Charlie RoseCharlie Rose WPBS7530 June 2008.



more liberal) to help them change our systems of interrelafldve language of sadness
does not prompt you to end the cause of sadness; the cry of painotlggempt me to
end the source of pain.

So the critiques leveledgainst structural analysis as an inadequate mode of
understanding imply that there are texts able to pass fohitig itself. These texts are
magical, to say the least. They penetrate through untruths &lemS telepathy
penetrates. Words are burdened with the desire for the thirfg aigain. If the writings
of the OHCHR?® do not do enough, there must be texts that can. There must be other
instruments of the progressive history that sees value in OH(RIRhdie’s comments
imply that “story” acts discursively very much like “livedgerience”: in the referential
mode, story is lived-experience. Stories not only connect usuaitdamental level, but
they also belong to a structure of effects endorsed directiigdiy producers and tacitly
by those who circulate them. The fantasy may not be that vaoigexts can do things,
but that, contrary to the idea that texts can do nothing and anytigaltagency, or the
actions of storytelling, can be brought into confluence with a specibral order.
“Sometimes legends make reality,” writes Rushdie, “and becoore useful than the
facts™®.

The politics that invests lived-experience with inviolable sigaifice is also that
kind which objects to any disinterested use of the label “magitie critique is, again,
broadly of the same class as that leveled against Struaturalel that which desires the

production of certain kinds of knowledge to establish and reinforaetstes of effects.

9 Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights
8 Midnight's Children47
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Postcolonial critics like Ashis Nandy see such labels asess-@ultural condescension, if
not wors&": one culture labels the practices of another as “magicastder to subject
the “magical” culture to the labeling culture’s norms. This speeially demeaning
because magic is associated with being primitive and livinggitally” makes one in
need of modernization. The logic that preserves a culture’s taghkperience what
another culture might call “magic” is the same that preseavegerson’s “lived-
experience” from the judgment of those centers of authority thgitinkze
“experiences”. And by this same argument, the act of camggrihe cultural lives of
people into patterns of “magic”, like people worshiping totems, isgeldawith the same
imperialistic impulse as structuralist anthropology is chargeéll. wihe stakes have been
raised from simple satire and repetition with difference.

When studying literature, the label of fantasy, | admit, cad teadiscounting
insights a novelist may bring. Such categorization fails to uradetdhe reality of a
stereotype because it can easily presume to have alreaghgioundl it. In a 1981 review,
David Pritchard callsvidnight's Children“a remarkable comic novel”, ending with a
caveat that “the best of fiction today is to be found in the gyate$antasy of the comic
novel”® He is still right, although we who are nearly three desag@moved from the
initial publication of the novel better understand what makesmtrkable. Yet why
should Rushdie’s remarkable work hold more authority than is curralidifed to our

best novelists? What justifies adding to “best of fiction” tlaust of “best of ideas” or

8L And not just Postcolonial critics, to be sure.eTalorization of anything dismissed by modernspeas

across various schools. | have already mentionaglséfman’s view when | discussed the construcfitimo

anthropological archive and the judgment of thehigist. “The Magical Texts in the Cairo Genizah.”
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“best expression of truth”? Pritchard’s may be an incompldteatran, but why should
we respond by overvaluing the novel and granting its producer the pawer that
chutney ha# the story?

More importantly, the possibility of a charge of cross-culturgdarialism proves
my point. And my point is that the writers of “magic” do not simyghnt to stay within
realms (or communities, if you like) where their magic is not “magitiere flying is not
a structure of effects requiring the suspension of disbelief butrdinary action like
walking; where the difference between walking/flying does nagmni§i “magic”.
“Magic”, the discourse on “magic” that addresses Modernity, is tadgetspecific extant
concepts and ideas, and intended to install other concepts and ideagtimdalefield.
Ashis Nandy is not worried that people cannot expurgate gods fnem way of
thinking; he actually wants greater authority from what aresrgidly theological
statements. Of greater importance is the power to makesclanaer the authority of
anti-modern gods Modernity such that signs can magically transform the worldhiléV
the move to label something as “magical realism”, we miglaigine, comes from the
audience and is directed towards the text/writer, there israspanding move from the
other direction, which evidence a difference, marked here bgatieular issue of how
ethics determines one’s “knowledge” of magic. It is this ed@dhce on which
intercultural understanding, and intersubjectivity, are based.

This means that there is more at work than the untranslataltlgal difference

of “magic”. There is more at work in that which uses the conokeptagic and lived-

Genizah research after ninety years: The Case dddo-Arabic StudiesEds. Blau, Joshua. Stefan C. Reif.
Cambridge:Cambridge U.P. 1992. 160.
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experience to influence interpretation. “Lived-experiencestalteral products, and the
way to begin to analyze the new cultural products that introduce ghrgtsagic is to
treat them as Bhabha treats the cultural productions he declagsist cultural
differentiation and question the reality of the discourse. Magig dedamiliarize our
sense of reality, but it may install other things, other “tiesli, that will have to be
demystified. So much more is required of the “magic” that tries toegctrial the field of
the literary, which if the very scrutiny Rushdie tries tccemvent in his lament that
story-tellers do not have authority anymore. There is new mégievhich writers
modulate after defamilization and deconstruction; that magiansliar to us as the
discursive authority of claiming “lived-experience”, citing the peoblof translation, and
plotting unfinished business. In her ambition to intervene, the stdey-telho
reconfigures the old and the new strives to be as powerful agvubRtion produced
when Gabreel and the Prophet mergedThe Satanic Verses.The intersubjective
experience must transform. Such magic is obviously produced for ndk,ifa
Postcolonialism gains authority, or where Postcolonialist discoussealready
authoritative, those concepts and things under the protection of “magodmbee
inaccessible to further testing and contestation. In that caseilviave been magically
transported to another story, or it will have been telepathicallggieally—planted in

our minds. We have become its subjects.

8 pritchard, David. Rev. dflidnight’s Children by Salman Rushdielibrary Journal 106.4 (1981): 472
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the ties that bind Midnight’s Children

The idea that the signs important to one subject can infiltratbemand change
it appears very early in Rushdiesuvre and telepathy of this sort continues to underlie
his work. Think of telepathy as an easy way to not only modulate fine subjective to
intersubjective, but also to distribute the new signs directtywant telepathy is to want
power. Magic and telepathy represent power to rewrite sipese discursive authority
is missing. InMidnight’s Children Rushdie’s reputation-making novel, Aadam Aziz, a
medicine man after the modern model, is haunted by Tai's natsgtemnation of the
“new” Kashmiri societies. Tai claims to be older than the manstthe withessed them
being born. Most of us, of course, are not convinced, neither of his lopgewi his
authority to judge, unless we were to naively accept whateveaidsas face value.
Rushdie does not present evidence refuting Tai's claim. Insteadakesm\adam a
captive auditor, skeptical but compelled—to a greater extent thary & us—to
process, to work through, what Tai says. Tai represents that oflyeofwife before
modernization; Aadam the possibilities after. Their dialogueesens allegory for
India’s post-partition struggles to conceive itself. Their djaoalso connects them (as
Tai’'s story becomes part of Aadam’s story) in an ongoing convamsttat structures
Rushdie’s intersubjectivity and the foundation upon which to prodtleasfor modern
India. The resulting new appreciation of modern medicine superimpdéagmtes in
medical practice with differences in cultural identity forioat such that what might
have been a comparison between methods, i.e. surgeon : bonesetter, bé@mes

antagonist identity formation, or surgeon-West : bonesetter-Kashmiri.
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Furthermore, the struggle to modernize takes on the language of nativism and
xenophobia. “Sistersleeping pigskin bag from Abroad full of foreigners’s tridles,”
curses (in Aadam’s head). “Big-shot bag. Now if a man breaks an arm that lbag wil
not let the bonesetter bind it in leaves. Now a man must let his wife lie beside that
bag and watch knives come and cut her open. A fine business, what these foreigners
put in our young men’s heads. | swear: it is a too-bad thing. That bag should fry in
Hell with the testicles of the ungodly.” (22) Fear of the modern medicirleds a
according to this representation, fear of the West; and in this struggle Paidam’s
head) vilifies Adam as collaborator in the violation of the natural order.

The infiltration and ethical crisis is one-sided (and this might give us dhaoes a
Rushdie’s presentiments). Tai's way of lisghreatened. The culture that he
practices is receding under the tide of Modernity. He has little power toyweise
Yet it would hardly be proper to assert that people like Tai threaten sooiahrahd
should be ignored or, if they become militant, be suppressed. Hardly proper is it to
think that modernity can infiltrate Tai, or ignore him. Tai represents the ceunter
values, and Rushdie provides him with effective countermeasures: the power to
haunt. Tai’'s story of being as old as the mountains—a story anthropologically
explainable yet clearly false by any tesspart of Aadam’s story now. Though
written early in his careeMidnight’'s Childrendemonstrates some of the feelings its
author expresses in interviews lately. The novel does not hedge its bet against the
profound agency of interconnected (and here infiltrating) narratives by mxlai
how words sometimes fail to motivate—how words sometimes fail and die with their

speaker. While there will be occasions which, we know through analysis, betray the
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intelligence of such powers, the narrator operates with and the narrative takes
seriously the creative capacity of producing language and the correspeodémat
act to changes in material reality. It does so as a book Rushdie (or his publisher)
circulates throughout the world, and it does so in the world of the novel.

This optimism is natural to some degree. An author must feehihaction is
efficacious in some way, however so little or so great, forthirmake the effort to put
pen to paper. The effect could be that he is paid. For Sinai, wistagvay of changing
the terms of his social “inheritance”.

Years ticking away—and my inheritance grows, because nowd tinee
mythical golden teeth of the boatman Tai, and his brandy bottlehw
foretold my father’'s alcoholic djinns; | have llse Lubin for suicatel
pickled snakes for virility; 1 have Tai-for-changelessness oppdsed
Aadam-for-progress; and | have, too, the odours of the unwashed boatman
which drove my grandparents south, and made Bombay a possibility.
...And now, driven by Padma and ticktock, | move on, acquiring
Mahatma Gandhi and his hartal, ingesting thumb-and-forefinger,
swallowing the moment at which Aadam Aziz did not know whether he
was Kashmiri or India; now I'm drinking Mercurochrome and staims th
shape of hands which will recur in spilt betel-juice, and I'm ggmown
Dyer, moustache and all; my grandfather is saved by his noselanda
appears on his chest, never to fade, so that he and | find in silas=a
throbbing the answer to the question, Indian or Kashmiri? Staindtkby t

bruise of a Heidelberg bag’s clasp, we throw our lot in withanddut the
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alienness of blue eyes remains. Tai dies, but his magic baegsis still,

and makes us men apart. (107)
To understand Rushdie’s conceit, we have to first recognize thatathetor positions
what he produces as an inheritance, as something bequeathed to &imatiogr. We
have to appreciate this postmodern move—postmodern because it valugsentwye @t
the narrator to choose and even dictate his being by his narrativékrdw” something
of the present backwards in time so that it comes back astlsiog of the past, as
history. Yet after appreciation, we need to recognize, that “itigeritance” is
represented as a thing apart from and forgetful of the conditis pfoduction. For the
moment, the moment we believe the words of Sinai the narrator, themhara buy into
the conceit, Tai and Lubin and Aziz are no longer post-independenceiomgeriiut
come to us, are inherited by us, as a past reality; and the tdeg exemplify, for
instance Tai-for-changelessness versus Aadam-for-progressnéquatterns that link
past and present; in other words the patterns we understand as hidothiere a
difference between invention and inheritance? To understand th@sidusaphical
conceit, we have to be aware that Rushdie wants both the presentatifegroduction
and the narrative as inherited past to be meaningful. The formemdbévalidate the
latter. For Rushdie, the question of how much of history is made-up anchholwtrue,
naturally raised when we become aware of contemporary claims aboutdireidaty of
the writing of history, is less important than the fact thathé conceitis convincing,
history and historiography constitute two simultaneously availabledes of
understanding. They are used in service to the truth. Doubts abotrtutimeof

meaningful temporal patterns have weakened history only slightke. n@rrator may be
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throwing his present into the past, but his invention has the authorhg oéality of the
past.

The last sentence of the excerpt, which speaks about Tai's lelsaldeon the
imagination, demonstrates how social critique might hold authorityhatigs over us”.
Tai criticizes Aadam Aziz’'s modern medicine. The boatmantseamlently and
belligerently to foreign presence, and his target embodiefotagn in his manner and
dress (the leather handbag, for instance). In response to tla, theeprojects an
indefinitely elongated existence in the past (Rushdie lets hmmdo have seen the
mountains being created; the claim is matter Aadam’s return), and so can be said to
also represent the conservative revaluation of the old, now valuabl& ageh it comes
into contact with the new.

But if the conflict were to have been just between the mennichipf@adam, then
we might not think much of the passing of the former. Tai's critigeeds to linger
hauntingly beyond its utterance so that it can alienate Aziz fimmewly acquired
modernity, to place the western-trained medicine man in theetiween space. The
thoughts of another are part of our thinking. Without Tai, or the ymessof his
antagonism, Aadam might have lived less problematically asodern subject—an
effective generational break. The doctor could have turned up his nibee@imitive.
He could have let the boatman die and be done with the crazy magis. But, of
course, that would not serve Rushdie at all. It would not serve thedisiothere is no
novel to be found in easily resolved differences. And it would not Roahdie the
Postcolonial thinker. This is why examples of what Aadam ntighe been like without

Tai, or anything like him, are found in the works of other writers+pald’s narrators,
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for instance, who deal with the transition differently—and not ghthe intersubjective
experience. | am not speaking about the truth of ethical crisis modudche transition,
by the transition, from colony to self-government. Yes therdaiffieulties to confront,
but not everyone confronting them will suffer crisis. So | spdatultural management,
or management that produces culture, which can attenuate, mamgirthéizount, has
done so, the power of that which Tai here represents. Such a pyssiilld mean no
medium in which the voice of Tai are reproduced, spreads, and contmuesunt
Modernity. Let Aadam live, Tai die, and Modernity in its “bad” fomumph over the
Primitive. The conceit of basic consumption—eating, smelling, dripletc.—indicates
the desired extent and degree of infiltration by Tai and the adleas that comprise
Sinai’'s “inheritance”, and, to return to the time of composition, to-pastition, and the
rise of modern India, the extent and degree Rushdie’s narratis teainternalize that
self-administered “inheritance”, which includes Tai, as consciendedoubtedly there
are struggles in post-colonial societies, and in many other oneaghlgos Western ones,
too, represented by the conflict between Tai and Aadam. Its pathblogever, is not
set, or not as prevalent, pervasive, and deep-rooted, as Rushdie’strggest. And we
are healthy, not sick, because we are in position to decide wloethet the allegory of
tradition versus modern is critical to us. No exorcism would beetkddr some of us,
for you who read this, can reason ourselves out of such problems, if natheovsoon.
By fictionalizing the magical principle of haunting, the produceetbbsestablishes an
intersubjectivity that increases the authority and effectiveok#fise idea that (this) one

story has to be a part of everyone else’s.
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Genealogy is another form of haunting—that is, another way toteelwstorical
legacy. Instead of an apparition, the past continues to haunt tleatpaesa sign. Magic
is the power to revise geneaology. By taking advantage oiethéhtit bind generations,
the writer can change the present by rewriting past connectidascan claim heritage.
He cannot do sex nihilg of course, and Rushdie is very careful to show the inescapable
legacy of colonization, but the family tree can be manipulated nestgh to understand
old relations anew and createew relations. This is Rushdie's magical addition.
Therefore, geneaology may be considered one of those moments Rbshelie
superimposes the magical mode with the writing of history bingisome historians
power beyond their authority. Saleem frdviidnight’s Childrenis such a figure. The
past and its configuration the tree is intersubjective.

There is no reason to doubt that a human being is the biological affgfriwo
progenitors (not yet anyway); under this assumption, we can crdamilg tree that
traces the contributors of genetic material. Social practaaplicates the task of
identifying “father”, as people of great influence may also ifuahd that influence is
hardly definitively measurable. A “father” may not be he whordmmied one half of an
individual's genes, for we use “father” to refer to those wheedhiss, or who otherwise
have an intimate relationship we see merits the honoMidnight's Children,fathers
determine some aspect of Saleem, and the narrative, as Saleaimtpls stories of the
different parents he has had and the determinacy of those corBattg.is not a chart
(or it is not supposed to be taken as such). It is not a transgaeeting of various
determinations: that Aadam (with Tai in his head) made his gramdsgmthesis between

old-Indian and new-Western ideas that is not alien but originaltretidhadam made his
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son into a uxorious man; and that Methwold the last of the Englishadbiddslia divided
himself and the land as he divided his hair. The narrator-wrileei®aSinaiat times
refuses to disclose his exact lineage as he tells the atmtythis refusal is supposed to
suggest that, although the reality of the present cannot be denidderemmnectedness
between present and past, things did not have to turn out the way thejhdigheople
who met and became his parents did not have to meet; at the s@nkdidoes not have
to have descended from the union of this man with that woman. Geneslogy
providential. It is, according to the model set upNbiginight's Children constituted
from episodes of contingent relations into which different parties investisb that they
are no longer contingent.

Maintaining both the belief in determinacy of genealogy and theaey of
genealogical reconfiguration, the tracing of past and présmumes palimpsestic. It is
in this way that genealogy may be alternately determiaatk indeterminate. The
palimpsest is that upon which we trace, or, in our analogythieigamily tree. The tree
does not have to exist at all. But it does, and a tree of thetywaan be fixed. Father is
not just defamiliarized—look at all your metaphorical “fathers”ustbmmediately
placed back into authority. Just think: you can change descent todyantagé®. The
authority to use genealogy, to erase aadrite on the palimpsest, maintains that it may
be both, that both ways of thinking about the relations between the paesktite past

must be open and available for use; while ittetancesin which it is being deployed,

8 which should make us suspect why the branch sha@ti cannot be cut. Indeed, Rushdie rarely est ti
since he means to show there is a plenitude ofeatiams already in the world. The ties-that-biah de
transformed, but to sever them—even to sever thaiie Wnowing the consequences—to say “I have heard
your story and | really want nothing to do witlyding forward”, verges on the unethical.
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especially if it presumes to teach us the ethical from thehizaétis governed by the
logic of either/or. In these two qualities, the newness of thstlanstance of use and the
continuing authority of the palimpsest—that is, the Idea of “fathe” writer, a
revisionist of history like Saleem, has told us tell us how we should take his text.

The structure oMidnight’s Children’sgenealogy becomes clear if we erase the
so-called tracingpeforeit has worked its wonders, or if we resist Saleem’s feelings on the
matter and decide that the new father is new, the claim leérfadod to be a claim, and
never confuse one for the other. In other words, it shows itselftiat ivis when we
refuse to abide by the rules that constitute the palimpsestnaltes of the authoritio
palimpsest(if after Lewis Carol we verb our noun), to double, to negotiate,visagis
clear when we evaluate the privilege of the person who gets tadhelgdarchment and
write on it. Who gets to hold it? Can you or | hold it, too? Cardwto it what we do
to rocks, and get no grief? Who gets to pick his father, and more anfignivho has to
recognize the relationship? Can we go back, so to speak? Ahnadtat has already
been formed, mediated by the authority of the Palimpsest. Thapsaist writer has
modulated. It is in the moralizing mode, based on the binary either gobad, that
someone—like me—uwith rival if not conflicting motives is preventednfiommediately
taking the palimpsest and rewriting, again, and again. The difierbatween the
authority of representing past-present and the instances wheauthatity is exercised
has been a major emphasis of the dissertation. Hijacking thepternoethe same way
that Rushdie “hijacks” genealogy from the social order that agesstablish necessary

relations—constitutes one of the dissertation’s critical methdsispposing Rushdie’s
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framework, scrutiny of the objective reality being establishbolws us to take each
other’s words for what they are.

The concept of “father” expands the list of possible causal ageatiable to the
writer who uses genealogy. And it determines one’s relatiprishthe cause. Rushdie
lets Saleem use it whenever he needs to establish a saosgl relation between past
and present, and conveys a persistent attachment, a bond, an authaliiggrgem that
causal relationship. At the same time, the author avoids usitgtfdtankly as a term
of endearment because that use would have slid the connection betaeandppresent
too close to the subjectiveness or relativity of sentiments, whictay yet be; and he
avoids using the term during crises because that use would diskheveroblem of the
agency of the son who can invent his fathers. One can try to reWwet@ast but
sometimes one is just fooling oneself; this can be a tedthe Ifies-that-bind be filial,
then name the father, and detail the reason, and let us checkwefgigld. The magic
of genealogy is its hold on us, the seriousness with which we hatekedopaternity
claims under new precedence, and the difficulty of trying«tbaeculture where we may
be forced to deny the father and refuse the name. Act@i@gom may be gained by
diminishing the continuing influence of fathers, of the Father, by gogirowing up and
moving on, instead of substituting figure after figure, but then thisdviakle away the
discursive instrument of palimpsestic geneaology.

Specter-to-modernity is also on the list of available causaitgigén the ethical

field—things we have to take seriously, react to, fetishikke useof specters, like the

8| would never say that “a specter caused he”saime way that | would never say “God wikdgadise
Lost, howsoever inspired Milton might have been. llway that a man, believing he was answering such
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use of “father”, is that magic which allows a writer to ¢eea relation normally rejected
with easy indifference, such as that between Tai and Aadanorieidtrelations become
present again, only with very different demands. In particsf@ctral causality is not
valueless like science: valueless in the sense that the spintiin particles created
from the same event will turn out to be opposite even when lighs-\sazart, but the
oppositionality of spin does not try to persuade us in the samethaedyan ethical
narrative on the opposite fortune of the rich and the poor is mé&anfTtoe ties-that-bind
are supposed to command value also, especially when we are Iatefffein it—when
we are convinced that we belong to the network of ties. A famég—tthe
representation of relations—tells us little about how each knob andhbrelates to the
other, and can be used to convince us about how we should feel by rappealimatrix
of ready responses and responsibilities. The new family is supgosempower
whoever can use it. And if we put ourselves in the position of him whom a claim is
made, the effect of the specter of “family”, it seemshasigh “family” come out of the
woodwork the way they do whenever there is inheritance to be disttibutene like
Rushdie can use the tree as though it undeniably exists, we too shoult ataumse it to

our respective advantage. Let us not suppress the usefulnessdadtitihetions among

and such specter, caused ____. | would only atgrébe previous statement, if we can actually fest
specters, as we can attest to the effects of hum@amsuch, | am always uncomfortable making withme of
the statements | make here, and take care nevéngly that things animate the world without our
cooperation.
% This is to be distinguished from the values ofSce (i.e. that value system it enables); furtheemiooth
are to be distinguished from the reasons to valismse.
8 Taken from Louis Althusser, but used to criticia# kinds of discursive authority, not just the
superstructure that supports the capitalist st&te.such, | submit to all the complications arisenf the
change | have made. For instance, how can ometdrpellated into something which, lacking poweais
not become discourse yet? | would rejoin that mambf a cult are interpellated into the superstingcthat
supports that particular “community”; group sizel dype should not confine our powers to use an idea
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family, ally, friend, stranger, enemy, etc. The ideas aramutially exclusive, but just
like human and ghost, useful in turn. We would not have to deny our “fathitet;

critical assessment, we simply ignore that which would demand we histerever did it

love.

There is something odd here. If we were to keep true to the ddgself-
invention implied by the narrative conceit, then we should find that teame need to
invent a mechanism for the persistence of Tai's part in trg,str for the cavalcade of
fathers. Saleem should learn to cut loose. He can just ldiv&aiwho would know
otherwise? Or find another person to voice those ideas. Antiquateidease Or leave
them out of the story. That is, a writer writing for himsélbat himself should be free to
do anything he wants. Why invent an idea that escapes the poears of
(re)invention—specifically the power of another to reinvent? Iluldroseem the
mechanism of Tai's infiltration and longevity constrains theex's power. In fact, it is
the limits of invention. Yet it is also a stratefgypower for the interventionist Rushdie.
To see that, all we have to do is realize that the intersiuggmwer of Tai makes a new
Aadam; and that the dialogue of old and new, and the ethicad etlegorized by it,
constitutes what we know of Saleem’s subjectivity; and labidy Tai, in his various
functions, asMidnight’s Children circulate, may yet alter the relationship between a
reader and Postcolonial India.

Instead of writing an idea-in-Aadam’s-mind, Saleem uses ¢nsesof Tai-in-
Aadam’s-mind to construct the intersubjective world. The formggests independent
contemplation, accords more with the model of consciousness evaluatngation

about an objective reality, and most importantly establishes arbeadpsychological
292



reality—capable of managing new ideas, wondrous new signs, t@wenagnds. The
latter binds the two in an inextricably intimate (and invasive, nig¢ipg on the point-of-
view) relationship, such that, for instance, to ignore someone’s ar(Xiatg here) is

tantamount to repressing one’s own real concerna-oeal concern if my phrasing
sounds individualistic. It demonstrates that we live in an histonoament that

understands (after Lacan) subject formation. Yet it goes furdmeat, stabilizes the
experiences of the other as real. Like revisionary histomybgft’, it sets up one way of
looking at the world to fail, and in signifying failure it setg another world. We can
claim this creation of a “new” intersubjectivity because ladl tharacters iMidnight's

Children not just Tai, are in each other’s head in this very “real”.wa&iie narrator of

Midnight's Childrenis privileged. He is a telepath. He is master of intersubjectivity.

resisting idealism, or my own private Shiva

In analyzing Rushdie, it is clear that (modified) spectridtiens, genealogical
relations, magical effects, constitute different, overlappingees of Postcolonial
intersubjectivism. Subjects relate through the things produce nhejeosts; fathers;
chutney you never intended to take, that overwhelms your feelmfjgshange you. Yet
the truth of the new intersubjectivism is discoverable at junctures wherdantastic

(revisionary) interconnections utterly fail, where the ontftahe “things” between you

87 See my Chapter Two

8 | am using Heidegger's distinction between ontinad ontological. Ontical is being; ontology i #tudy
of being. For Heidegger, authority gives “thingkir ontical reality. When we ask after the tiegs of
those things, we are asking after their ontologgatatus. Ontology follows the ontical, and repntsehe
endpoint of our consciousness bout the particuling”. Heidegger establishes the distinction e t
beginning ofBeing and Time.Once accepted as a “thing”, Rushdie’s ghosts ahisfied business become
“ontical”. | am hastening the plot that Heideggemuld have for such a thing, by questioning thelmgty of
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and me, fail to maintain the ruse of objective reality. Thetada are entirely different
from the ones for which Postcolonialism has already planned. Thegtdocome from
problems of translation. They are not losses waiting to be redeefteey are failures
where stakes are so high producers cannot afford their textautalbestood as works of
fiction and imagination. Such moments of inadequacy diminishes the #&utbanse the
intersubjective experience to deposit incontestable “things” intettheal field as if they
belonged to objective reality. The cry of the west wind is imad)i The promise of
answering the ties-that-bind is a fiction. Theraashingto finish. In the free and clear,
we start to check all propositions, formulate a skeptical calcald judge why some
“things” have been or are put there, out there, as real, as true, in the first place.
Some things are intended to breakdown: Saleem’s family liféndteince. These
broken things must not be taken at face value, but interpretedshdégd analyze the
success of failure. Then, there are those breakdowns thaittie has not managed to
put away, the ones that threaten the whole enterprise: the catigis to claims of
objective reality posed by the Poststructuralist function oRéal. And we should look
to these because they evidence the structure of the systeghdrected. Where does
telepathy go awry, | ask, and at what point does the network oéstand storytellers
begin to take the defensive posture religion takes in the fadeepfigsm and feats of
secular modernity? For it is to protect his own position thade®al the idealist who
repeatedly insists on peoples’ ability to revise history, withdrénom the telepathic

network that was to be the basis for the new society. Theéeamtal past—the switch at

it before it has gained authority. This is whyrdgt Rushdie his world—the world of his heart, &melworld
that brings him to despair—before all else.
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birth—responsible for present circumstances in which a well-edlicaiddle-class
Saleem contemplates Indian history, and his midnight-double the slum-bo8hded
struggles to secure his own future, must be kept from the netwewayube knowledge of
it may explode the structure, inadequating its fervent promisée. irony of Saleem’s
ultimate dissolution, using a plot as old as Greek tragedy, mesdreolder, that old plot
of avoiding an action only to bring it about, unsympathetically, and phpba
inadvertently, reinforces the disjunction between the revolutionary essigand the
ideals of its hopeful creator. Such disjunctions are cues for unudirsiathe rhetoric
and the fiction of these types of congregation. Saleem criic&eiva for his
individualist and antagonistic world-view, while he enacts the sstimesto protect the
network. Ironically, magic has nothing to do with it.
| was obliged to come to the conclusion that Shiva, my rival, my
changeling brother, could no longer be admitted into the forum of my
mind; for reasons which were, | admit, ignoble. | was afraid he would
discover what | was sure | could not conceal from him — the secrets of our
birth. Shiva, for whom the world was things, for whom history could only
be explained as the continuing struggle of oneself-against-the-crowd,
would certainly insist on claiming his birthright; and, aghast at the very
notion of my knock-kneed antagonist replacing me in the blue room of my
childhood while 1, perforce, walked morosely off the two-storey hillock to
enter the northern slums; refusing to accept that the prophecy of Ramram
Seth had been intended for Winkie’s boy, that it was Shiva that Prime

Ministers had written, and for Shiva that fishermen pointed out to sea...
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placing, in short, a far higher value on my eleven-year-old sonship than on
mere blood, | resolved that my destructive, violent alter ego should never
again enter the increasingly fractious councils of the Midnight Children’s
Conference; that | would guard my secret — which had once been Mary’s —

with my very life®°

My criticism is not based on any moral evaluation of Saleeno8ves. Instead |
think we should look at why Saleem hides from others what he alsshdis to Padma,
the immediate reader of his conceit, and to his hypothetical seadesides which,
Rushdie already parries that attack by having Saleem cbarachis own subterfuge.
We should take the continual and necessary defense of the netwddgsity as
evidence that there are other centers of concern and other tesioés which need to be
regulated to keep that network intact; or more menacingly to pré&ge‘cooptation”, its
radical change to what might seem like other networks, andtbesigping into Shiva’s
world of things. Jonathan Culler explains the kind of deduction webwilusing best
when he explains the methods of Structuralisfter the Poststructuralist interventich.
As a foul in sports, the violation of a rule shows the rule thaesakssible meaningful
interaction. This understanding of structuralism admits that therpatare contingent
(not eternal and universal) and places the determining origin ofisagrtipatterns in the
subjects being studied. The inconsistency is internally enfordesl-etiserver did not
make up the rule. In the caseMifdnight’s Children discontinuities in the network show

the network’s regularities. The network has to be equal to, orssyrgfee power that

89 Midnight's Children 339
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threatens to disrupt it. One such threat is the power of Shiva, arudtiidnight's
Children, for Shiva, in Saleem’s mind, can obliterate the congidsesI8 desires to build
and disrupt those circles of history, genealogy, paternity, fedt Saleem uses. If Shiva
is “oneself-against-the-crowd”, then Saleem has positioned hiaséfe crowd-against-
the-one(s). Shiva answers to no one and anyone. The Midnight's CHildregress
held authority (which was Saleem’s authority to give purpose ttettjifpeople) over its
members so long as it kept Shiva and what he represents at bay

If indeed the struggle is Shiva against the crowd, then the ccawdheck the
individualist’'s powers. And attenuating Shiva’'s potency is what 8alees been able to
move the crowd to do. Shiva’s logic cannot take over. His resflesacter cannot be
our common, individuakthos because that would disrupt the instrument of good—the
Congress. Shiva is manageable so long as Saleem can repuddtelesfor thinking
“oneself-against-the-crowd” or “the world was things”. Distuety, the
characterization isolates Shiva’'s attitude as an extreme &@rnmdividualism that,
according to Saleem, is less than fulfilling. It is, acamgdo Saleem, the attitude of the
selfish poor that should be acting in concert. Shiva has been incodomtat@ story in
which he plays only a part. The Midnight's Children Congress bégifragment under
pressure from the children’s respective desires which, whenestadfby Shiva, Saleem
calls “oneself-against-the-crowd”. The fragmentation revédads$ the “crowd”, which
always already exists in that worldview that gives Salekentérms to characterize

individualism, is a construct that cannot sustain itself, at le@tstvithout some foreign

% On Deconstruction: theory and criticism after Sturalism Ithaca: Cornell U.P., 1982. See alEte
Pursuit of Signs: semiotics, literature, decongiarc Ithaca: Cornell U.P., 1981.
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authority. Shiva is strong enough to do so, by discounting those bihgs that are not
thing—that are nothing. Still, the crowd, for the moment organizedalse® into the
Midnight’s Children Congress, does not break because Shiva has repruggaall the
Midnight Children, or because he has used his powers to force thdallotw his
individualistethos It breaks as it confronts the non-conformist reality of multipbeld-
views, of which “oneself-against-the-crowd” is but one, and divieteeests, perhaps as
many as there are children—more, even, if we consider that ehiddlycan have various,
sometimes conflicting desires.

Saleem does not understand the reason for the revolt against hihe aradure of
the ethical body he convenes. He understands neither the natvnatofie wants, nor
what he has made. He does not understand the critical diffdvetween the two. The
other children have turned against him without knowing the secret gindutvmaking
the substitution that Saleem makes in contemplating his own lagiiror illegitimacy.
They revolt against the power that held them together, that connéwidstories,
because the center, i.e. Saleem, begins to question the legibmigEyauthority. Even
“revolt” here misrepresents the dynamic, for Saleem’s Gaasgwas legitimated by
nothing except Saleem. The children simply did not want to mees iminid anymore.
They did not take to thethoshe has been trying to produce. They drifted away, as
friends do who no longer have reasons to do things together. The sebadbied
switched at birth and the subsequent anxiety over potential repercussiould the
secret be discovered, including what Shiva might be able to do if hd Guirthe truth,
are only the expressions of this deeper doubt. There is a “lieh roigger than

bloodline. Saleem’s legitimate anxiety about the loss of his pogition and what he
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thinks it allows him to do shows us that his Congress is held hxgeinder an
undisclosed authority. His authority has to be protected from knowlbdg&ean undo
its achievements, or inadequate its promises. Ironically, the ehildrned against
Saleem’s ambition to establish a structure for collective fiobamsition when they
discovered the barriers he sets up to hide the secret ofigiissorThey doubted without
knowing the secret. They doubted because Saleem acts like Berhething to hide,
which he did of course. He had to hide the arbitrariness of the iytherassumes;
which means he had to hide the illusionary authority of that whatdwbar the separate
pursuits which would disintegrate the interconnected world he dream#\mad they,
conscripts of the Midnight’s Children Congress, abandoned his dream wiikiagttold
to by the antagonist Shiva.
The failure of the Midnight's Children Congress, with éthosof bettering the
betterer, comes in the middle of the book.
Adrift in a sea of optimism, we—the nation, my parents, I—floated
blindly towards the reefs. As a people, we are obsessed with
correspondences. Similarities between this and that, between apparently
unconnected things, make us clap our hands delightedly when we find
them out. Itis a sort of national longing for form—or perhaps simply an
expression of our deep belief that forms lie hidden within reality; that
meaning reveals itself only in flashes. Hence our vulnerability to omens...
when the Indian flag was first raised, for instance, a rainbow appeared
above that Delhi field, a rainbow of saffron and green; and we felt blessed.

Born amidst correspondence, | have found it continuing to hound me...
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while Indians headed blindly towards a military débacle, I, too, was

nearing (and entirely without knowing it) a catastrophe of my wn.

Never is Saleem willing to admit that the headlong enthusiaséich to the latest
national catastrophe (the confrontation between Indian and Chinese irodpe
Himalayas) has been spurred by the same sentiment as tleht sulstained, for a while
at least, his reformist enthusiasm. Even as he observes thenpmabtetermination in
names—that your name makes you who you are—Saleem doasvabtate their
authority. “Our names contain our fates; living as we do in a place where hawgesot
acquired the meaninglessness of the West, and are stilltherenere sounds, we are
also the victims of our titles” (295). Now, it may be that Salemvoids talk of
emigrating to or building a place where names hold little orutboaity for that would
lead to the Postcolonial problem of desiring the West—and it mustabed that this is
an imagined West, since subjects of the “real” West also ttaeesame problem of
determination. If you are a fateful victim of names, then wbhiyeliminate names, turn
them to “mere sounds”, deauthenticate and deauthorize them usingirSanskegic?
Furthermore, why not point the accusatory finger at the agdats facilitate the
“determinacy”, namely the “we” who live in this “place”, and thagleo conspire to
control those desired forms?

Because Saleem (and Rushdie) needs this “place where nhameshacquired
the meaninglessness of the West”. Rushdie needs that whicheati cause for the

failure of societies or worse violent, even fanatical, human datation. At times, he

I Midnight's Children 291
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needs the opposite cause. The national longing for form is turnédihsiexample of
the Midnight's Children Congress, into a form of longing for a ctitec The deep

belief in hidden forms is also the belief that reality can dfermed by accessing its
deeper structures. And if meaning is revealed in flashes, thgitea that exploits the
conceit of sudden illumination can market his text as meaninghll, magic words

indeed. The worst that happens to Saleem is neither revolt nor eutsuir not the

revolt of his political body, because its constituting memberdhedown agendas, their
own values, and not the nationalist energy misdirected at tisénikia border, but

disintegration and abjestlence

Silence outside me. A dark room (blinds down). Can’t see anything

(nothing there to see).

Silence inside me. A connection broken (for ever). Can’t hear
anything (nothing there to hear).
Silence, like a desert. And a clear, free nose (nasal Esskalgof
air). Air, like a vandal, invading my private places.
Drained. | have been drained. The parahamsa, grounded.
(For good).
The syntax at this traumatic moment owes much to Modernism, ticiydar to Joyce’s
novelistic strategies for signaling Bloom’s distresdJigsses Isolated sentences mirror
the group leader’s isolation. (English) fragments without subgfshasize his fears of
self-annihilation; the only phrase with a subject, used in the passice, crystallizes the

psychological grip. The disappearance of the grammatical su@geats in even sharper
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relief against the egocentrism of earlier chutney-making maneret even here Saleem
tries to console himself about the possibility of silence—about pagsiaiter silence.
Beside bracketing the nihilistic statements, and thereby megtarsense of control, he
also reinstates another dialectic authority. He corrals hheatt of the moment by
reinstating the discourse of snakes and ladders. For every teeilg is a “good” (and
the double intonation of the last parenthetical cited in the excboyea Having lost
telepathy, Saleem gains a sense of smell, and the ability to make Inchgicey.

The powers of chutney and smell replaces the power of telepdthgt which
smell magically sniffs out compensates for that which tégphad promised and failed
to deliver. Telepathy had promised collective reform. Sméd tee truth, which is
delivered as chutney. A passive power replaces an active power.capheity for
discovery truth (enabled by a magic device) is understandably widhed after the
failure of idealism. Not only can it explain the failure, buiso demonstrates the
possibility of a reformation that escapes the inadequaciesefairnrist political
movement¥. Like a sublime moral sensibility, nothing can assail it. Tioed replaces
smell, or is developed as its active power. Redemption of fad#ective response to
post-colonial conditions, including the ultranationalism and sectariarengel that
devastated the Kashmir border region from which Saleem conpegkaged as chutney.
Collectivization gives way to network, affirmation of identity ttansformative “lived-

experience”. Chutney is the means by which Saleem does his Whikiney connects

92 See page 307, for instance. The truth sniffecandtpickled is almost as good as hope.
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the peoples of the subcontinent after decolonization. Chutney histomgats therr.
Shiva the destroyer is manageable as long as there is a way to establisihmestians.
Shiva’s “thingness” is not just materialism and its goods. [pésspective
counteracts the intersubjectivity of his opponent. It stalls thatie energies of the
narrative, and spoils the production of desire for change by demaadigiple rewards
and by questioning the un-thingness of ideals being used like thihgsakes objects,
situations, people, comparable among each other. In other words, Shamés of
reference, not his exact thoughts but the semblance of a method in repproaches
others, discounts the connections and disrupts the intersubjective guthatits based
on our feelings toward them. He is necessary, insofar asrbeds to be a move toward
objectivity, but he needs to be quieted at those points where the gofitMidnight’s
Children have found a potentially productive path. His cynical imghleatens the ties-
that-bind because it resists the binding authority that collects independenspeople
Though | am not of Shiva’s party, neither am | of Saleem’s, and so my analyses
magic and intersubjectivity, of the use of textuality and the bssioné the unfinished,
follow critical methods that also disrespects allegorized $d@al much as Shiva’s
cynicism does Midnight’s Childrenis yet another thing: a text that can be any number of
things. Just because the story sounds truthful, does not meanustfedause it sounds
like unfinished business, does not mean its business should concern us. If | need to create
a Shiva, my Shiva will not be the blind adversary of one like Saléleenclear-cut

antagonism structured by the embodiment of resistance and didiiotledeads to easy

9 Mita Banerjeeforgets this ability of chutney/history ifihe Chutneyfication of Histary In Midnight's
Children,to “chutneyfy” means to be able to do somethindp\istory, as well as to history.
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erasure, purgation, even redemption. From the reality that inadedbatmagical ties-
that-bind, relentlessly and unpredictably, emerges my Shiva. AnSateem would not
be yours. My Saleem is the scrutinizing mind which has learnedattage various
characterdor my purposes My Saleem, nearly like Rushdie’s, hijacks the cycles of
destruction and rebirth (Shiva) and frustrates the capacity ofrarido use the idea of
regeneration to produsghos Thus my Shiva and Saleem &l Rushdie’s, and like
similar antagonisms in Postcolonialism. | am not advocatingatbaise the function of
Shiva. Besides, the representation “Shiva”, originally and now, &tampt to control
what may not be controllable: to redeem death and destruction as umiyofor
transformation. The dramatic antagonism between Shiva and Shéseaiready made
dualist functions out of what may be truly unsignifidfle

Telepathy and chutney may now be read as symptomatic of ddgfezent
solutions for the same problems of post-colonial social organizatidrhad to pun the
discovery, | might say: here’'s where it geeal. Telepathy “overcomes” one of the
realities of the exchange of signifiers. In past and presgitistn, exchange has been
opportunity for resistance, appropriation, and other power maneuvers. Thahot
simply deposit my thoughts, my characters, my plots, my valuesuinpsyche, is your
hard-won freedom. That Christian rituals cannot be replicpttectly in tropical
agrarians and their year-round cycles is Homi Bhabha's ideaesfdné®. The telepath
is different. Not only does the telepath know transparently thes 3§ the minds he

reads, but he also can transmit those signs from his own structaréhem without

% This will be examined more in next chapter.
% The Location of Culture151
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hindrance, without that which bdfs In normalizing such direct contact, Rushdie seeks
to gratify the desire to overcome the indeterminacy of exghand, in ethical terms, the
inadequacy of the responses of an audience to our moral propositionssoPlo@ne of
the most important ideas Saleem tries to force the others to isdpptposefulness in
life®”. He is pressing behavioral tendencies which we call ethithis audience is
already ethical, that is, if their lives show a pattern fratmich can be abstracted
consistent motivation, then Saleem wontit need to organize the group around Purpose
as he does. He would simply present a purpose so persuasive it loardetied, and
each child will go out and do as he is needed to make the brave né&lv v8aleem
might verbalize, or write: look, you have a responsibility to eachr @theé to the rest of
humanity to form a society that controls all violence and messtge dignity of the
indignant. Yet in these types of exchange, something goes &\Meymight deduce this
something by analyzing the frustration between thought and ab&tween the Word
and the world. Saleem cannot slide his “purpose” into his pedrs (ivmust be
remembered lived in various situations and were raised by parewliffesént value
systems), the slide being “cut off” once the Congress los&siifsose. Ethical purpose
and telepathy are necessary to Saleem’s project: ethmsh&ye the ethical body and
telepathy to direct it unerringly. But reality intervenes.

The direct penetration of Saleem’s powers suggests someting e ethical
body (that which enacts tlehog. Taking on the specific symptoms of the protagonist,

concerned with his well-being, it exercises the will of thedpcer ofethos The

% In other words, without the Lacanian phallus.
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Midnight's Children Congress is meant to be the agent thatewdhtually remake the
world to “fit” the vague ideas of good Saleem implies in his sthidiving purposefully.
To be sure, this ambition is not Saleem’s “fault”, insofar a®at everyone has a sense
of right and wrong that is more universal than we, unless we fuadamentalist, might
be willing to openly admit. Yet, Saleem’s ambitions both for speiiis society—and
for the world are more pronouncedly dangerous because the telepdibenagiven (by
Rushdie) direct access to a powerful body that would attemptfiib fid ethos Only
when reality intervenes in the creation of a collecatieosfrom his own ethical desires,
do we appreciate the difference between them and the extentmbtheer's ambition.
How often does Saleem insist, that his fate and the fate ofaten are coextensive?
How often does he insist this link when everyone ignores him?difieeence is not in
kind. The failure of the Congress does not come from a faulty egehlaronesthosfor
another—Saleem’s for the collective. Rather, there is no etbati@ctive, and so no
economy in which Saleem&thoshas currency. Body does not obey will because there
had been no organism (of body and will) all along. In acting iahras always already
existed, Saleem reproduces the national(ist) myth.

All along Saleem had been trying to collect the children of rghunito instill in
them Purpose (or purposefulness, if you will) out of which he can Wwistgarticular
goals. But the children he wanted to collect had minds of their drwes of their own,
desires of their own. The presence of other powerful and perhap®guambitions

thwarted Saleem’s project. From this we cannot draw the coowcltisat Saleem’s

" Ironically, it takes the form of belonging, to mgi back Nandy's words, against which a child of
Independence has no choice.
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dream was inherently problematic; just as we cannot be suré thas right and the
others were foolish. We might go so far as to say there staretural problems with
Saleem’s idea of a Midnight’s Children Congress, but we can omlsacterize it as an
“internal” problem if we admit that then@asa collective. We know that in Saleem’s
mind it was. Shiva and Parvati and he and hundreds of otexesall children of
midnight. They all faced the condition of having to fulfill the previgemerations’
dream of collectivity. They were accidents of birth that became the gamew origin,
of a new natioff. Saleem operated as though he had merely given consciousness to an
ideological-material condition, the way that a Maoist thinks hedmdg revealed to a
group of peasants their purpose in a history to which they had abeaysged. There
was no need to justifgeingby any method which requirégingto exist prior to and in
spite of the intervening human act of hypothesizing: it wake “fact” was of course
contradicted when it had to produce results. We see an undisturbefdrbdtis “fact”
still in Saleem’s representation of its failure. It was brokg the waywardness of Shiva,
and ruthlessly terminated by the Indira Ghandi government: itdféiécause of some
coherent malevolence—an enemy that might be identified and klay dor accused of
atrocity): an Other. In the revision of his failure, the producetlmbscontinues to feel
entitled to a “body” which unerringly administers whatever hessa social body which,
from the vantage of the ethicist, exists prior to the production meshaand which is
inert, waiting for the revelation of athosit must then fulfill. Though the “organism”

fails, the ambition remains: as we will see, it becomes tkeodise of dialectical

% |t must be noted that this was not always a ctiMeaream. For instance, Saleem often pointsebriys
letter as the cause of his destiny.
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revisionist historiography. For now, resistance against Salekopsful social acts
returns us to the subject as that which reveals itself in structural inadequacies

The Shiva-like test and contest of the cultural network that entdadesriting of
ethosis familiar. Once there emerges a small failure in thempme of allegorical
consciousness, the authority to issue imperatives under a redendgives Idiminished,
and the pursuit of a promise much deferred can be dropped in favor ofpatisaits.
Stakes in that which cannot be redeemed may be evaluatedrat#ieialues. Once it
has been identified that “lived-experience” is made for us, knowsiw/lgabd for us, the
concept that exempts the interventionist text from adverse scredim be debunked;
arguments made from stories of lived-experience can be checkedrtedted, with the
genuine possibility of rejection. Propositions can be analyzed philastighi
rhetorically, and dialectically (i.e. letting it “explode” anslsassing the wreckage as the
analysis that comes after failed revolution). Once connectiatg affinity have
deconstructed, decisions can be made about whether or not to competpenate, or
do nothing, as is merited. Stalement and steady disagreemere ceached, which may
be called peace. These responses are familiar because Vieelyelem made previously:
moderns use them to argue against the kind of discursive authorigolBogtlism is

looking to (re)establish.

Rushdie should be lauded for dramatizing how complicated conflicts &etwe
individualism and collectivism, and other rival ideas, and conflictorgmvarious
collectives, are integral to post-colonial conditions and how they infartachthonous

and Postcolonial attempts to write ethics. In fact, the tgpasitithesis (e.g. Eastern vs.
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Western medicine) and contradictions (e.g. value that is sonsetoiwrally relative,
sometimes universal), and of course beautiful hybrid juxtapositbaslself-interested
god of destruction, found in Rushdie’s novels indirectly evidence Poastabsm’s place
in the history of cultural production, a conclusion which the criticabries of Bhabha
should predict. The antagonism of Shiva complicates the kind of celtatibn that
Saleem as telepath tries to establish. The complicationnpeelsley Shiva demonstrates
that, to an extent, Rushdie is still ambivalent about the estaldighamd maintenance of
collectives in response to some great historical promise meesby Nehru's letter to
Midnight's Children, then by Saleem’s execution of the spirit of ltéer. Although the
children were made by Independence and partition, they do not nelgeastias one
self-conscious class. Indeed, the Midnight's Children Congress,th#&enation, is
subjected to the forces that we understand as dialectical histocan create the
conditions for its own failure/transformation.

Midnight’s Childrenends with the possibility of a thousand-year long recurrence
of the history just narrated. The lad¢us-ex-machinglast in the novel) is only a
suggestion, but relevant because the trope recurs throughout Post@rtonibdifact, it
can be argued that the trope is fundamental to the productethasand one more thing
criticism takes from literature.Midnight’s Childrenvery subtly locates the force of
oppression, that which cracks Saleem the narrator and will do tleetsasthers like him
for a very long time to come, “outside” of the humanity againsthwftiacts, suggesting
the possibility of counteraction that finally ends oppression whilsepveng what is
human. Cultural production or the production of cultural differences tumggimilarly

as antagonist in Bhabha’s underlying story. This dramaturgy ofetits antagonists
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implies a sort of metaphysics (of oppression and victimhood) whigkesnpromise
against both the possibility of sublation with no clear end and the pagsibil
annihilation. The promise is apprehensible when the first principfesred from the
ending are juxtaposed against, say, the hypotheses that oppressitiafibdice
life/death, is inherent to human existence; that historical consmesisdialectically both
effect and cause, is self-perpetuating; that history is iromiz.say allegory serves this
cause, or symbolism that, only means one has turned a blind eye itwdhgenient
truths of one’s theory/belief. Be that as it may, Rushdie’s enditg be distinguished
from revolutionary utopianism. His hope approaches Poststructuralisrdd@an
almost®. The network of story-telling, mediated by Story, accelsratel increases the
efficacy of historical transformation (sublation), achieving thgrabsort of imagined
discursive democracy that spends most of its time looking footther, speaking as the
other, and correcting itself. This is the hope by which Saleemr dndess, continues to
make chutney, to try to tell history anew.

To tell history anew, Rushdie produces the ties-that-bind: lived-exwoey,
allegories of post-colonial struggle, metaphorical fatherscteme and unfinished
business. Critics like Jaina C. Sanga then circulate the mesap&gpandingand

reinforcing the networ®®. Rushdie’s revisionist history is Modernist in the sense that it

% The problematic | observe several sentences paiut,in general throughout, is derived from theidas
problematic he identifies in how philosophy advamnite propositions. To philosophy | would addrkteire,
citing the function of metaphor as analyzed by @arin White Mythology The problenfor Derrida is the
same for Rushdie: now that commitment to ideashezs problematized, how does one go on to justify
commitment without, of course, reproducing the feobthat required intervention in the first placdf?
previous attempts to write ethics were problematibat exemptsEthics, Institutions, and The Right to
PhilosophyandThe Satanic Vers@s
190 jaina C Sanga.Salman Rushdie’s Postcolonial Metaphors: Migratidmanslation, Blasphemy, and
Globalization Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 2001.
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undermines the authority of metanarratiwile it tries to uphold the unity those
narratives had once signifiedThus the lament over social disintegration, pointed out by
Jaina Sanga specifically as a desire of Saleem fvbdmight's Children but readily
discernable as aathospromoted at various moments The Satanic Verseand The
Moor’s Last Sighmay discount the dominant version of what society is or should be yet
keep society: in particular the triangulation of strangers gldionships that allow them
to make a range of demands on each other, as an idea, a method, fongthesame
progress.

Like Modernists, Rushdie tries to hold his social network togdifienostalgia
and the promise of meaning, imagining a once-upon-a-time wheieshthat-bindwere
the kind of intimacy or confluence only dreamt of in this world. &heas a time, to
return to Rushdie’s comments | had initially quoted, when thosellieged a writer to
really write for his time. Rushdie tries to hold his centemiagic, unlike Modernists,
who use the major elements of the Western tradfttoriThere is quite a bit of nostalgia,
too (nostalgia is all that is left of Aadam’s Kashmir bg #nd ofMidnight), and there is
the trope of fragmentation. Still, iMidnight's Children magic gives the worlds its
supposed regularity, and suggests that another world, ours no doubt, miglet theher
same way. Of course, this is the magic of words; but would yowrmanced that the
“world” is stitched together grammatically, if you alreadslibve in magic—if for you

there is no difference between magic and reality? Rushd#i® w@s to consider the

191 Of course, Eliot had the magic of Christian faithd Joyce the optimism of eternal recurrence rieat
likely came from the same impulse as Eliot’s. Almel modernists did miss “magic”. Both Yeats andls¢a
Stevens did: Yeats every time the gyre could ndt,hor Fergus disappears; and Stevens on Sunday
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problematic tension between the real and the magical, which | sugigtisguishes him

from ideologue and propagandist, but which necessitates the coherence of “magic”.
| supervise the production of Mary’s legendary recipes; but there are also
my special blends, in which, thanks to the powers of my drained nasal
passages, | am able to include memories, dreams, ideas, so that once they
enter mass-production all who consume them will know what pepperpots
achieved in Pakistan, or how it felt to be in the Sundarbans... believe
don’t believe but it’s true. Thirty jars stand upon a shelf, waiting to be

unleashed upon the amnesiac nation.

(And beside them, one jar stands empty.)

The process of revision should be constant and endless; don’t think
I'm satisfied with what I've done! Among my unhappiness: an overly-
harsh taste from those jars containing memories of my fatheertain
ambiguity in the love-flavour of ‘Jamila Singer’ (Special Formita 22),
which might lead the unperceptive to conclude that I've invented the
whole story of the baby-swap to justify an incestuous love... --tHdepic
raises questions which are not fully answered, such as: ... woulgdsMar
confession have come as a shock to a true telepath? Sometinies
pickles’ version of history, Saleem appears to have know too ldtle;
other times, too much... yes, | should revise and revise, improve and

improve; but there is neither the time nor the energy. | am oltligeffer

mornings. But rationality or the turn to the Reals necessary, too, to discredit the magic of niitispland
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no more than this stubborn sentence: it happened that way becaisse that

how it happened®?
The gap between producer and consumer of pickles is the gap beatveggc and the
Real that resists the authority of words. It is a gap thysttheere is no great truth beyond
the catered taste of pickles, or that we need not buy into tinemy great extent. Yet,
however much the narrative allows us to consider discontinuitieggtter steer us away
from concluding that the world is arbitrary and magic the fantdsa wounded psyche.
The insistent last sentences clearly express this deseatgossible rupture. To arrest
guestioning, it begs the question: the narrative creates the watpgkles’ version of
history”, which is self-evidently factual, true, real—and not daeieed by “believe don’t
believe”. Like certain anthropologists, psychologists, religiousotists, it begs the
truth of the “stubborn sentence” because someone else somewhdrelielges in it: the
ontic of the particular set of beliefs, if you will. The condgirepeated at the opening to
The Satanic VersesThe effect epitomizes the “new” intersubjectivity. To c¢hlk a
theological order, a positive end to scrutiny by turning to axionmois especially
enlightening, except that by observing the traditional way of ansg skepticism with
faith, we can see the structure of Rushdie’s intersubjectivesionist history. This
history, like religious explanations of things, turn to a centraltagy to “prove” its
case. Listen to what | shall unfold, History demands, becausdritea. And how is it

true? Because | have unfolded it thus. Of course, this would beftam history. This

therefore the modernists could not be the kindsaygicians late-twentieth century writers could be.
192 Midnight's Children. 443

313



version here—the kind of history which endorses the privif¥edevisionist
prerogative—needs magic.

Like a rain dance, or burials of the dead, the Postcolonial ethical moment, whether
it be new realities or new chutney, is repeated at given junctamesunderstood to be
effective beyond the limits of the physical act. The authootgroduce such histories,
and to projectethos from those histories as inescapable ties-that-bind, is rifigalis
Acting reaffirms the meaning of the act. The story imagtress from colonialism to
global capitalism, from material causality to “spectersie story forges ties among
reader-participants, among faithfuls and converts, suggesting evelylstaly is a part
of everyone else’s. Thethosproduced from imagining intersubjectivity, from speaking
intersubjectively of an imaginaris the ties-that-bind. The strength of the ties-that-bind
depends on the authority of the ritual, and authority depends on thetlstoénige ties-
that-bind. It is a positive feedback loop, or self-reaffirmingley Naipaul has his
reasons for wanting to leave fiction for the authority of noteinc which will be
explored in the next chapter. For his part, Rushdie wants to eléwatstatus of the
literary, because he needs its devices. He recogiaese needs to structure rituals in
which one can effectively write negthos and that, in a secular societies, only literature
can set up a monadic “system” which not only assimilates new ghatree unfinished
business, but also always readies the reading culture to be hyati@asformed by

them.

193 privileged because (1) it fetishizes change astiyegood thing, and (2) only certain people ckaint to
be revisionary. 1, for one, fall in neither categahough it would be untrue to charge me with tivanto
keep the world as it is at this very instance,@n@ insensitive for how we got the past wrong.
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The question for modern criticism is: should writers with asipma like
Rushdie’s be made into what they wish to be. Correlatively, Hushdie says there was
once in history societies wherein story-tellers had greatanfie, how much of what is
achieved with modernity are we willing to surrender. And whatherot such societies
existed, can we compare betweengtaus quoand that world which would result from
(not promised by) installing those new “things” in the field dfiet. | intervene so that
we may ask the question without hindrance from the mysticisnhésabeen built up by
some post-colonial writers and by an industry of Postcolonialiststiecrsm that is based
on convening an audience for allegories of emerging “things” andisiméd business
and incorporating peoples into the economy of signs produced by whomeysesant
credentials as the “other”. There is a crucial reason wehgaund unfriendly to Saleem
and his cause, insensitive to Gabreel and his plight. You and | anchAddayounger)
cannot “resist” the magic of Saleem’s telepathy, or Gdlbreé@ansformations, not until
we can imagine a point from which the ritual is what scholarglajion might call the
sacred®. The fortunate part is that we can: in modernity. In motertfiere are many
many rituals in which to take part, from which to leave, and witiickvare met other
concerns that limit the government of ethics. Why should engagemtbnPostcolonial
allegories constructed from post-colonial “lived-experience’bioeling? To believers,
such thoughts are profane. To modernity, the story which is supposedlksobgurs
and also mine is but merely another textual artifact in a tastgry of artifacts produced

by humans to use and abuse one another, again. We can always cknaadaelp

104 See for instance Marceau Eliade’s work on theimlis mind and the meaning of rituals to believarse
Sacred and the Profanie in plain style and considered seminal. TrandlidMh Trask. London: Harcourt
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Saleem with his cause, or Gabreel in his plight; but we would doosditmnally,
separately, and without the charged emotions and zealous commitmetnagfarmer
of men. | have tried to give an analysis with which one can bata well the ties-that-

bind and deauthorize the party that tries to do so.

Brace Jovanovich, 1987. Originally published %39
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4. The Error of Comedy

If you've got a plan
If you got the master plan
Well | gotta vote for you

Cause you're the Mah!

Amitav Ghosh criticizes V.S. Naipaul for perpetuatingfavorable comparisons
between postcolonial places and an already domivast. In an essay published on his
website, Ghosh reproduces the long-standing critiquéelgh\agjainst Naipafil The basic
charge is that Naipaul has abandoned the Postcolmaigct to reaffirm and transform,
and the arguments used in the charge have been exteetldieyond the study of the
particular novelist.

Ghosh sees two Naipauls. The first, the authoha$e novels on Trinidad, was
also one from among the local people. He observed theiicctravails and was
(somewhat) sympathetic to them. Even when he faileshéov as much sympathy as he
should have, the patterns about which he wrote were theigsiely. The second, the
traveling author of the latter novels and non-fictioaswoo ready to compare. Instead of
rich comedy, the novelist now depended on judgmentaatigres, often using categories
that criticize the subjects of his writing for whéey lacked. What they lacked was

political stability, rationalism, tolerance, irony,chmical expertise, understanding of

! Marvin Gaye. “You're the man"The Masterl961 — 1984. Motown, 1995.
2 “Naipaul and the Nobel”. 15 Mar 2009 <http://wvamitavghosh.com/essays/essayfull.php?essayNo=55>..
Ghosh'’s disagreement with Naipaul is ongoing. éf®ats the arguments in interviews.
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global markets; what they lacked were Western features. HAdanounts this attack
directly against Naipaul, accusing him of representing Aficways that not only invite
but justifies neocolonial interventidn And it is the same argument, first in another
context, then generalized, that Dipesh Chakrabarty uses to ca#l &mlf-reflexive,
authentically Indian historiograpfly By using Western historiography to write the
subject of India, a writer—it could even be one from the subalteyapg—implicitly
characterizes an India that is out of time with Western nmaiger The chosen terms of
historiography, no matter who writes them, are already catipey and discount every
subject but one. What undermines Ghosh’s argument is the possibilitsatial
stability is valued commonly across ethnicity and culture, orithpbstcolonial places,
well before Colonialism could be blamed, there were desiresbyethe slave of MS
H.6°, for instance, that found satisfaction in things now resembling Vrest”.
Postcolonial places, it seems, must house at their core sone¢ jpgcruntranslatable
truth, and undeniable promise, such that any discourse on them musttiynahd/or
explicitly prove the West, and Capitalism, and rationalism, inaatequ As such,
Postcolonialist ethics may be understood as attempts to not onky gost-colonial
problems but also politically correct Naipaul. Comparativedrterhistorical and risk
analysis of Naipaul and his critics allow us to gather mitron and make the best

decisions about post-colonial places and Postcolonialist interventions.

3 “Naipaul'sA Bend in the Riveand Neo-Colonialism as a Comparative ContexL.CWeb: Comparative
Literature and Culture: A WWWeb Journal (CLCWebp.3 (2000). 1 Aprii 2008
<http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/clcweb/vol2/iss3/6>
* Provincializing Europedeconstructs the categories of “Western” histogphy. Habitations of Modernity
the contructionist follow-up, tries to create a ‘theonity” that not only accommodates spectral categ@nd
time but allows them to be points of access tarihehination of power.
®In An Antique Land
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modes, forms, and the unities of Postcolonialism

There is Naipaul, and then there are his critics. Thecgnisually prefer one
Naipaul over another. What might be the specific reasons for Ghpséference? The
comedic novel uses varied personalities that, however stock eachendydone well,
cohere into a complex society of characters. Its plot ismiyeraits often in excedsit
otherwise goodthe comedic flaw, shall we say, correlative to that other one mentioned in
what remains of Aristotle’s literary criticism. Biswvavants to leave the former colonial
world behind, even if he is self-deludfhgSingh is self-inventing though his inventions,
his passings, his mimicry, are probleméti@hen, the conflicts are resolved and resolved
welcomingly’. After all, the comedic mode incorporate€xpertly done, ad House for
Mr. Biswas is, comedy can suggest rich cultural life, so rich, in factf tuay
characterization of deficiency seems entirely untrue becansefficient. Each
unflattering characterization, the extended family ignoranhefgreater world and the
great changes in their little one, the poor decisions of neighborsuriraiable
transportation, the unpredictable commerce, is too small an aspeethie indicator of
the culture; and in fact, they all add to the “richness” of th&ue by showing, at the
very least, the variety with which humans respond to each other aneniebnment.
In contrast, the seeming caricatures from Naipaul'srlatbeels are steadfast images of

deviation from a norm—western norms at that, so goes the charge. Insteadas Bnd

5 A House for Mr. Biswas
"The Mimic Men
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his inlaws the Tulsi making life miserable for each othee, ftawed Africans make life
miserable for themselves and for non-Africans (who are alseeflpa They are not
excessively lively, but lacking. More than that, they seemednin personas and
mimicry, and continue to act out parts absent the colonial apphsatimade the acts
meaningful by exploiting the actor or deemed it resistancell, &ither comedy nor
derisive caricature is controversiar se The targets matter. Instead of Africans, turn
the subject of “lack” to the ostentatiously rich, to any haughty tirthe lord-servant
dialectic, and see if the response is not strikingly different. Or |letatiety of a comedy
dwindle a woman into a wife. So the anxieties of Naipaul’&srithen, must be caused
by somethingubtlerthat makes much of the perceived changes in his tone and form.
The two related forms seem to demand different resolution, asdhi¢ ipolitical
and ethical utility of the different possible endings that preatigst disagreement over the
values of the two straw-man Naipauls, disagreement that cegétainteresting ways to
two impulses of Postcolonialism. A comedy resolves by restocwhesion to the
particular society, and since the subjects of Naipaul's comatkgsost-colonials, it is an
easy leap to make sure the resolution is resolutely PostcolaaalTrinidadians simply
need to cohere the fragments of their cultural legacy into sorgetbirctional and
positive, and one of the most distinguished novels written in Engligha twentieth
century itself exemplifies just that creative act. FolBiswass lead. In contrast, the
reform of caricatures and figures of lack usually calls fenpbrting” goods from

elsewhere, most worrisomely from a superior cultaiege the present mélange and the

8 Except perhaps fafhe Mimic Menthe tone of which ending is part of the steadyeneent toward pathetic
exile.
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individual “fragments” of culture lack what is necessaryrhe representations can too
easily justify Westernization, because they do not in the end uiythfonfirm what
postcolonials and Postcolonialists are trying to build. Whatewipgosed to have been
“out there” is not.

Take, for instance, an idea that often appears in Naipaul's nolelsgdaa of
primitive belief, or superstition. What is belief? What isaywf life, other tham way
of life? For many, the dialogue of spirits is not only pafrlived-experience but a
legitimateparadigm for understanding the wdfld On the other hand, belief could just
be the irrational demands of a dumb or incurtbpgople—be seven to him who would
qualify as nativaf he were free to question his own culture. From one perspettize,
pundit prophecies of Indians in the Caribbean, and superstition of Atnbt&smen in
Africa, are fragments that (always already) cohere mdscent but no less legitimate
cultures; from the other, the situation is less ideal. Etlecaluation of representations
of post-colonial places presumes coherence and legitimacy, wiigxparessed through
formal differences, and which are to be valued as the ethiastsalready valued them.
Superstition must be represented in ways that allow others tohaeséthings” of
superstition such as ghosts to not only integrate into present society but also adwance the
claims. In fact, how well a text enable the abstraction aralilaiton of idealsmay
define ethical evaluation (centered on those ideals). Naipaul isizeiti for failing to

preserve the idea that there are special secrets, thgreaisworth, there is something

° As explained by Northrop Frye Anatomy of Criticism

19 with the ethical corollary—which | have been catitey—that we conceive our actions in relationHe t
known things of superstition.

™ Which is overreaching and certainly hypocriticélem the observer holds beliefs herself.
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incomparable, there is promise, in postcolonial peoples and cultukdprathereby
allowing the values and entitlements that his critics aregrp redeenacross culturdo
be discounted. The ethical project to redeem is much more amhitans say, the
centrist correction to cultural understanding that tolerategsspind reason, and simply
lets them develop independently so long as they return the faumre EBswasdoes not
redeem, the ethical critic feels ethically bound to redeem it.

Mr. Biswas (1961) is fated to a tragicomic kind of life beeatl®se around him
readily and steadily believe in the pronouncements of pundits. Pundit4éhsegs”
rational moderns do not. Ironically, believing the pundits’ statesnmake them “true”,
just like believing storytellers. Believing that Biswaslwerreach, those around him
wind up obstructing his house-building endeavors. His desire for his owa Isoalso a
response to the culture, and in pursuit of a house he makes the quiédliations self-
fulfilling. Now | myself would have questioned how to account for theasigr of
predictions, as oppose to conjuring some intelligence behind the coincidénce
phenomena observed by unreliable observers. But | suspect such questithbe to
no avail. | can raise my empiricist objection, my skeptical atlges, my logical
objections, and pundits and the cultural beliefs they steward wouldrestilhin in
authority. Success in this early novel seems to depend on titg &bihegotiate these
rigid beliefs. Since one has to deal other people who believe thednohe may be
disposed to believe them, too), signs like the timing of birth osllage of the head now

constitute a kind of facticity, phenomenal reductions that have to lpeosated for
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greater control of what happens in iffe If it is announced that one has had an
unfortunate birth, and therefore is destined to have an unfortunatthéfeit is all that
one can do to try tnothave an unfortunate life.

The later noveA Bend in the Rivef1979) deals (in part) with the African belief
structures synthesized with western ideas which enable “Big Bietators to rule their
nations, and favorite sons to be rewarded. Even Ghosh and Rushdithagtiee power
structures which replaced the vacuum left by decolonization araefila Everyone
living in Africa, the Greek and Italian and Indian merchants who Isafted on the
continent’s eastern coast for many centuries, the old missionahesresettled the
“bends in the rivers”, the tribes that are just being militakiaed nationalized, seem
“stuck”, subjected to the volatile power struggles that build and breagetessly. The
constricting patterns of Africa may only be broken by the kind wblugion that would
rid the Africans of their “bush” ways. In Naipaul’'s Trinidad haligh beliefs are linked
to the traditions from which they come, how they are practicetbeamsed to “prove”
that the “culture” there is unique, and suggest uniqueness affordsulgariolitical
interpretations credibility as they establish Culture that redet@e “failed” practices of
post-colonials.

The disagreement between Naipaul and his critics, which ¢ thls more
diplomatic disagreement between Chakrabarty and some historianghevéruth” of

representation stem from divergent interests, each with its oatrixnof comparative

12 More precisely, if we are to use the Sartreantenimlist vocabulary, they are not like the fatfiof
height, or intelligence, but the resistance of ithand part of the subject-object struggle. Tmbee X, one
need other subjects to recognize one as X, andesénaa struggle for recognition; the struggle bese
everyone.
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values and inscrutable (i.e. essential, non-fungible) valueshbatuthshould support.
Indeed, one side may argue that ghosts are legitimate dygdhecausepponents deem
them illegitimate. These are Postcolonial ghosts, and thensystevalues that has
decided on the cultural significance of specters has aleciged on the value of that
rival system which discounts or dismisses them. To some, theidrute are equal, and
all things and all people must never discredit the “theory”; ithdte commandment. So
do “theories” of the spectral work the same way. The key digimbere is that on&
House For Mr. Biswascan more fluently support aboriginal responses to problems with
society® while the otherA Bend in the Rivercalls for reforms that would turn the
postcolonial place into nations resembling Western onedMriBiswas Trinidadians,
just as good as anyone else, having come or been brought here frous yaaices, are
simply trying to find a way to cohere a native culture thgipsrts everyone. The
fragments of culture that beset Biswas are not reallyfifitie”, as they are not working
right. It becomes clear that the particular configurations otillfragments found at
that time were inadequate for dealing with conditions on tlendsl and impotent for
dealing with the larger world  Still, that the peoples of Trinidad can found a workable
society remains a grace-saving possibility; failure pertaig to specific fragments like
Biswas’s contrarian personality, the Tulsis’ fading business sems¢he lingering

resentment of Blacks.

13 To be distinguished from “social problems”. Sbgeoblems arefor society to solve. Problems with
society deal with inadequacies of organization atrdcture; as such, too broad a definition of “abci
problems” could be a problem with the way a paldicsociety is constituted.
14 Mr.Biswas (1961) was published slightly before Trinidad &decto become independence (1962), and
wealth before it achieved some measure of indepeedd 976) as a republic of the commonwealth.
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In contrast, the suggestion that Western cultural intervention bamgnly
recourse is strong in the second novel mentioned here; which meagsldtoalist
redemption (of Naipaul) is even more necessaryAll the varioutegiea developed
under colonial power has not helped decolonized/Independent peoples to manage
themselves. The mimic that resisted colonial culture while usiagolonial economy
finds that mimicry, his pretense to be great for instance, canniself sustain an
alternative economy.  So-called fragments are not fragments ubrdlated or
incompatible practices. And because it is the very kind of stalméeded by small
business entrepreneurs that cycles of police-state tyranwoyvéall by the return of the
lawless bush destroyy Bend in the Rivecan suggest that capitalistic rationality must
come to save Africa from itself, or else those who can hadrldetive before civilization
goes to “bush” again. Mr. Biswas’s dream house can be many things, and thehfect t
he is thwarted in part by the class/caste conservatism ekteaded relations means the
house can even stand for liberal progressive socialist aspirdtioAstually, when he
forgets about building his house, Biswas spends his energy tryingelfo the
impoverished around him by telling their stories in the seriesewfSpaper articles he is
commissioned to write. The character who thinks words can lesditm is actually not
that far from Niapaubr his critics, in this respect. The West can help by acknowigdgi
that Trinidadiansare dealing with the fragmentation produced by colonialism, thiadl

very struggle is the new cultural formation. Perhaps it canthelglieving that the new

15 Except, of course, that the kind of merchant trgdiere had gone on for years before anything feliem

Capitalism emerged in history. Cf. GhoshisAn Antique Land

16 C.f. K.D. Verma. “BasicallyA House for Mr. Biswais about human destitution and the ability of caonm

men like Mohun Biswas to wage strong willed andampromising struggles for progress.” “V.S. Naipsul
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is already here. On the other hand, the dichotomy is not as ahamnawn here for the
sake of argument, nor as sharp as Ghosh draws it, | do not think. Whp=uNgou
take depends on what you want to do with the places about which e, wour allies

and your enemié§ but can he really be so far from himself?

Ghosh is frustrated by Naipaul. The frustration with writersl (doinkers) who
“betray” their cause, or the cause chosen for them, is keeltihahd the charge is widely
brought. When the cause is as transparently good as liberation, or veemléh
distribution, how could anyone stand apart, much less present obstamenplicating
matters? If we may be allowed to pin it down, we might salyRbatcolonialism is the
value system that underwrites such a charge while asserting authorityeserggeoples
and places that historically had been colonized. There is a desire to chabaglarice of
economic and cultural power, and to accomplish such a goal requires dgviai
current system. This would be true whether the writers fromu&tocations choose a
form that valorizes the collectivization of villagers, or connote ghthos of Maori
ceremonies, or conjure the “native” spirits of postcolonial in exihe dritical discourse
makes demands. The values have been decided (that is, certa@meones-negotiable).
The demands confront any writer who works with material or on sghpettof which is
created thethosof Postcolonialism. Naipaul is certainly a writer from aisaghat was

colonized—Trinidad and Tobago became independent and part of the commonwealth

A House for Mr. BiswasPoetics of History, Biography, Modernity and Cudf’. South Asian Review26.1
(2005): 34
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after A House for Mr. Biswasvas published—uwriting in English about peoples and
conditions that were produced by colonialism. His place as a RwostdoWriter is
ambivalent at best if Postcolonialism is defined thusly. At wdfr¢he charges leveled
against him are convincing, of which Ghosh'’s is representative, théistouay be read
as rather anti-Postcolonial, as his reports from post-colonial peEm to hinder the
work of developing self-determined representation and self-diteeferms by which we
all must abide.

The charge of failing to rally the cause leveled agairgpdl is widely applied,
and what drives it in another context may tell us much about theogergres in this one.
It exists in African-American discourse, where betray#tliskeenly enough that a black
person will use the pejorative “house slave” (or “Uncle Tom”)ireglaanother black
person who does not subscribe to and act out the part already programthee cause of
liberation. To do those things that might lead to upward class tyoldr instance, and
leave behind those who do not or cannot follow, may be tantamount to turning Whit
(when one is already black). What is so galling, | think, abouthibigse slave” is not so
much that she espouses unreasonable ideas, but that she exempbiradiction in
and evidences the inadequacies of the revolutionary discourse underthehadiaracter
to be noted is her access to “house” rather than her statisdase”™ The criticizing
discourse requires its subjects to alredmy certain things, to be “Negro”, to be
“Postcolonial”, because its power depends on the authenticity aftieddeeing. One

cannot be issued a card; one already is . To seek membdésshipeee is to

" One can always focus on generic differences artteny.S. Naipauls, too. William Pritchard, fortasce,
notes how Naipaul, then on his twenty-first boagves the form of the novel for sketches and segsen
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betray. The bertrayer (who may, in fact, agree that changeesed), by merely being,
can precipitateaporia, and introduce the problem of representation upon which others
will seize. How dare one serve the master, love his house, whenrighgfsl place is
with one’s suffering brothers! Exiling such an example to tmepcaf the antagonists,
that is, putting one like former U.S. Secretary of State Cabiwel in the “house™®,
solves the problematic of radical discourse, by reducing the catesof the Real—of
that great demystifying Public—to party dispute: do you servenister, or are you a
free man (which means you are with us)? Party lineseah@wn from master/slave to
housef/field, and not surprisingly the party that thinks it is inrigjfet wants to protect
against the dilution of its brand. The pejorative reaffirms theatened identity by
identifying authentic threats to being—one of those tautologicgic l@f identity
formation that many of us have criticized. The charge oapelis programmatic of and
integral to discourses that, arguing their way to power, neeahaintain conformity
among extensions of key categories such that the argument gaordtae authority of
being. A dollop of “white” taints the whole.

The very act of redrawing political value, of redefining whextves the cause,
what sets it back, introduces the logic of invalidation thainkioue to redeploy and test.

| cannot emphasize this point enough. Whether the argument is einfMficcans are

with looser thematic ties. “Naipaul’'s Written WérdHudson Reviewd7.4 (1995): 587 — 597.

'8 |n 2002 Harry Belafonte used this metaphor tadeom Powell. As cited in “Belafonte won't back aow
from Powell slave reference.” CNN.com 16 October002 3 February 2009
<http://archives.cnn.com/2002/US/10/15/belafonteglli> | was also taken by Cornel West's answers
Tavis Smiley’s questions on Clarence Thomas’s meigi Grandfather’'s Sannot by his critiques, but by
the insistent, almost irresistible way in which \Weasily made Thomas his brother. Thomas is ofssoan
easy target for the repudiation that reinforcesugrimentity: he is a conservative textualist on $upreme
Court and he is black. He does not often findjaél justification for decisions his critics hazieeady made.
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X, X disproves Y, therefore the statement “Africans are Yfalse), or utilitarian (the
representation Y serves the wrong sid@),both in turn the logic of invalidation is
deployed by the Postcolonialist intervention, most emphaticallyéctéid outrage. | am
using the logic, save that | am capable of using it agdiespriescription and practice of
the discourse | am studying. There are ideas of being Biable U.S., in the Caribbean,

in Africa; of being Indian in the Caribbean, in London, in India; of beMgcan in
America, in Africa. Different people can write them, revisem. Some of these
stereotypes are weaker than others. Some constitute culturensately that changing
representation is very difficult. Would inhabitants of a smathmunity in Zimbabwe
recognize what it means to be “black”, or “negre”? Yes and m®th8t as it may, the
authenticityof particularideas hinges on the discourse’s mastery of the kernel of identity,
without which nosingleidea of being black or Indian or African dominates the others.
Identities, as such, are unimpeachable and nontransferable. A campdefes the
plenitude structured by the kernel because it subjects being to ctegories (e.g.
civilized, superstitious, violent). To keep the desired identifigsdamental all
comparisons are disabled.

Curiously, the exclusionary logic that creates the disaklmtenabling functions
come and go rather conveniently. No category, e.g. “black woroarfCaribbean
Indian” or “primitive African”, is metaphysical as long as wnderstand it to be a
category: each utterance is a categorical statementtidas sense because of an extant

signifying system and may be accepted, rejected, or revisedpredication is ever

A transcript of the show is available at
<http://www.pbs.org/kcet/tavissmiley/archive/200720071001_marcmorialcornel.html>
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adequate. No representation is representatimeceptfor the one useful in privileged
calculations—the (new) line. It was for the purpose of fixing ti@w line that Malcolm
X deployed the allegory of field versus house slave, and Black videsyrs'®. The-false
plenitude of the kernel “refilled” by the allegory is used imttw gain authority over
specific, historicatepresentations. The authentic black maahimself must overthrow
by revolution. He must not be distracted by the momentary acheteoh bourgeois
ambitions, which only serve to distract him from true freedom. @&mymaly that has a
chance of “being black”, too, is too much a threat. And any iostémt might lead to
the conclusion of lack, that there is no core to “blackness”, issgntiangerous, because
consciousness of lack precipitates systematic failure: thetydienthat revolutionary
politics and rhetoric claim as basis would be false, or lack&lthough dangerous to a
movement is the realization that it can never deliver whabinges, there are structures
it can use to forestall that failure. More dangerous is the sudidappearance of the
unassailable basis (e.g. Being and Being in history) absolneglgssary not only to
promote action but also to signify what actions to take.

Sometimes, it may be said that superstitious peoples and es@ednot lacking
in rationality but full of kernels of the sublime—call them “béinpirit”, “culture”, or

“live experience”, or if one goes by U.N. rhetdPictinherent dignity"—which

19 “Message to the Grassroots¥alcolm X Speaks: Selected Speeches and StatefenGeorge Breitman.
New York: Grove Press. 1990. 3 —17. The fampegsch was delivered November 1964.
% See the U.N.’"®eclaration of Human Rights<http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html>. Thegament
for the usefulness of such overly broad rhetonefia transnational authority is made by Parthat€fjeé in
“Beyond the Nation? Or Within?3ocial Texts.16.3 (1998): 57-69. <http://www.jstor.org/staBled770> 6
August 2008; by others from the Subaltern Studielte€tive, and of course other critics perhaps auitithe
same benefit of authenticity. Chatterjee seessifiesn these other entities as important deternténaihthe
idea of modernity, pushing and pulling it away fréine nationalist-capitalist concept. See also €ljae.
Our Modernity Rotterdam, The Netherlands: South-South Exch&nggramme for Research on the History
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chauvinistic rationalism can never understand. Those things arensubdicause they
can bend under oppression, and still return to their essential shdges tartoon
characte?’. To purge a person of “superstitions” and turn him into a “ratichaject of

a nation of capitalist small enterprises is to reproduce theraliiolence that will only
cause more violence. Yet what separates the two camps, what rtakeone
incomprehensible to the other, is a readily understood dichotomy—no, a bibawg, a
which we feel very strongly. After Poststructural exile, thenoliths return. The
illusionary categories are back. Race, ethnicity, people, andnnare back. The
divides used by interventionists have also taken the form of cu#tndéor East vs.West,
the latter being inherent to the charges against Naipaukoi®etimes, identification is
needed in the calculation of power, and a concept like being (or sul)stanaked forth

in full regalia to dramatize threats to it. | cannot begin taastarize you, for you are
already what you are. Or you are yet to be, yet alrealdlpff what you will become.
Thus on the one hand, identification cannot be trusted because that whichbgould
identified is structured to be full of meaning and therefore incoaflbe indescribable,
immeasurable, unchanging; on the other, the fullness that asiseresality of the new
identity-kernels is needed not only to show the oppression of one rbgiareother now
and in times past but also to change “their” relations. Fdah&&hatterjee, the goal is

no less than to spiritualize moderAfty for Dipesh Chakrabarty, to provincialize

of Development (SEPHIS) and the Council for the &epment of Social Science Research in Africa
(CODESRIA), 1996. <http://www.sephis.org/pdf/patthadf> 6 August 2008.

L This is Slavoj Zizek’s definition and simile the Sublime Object of Ideolagy

22 Our Modernity
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Europé®. Partisan will see them as necessary instruments, na&abieds anchors in the
ethical field meant to relocate power to different centers.pt®lsesee the same, but are
capable of analyzing the use and appraising the utility of #he hinaries, more
importantly the new “world” that is supposed to be built, aegcting them. My
purpose is not to find errors with neither the deconstruction of caéegapr the
categorization of (new) “things” (and the Master Plan to whicly bedong)alone Let
us provisionally accept the methods of each critical impulse. Degotisn of extant
structures and the productionethoseach use the same logic of invalidation that would
make the strategic simultaneous deployment of both contradictorgh iBathod is
meant to undermine the authority of the conclusions drawn by the. othach is
deployed to thwart the other. Even if the logic is used at a mowofeintellectual
convenience (or absolute necessity), it remains if that momeme&igmportantly in the
greater scheme of things. The figures created frompparant conflict remain, for they
comprise the ethical field. By the methods’ respective ruleswtlier is in violation,
unless there is hidden a Rule of rules that basically says he has authootguiate
Perhaps Naipaul differs from his detractors on questions of valdealhsides
should basically agree that they evaluate the world to substattteteprejudices. In
other words, there is no confliatith reality, only conflicts about which future to make,
and so which signs should circulate at the expense of other sigigauNaay view the
world as deviations from norms that are, according to some, Westdra.is wrong, the
real world will correct his miscalculations, just as a mdio wverpays the carpenter to

build his house from the ground up will find he has run out of money forotifer as
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soon as the seasonal rain comes. And the secrets of (Postcaipnésentations of)
post-colonial places? We may not be privy to them, but we canstakk of any effect,
especially any consequential to us. Refutation of Naipaul’'s&fsill come in the form
of strong African or Caribbean societies built specificallyttoat which Naipaul mistakes
for irrationality—that is, if his representations are predictivbe says Africa fifty years
from now will look like the one depicted s Bend in the Riveor Trinidad likeA House
for Mr. Biswa$”. Meanwhile, those who believe that native cultures have within the
the wherewithal to right themselves, and compete in the world, shosldiri the very
world which has been propped up and used to inadequate Naipaul’s repoxtiodd a
which is absolutely real, contra either rationalism or supenstitor admit that the
purpose of the project is to build value for the identity “African” ethis then circulated
outside of Africa. The latter admission brings everyone back tedhee level. The
analysis of value is now accessible to all where it had neot teeeolonial subjects. Such
a leveled truce will not do, of course, not when critigues agasisyy categories that
allow unfavorable comparisons to the West deploy either/oc logicertain subjects at
crucial moments. Because the logic often manifests in ¢te df ethics, it is within the
purview of this investigation. Subjectively enacted value, or whataised by this
person or that culture, must claioeing so that, after all is said and done, ther@as
further question of value.

Again, what if Naipaul is almogight? The things he observes require better
explanation, but the observations are accurate. Furthermore,igletigrnot introduce

saving graces as he observes. Naipaul sees violence; thdraiitedly violence. He

24 Built on anything else, there would be no casésgaim.



sees repetition; there is admittedly repetition. He segspalation that worships and
fears the Big Man; the Big Man has been charged with susgaipower through
widespread fear, selective benevolence, and a cult of personaéitgauNthe novelist is
not unlike Naipaul the traveling reporter. Coeval to sentiments pattos are
observations of the social dynamics not wholly incorrect. Obvioushekds to be read
critically. Yet again, interpretation is not enough for those anxabositA Bend In The
River, because among other factors, confirming partial validity to Négpa
characterizations leaves open too many ways of relating t@etimy on the problems
that beset these locations. Too many of those strategies asecmdt in the sense that
they do not entail, or conscript, participation in the struggle to rerttak dysfunctional
society, assuming there had been anything that might have fassediety. They may
not call for participation from here, which in the first placel heeen estranged from
“there” by the problem of cultural translation. And even if éixplanation were “right”,
one may end up with agthosof emigration from locations of problematic repetition—
the best minds and most able have to leave—which means, in the enddtplabés are
abandoned to troubled people and their victims. After all, flight islabeand only
recourse for the narrators AfHouse for Mr. Biswas'he Mimic MenandA Bend in the
River, and was so for Naipaul himself.

The wide application of such a charge indicates just how ubiquitohe wekire
to establish a language and culture for the productioetluds The strategy of new
ethical productions is to promise plenitude such that the presenséeiiadequate that it
has to be reorganized. What is promised is plenitude no less gratidiasiat which

stirred and still stirs anti-colonial fervor. Essentialigfter Spivak) is only a part of it—
334



the advance party. We insist that such and such is.isJust the same time, that which
is “full” of meaning isnot named. Instead, the convocation of adherents prodikes
as allegories of the unnamed center. Uplifting stories about analnable Trinidad do
not have to prove what would be uplifted. The charges leveled atjsn&presentation
of others as lacking Western qualities; the concurrent elevatidapofts” and other
untranslatable experiences; the modulation between constructing aondsulecting
history; the repeated process of filling kernels like the “human™history” with
meaning, fragmenting meaning, emptying them, and refilling thgamathe promise of
a final meeting when that center will manifest, are done beaduselief in that center,

to widen distribution and increase support for it.

what is and what should be

There is nothing iNA Bend in the Riveand in A House for Mr. Biswasin
Naipaul's work generally, which says that Africa and Trinidad catamedrrow become
what others claim it to have been or is at heart. Perhapk dtonso spontaneously. Or,
as local stories suggest, some great Ancestor comes andvexgthang. Perhaps it will
take the years and luck and effort it took the U.S. to become morefpbthem the
commonwealth it could very well been part of. Then again, perhapk fiaiv Whether
the places in which you or | or someone else are interested adgsbseaking with its
essential characterization, or by establishing a mdwos, or both, only makes a
difference when the method to power has to take a particularegc@md profit particular
individuals or collective. Perhaps what troubles his critics aNaipaul is that we can

go to Africa and find truth in his dramasd in theirs, if anything because they come
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from the same conditions and adopt similar modes. There is nothingrévants the
peoples of Africa from working towards that end of which a crikie Haidar Eid would
approve, except that they and we must understand the postcolonialorenthat give
rise to Postcolonialism, Big Man Presidents, Liberation Arnaes,V.S. Naipaul. We
learn the trutlof his dramas and theirs.

Haidar Eid argues thaA Bend in the Rivé&s representations of independent
Africa justify neocolonialisnf> Neocolonialism, in this case, can be as vague as
“western influence”, as sharp as “Western domination”, and whes taseondemn, it
becomes a way to project the other against which is defined an edfdrat nascent
(post-colonial) identity. That identity is often idealized. Alale tried to show, the
situation is more complicated than calling someone “primitivethatheight of British
colonial power. Not an especially good piece, Eid’s still camesas a representative
example of the criticism of Naipaul. Actually, it serves thispose well because the
writer does not hide the contradictions as skillfully, nor shift maakeslexterously, as
others who make the same charge and construct like kernelsookEgddt the world from
a perspective where Africa already exists with all thogees that specifically disqualify
Naipaul's representations. From that perspective, Africa lamdAfrican societies now
canbeanddothings, despite any empirical evidence to the contrary. And from there, Eid
reads the novel's opening lines with a different founding firstgpla in mind.
Naipaul's opening statement foBend in the Rivé}, Eid essentially claims, denies the

fundamental truth that all meare something; it is therefore false. Moreover, it leads to

% “Naipaul'sA Bend in the Riveand Neo-Colonialism as a Comparative Context”.
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an image of Africa that serves to justify Western interventiorthe forms of aid and
cultural value$’ Eid does not have to address whethisrtruth is subjected to the
true/false contestation as the truth that “some men are nothinigt ise writes from a
perspective in which the plenitude of humamghe way that he usesig, if not self-
evident, then absolutely morally necessary. Without getting inioresolvable debate
on the good, | would forward the question left unasked—the same quslstiptics ask
of all arguments from the Good: if the something of men thdalsfied by direct
statements like Naipaul's is there, simply there, then whahéssiis it of ours to state
acknowledgements? Or, to change agency, why not let that unqueti@taiitude
inadequate all representations of the thing itself? In eithesiore the question is
important to the interpretation of Naipaul's phrase and the rékeafovel: it reveals the
projector of some greater Agency to redeem the mess that cannot be denied.

And this leads us back to history. If the “being” of Africathere, it should
falsify all fallacies through vigorous empirical tests, ltk@vity falsifies grand illusions
of flying off of cliffs. In fact, to facilitate this faification, let us go verify its properties,
or whatever claims are made of the thing, using proper testsahdegitimately yield
the result that a proposition about or that Postcolonialist reprasenthtAfrica is false.
If it is said that Africa is great, let us see if Afrisagreat; give us the standards and we
will measure. But if the point is that we cannot say certaimgs, or that we have to
makethem, to essentially make this brave new Africa, then why doeatter if “being”

is there or not? Why not overtly instruct: you cannot say tliégle, then, is another

% “The world is what it is; men who are nothing, wiltow themselves to become nothing, have no place
it.”
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moment where the two impulses that ought to be antagonisticteeee®ed each other:
(ahistorical) Africain history allows one like Eid to say that historical phenomena,
including colonialism and neocolonialist characterizations, to missntm&; Africa of
history is that which was colonized and that which must fightnagaieocolonialism.
The mystery of their alliance comes from the same crifcgscriptive program: that we
have to work (against Naipaul and neocolonialism) to make Afritéstory real makes
it an Africa of history—the consequence of our ethical/unethicaregtand in working
for this Africa of history, we are looking at an image of, lnseawe believe in, an Africa
that is forced to suffer in history, assailed but not despoped bin other words, if we
believe that something is real, our action will eventually (oedly) make it so. For this
discourse of self-fulfillment to work (or seem to), the skeptind &heir empirical
examination of the proposition “something is real” and their ratishadielf-interest
function that refuses to “make it so”, must be cordon off. Forr#ason has it been
crucial that writers like Ghosh and Rushdie and Walcott, andclite Chakrabarty and
Bhabha, establish the authority to modulate.

Specifically, Eid’s tautology allows him to presume that therean “African
society” that Naipaul has gotten wrong, and allows him to do sodbyngn the negation
imply the positive attribution. Indeed, though both seem to portragrtientation”, the
post-colonial histories of Eid and Naipaul a@ the same; | was wrong. One of them
serves the production ethos and Eid’s critique of Naipaul is not really that the New

Domain misrepresents Africans as inept but that Naipaul's world doereadily lend

27 «“Naipaul'sA Bend in the Riveand Neo-Colonialism as a Comparative Context”. 3
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itself to the allegorization of the history to be wished—one in whit of us must help
Africa to make history, and are open to ethics charges if we do not.

It is not a history without comparatives, just favorable BheRid’s retelling ofA
Bend in the Rivernvokes vague Third World successes and uses these unities to
undermine Salim’s reports of dysfunction. To be sure, this is f@ince Naipaul, in
refusing to specify a location, means his novel to be representabunter-examples
represent a useful critique. But counter-examples do not another maki&®. Where
does Eid gehis world, the one that is complete because it already includeygtiewney,
and humanistic because it moves ethically to a state-of-afféuess humans fulfill their
moral potential (the kernels shall be filled)? Eid is unhapply Waipaul's ending, and
the strength of the critique depends on projecting the affectsthiegeshould produce.
“What we are left with by the end of the novel amounts to a siialideology with
insoluble problems. Salim—the astute observer—has nothing positive or stiatiti
offer to us”. But that is the point. Eid cannot deny that in Affaaigners have been
the target of retaliation, and farms and businesses expropriatethtioe owners (or
cronies of those in power). Nor should Salim be allowed to stag, EHic implies, the
cliquey Indian does not merit Africa. And if as Eid says,Bend in the Rivenever

opens up new possibilities for the futuf&'then is not the future that can close the covers

2 Byt then, is that not all historiography?
% just as the descendants of peoples forced togetharisland do not at the strike of Independenseciety
make (i.e. Trinidad)
30 “Naipaul'sA Bend in the Riveand Neo-Colonialism as a Comparative Context”. Islit not uncanny
that where there is talk of possibility, there sually also investment in some possibilities owbers? For
example, the idea that the development of humaengiat does not require the participation of alhtauns
never is discussed in the language of possibiéitien if it is a possibility to consider. It is nkid's
“possibility” for the future, from all indicationFinally, just as “possibility” is never radicalbpen-ended, it
is never conservative (as indicated by the keywoedv").
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of the book, that interprets what is truthful and what is not from thel,noeethe most
open of all?

The other philosophies of history, from Father Huismans’s faitfisiicivilization
and Raymond’'s nationalist myth for natives, make people work, and Amerarzd
Europeans have already done that too ellSome people work, some work against
having to work, and those who do not work have no place in the world; thesetde
historical reality. Though Eid’'s piece has the faults of a nowsitee, its path is well-
worn.  The writer, for instance, concludes from Naipaul's charaetésn of
dysfunctional African self-government that the novelist advocdtesirtervention of
foreign aid and neocolonial intervention. The leap is much, though ngpected. In
the first place, a nihilist would not call for intervention, since action would be
meaningless. But more practically, any foreign aid would gattjréo the Big Man or
the Liberation Army, as a lot of aid now does, and it can harddalaethatA Bend in the
Riveris propaganda for either of those. Nor do the depictions of Raymond tret Fa
Huismans, and of other westerners, and of Western Colonialism toitsaefsd, credit
any of those projects. Thgcéeis a neocolonial institution, according AoBend in the
River, and so is the new Domain (the prison that Raymond builds for himbelf);
structures create the human instruments for the Big*Maglearly the battle in the
criticism is not so much against Naipaul’s “activism”, but agdimst monolith “Western

Culture” itself, a battle in which the services of proud but unconsciprdevalued

3 |bid. 9

32 1f Eid had read the autobiographical writings, Wweuld know that Naipaul often makes fun of the
postcolonial coming for aid, and playing up a re¥@ected of him by neocolonial bleeding heart Atsrand
that more seriously he takes care to show how Westeenable people who cause problems for postieblo
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Africa serves a special role. Eid’s article has alrgaaiitioned itself as such before he
starts to insist that Africa holds values that the West cannotrstadd and potential
which only It—whatever “It” is—can dictate. (To use Derridalsamaturgy from
Specters of MarxEid is only prepping the audience before “It” comes on stagaipahil
ruins such a project because he shows how those in the world wheean freely
reject It by assessing how humans use “It”. He is hismngi | am using Eid at this
point because his non-fiction may be subjected to more rigor thantheagtories of
Ghosh or Rushdie; | am trying to subvert the reason why Rushdie wwgmish political
discourse away from non-fiction and towards story-telling.

The desire for an ethical world leads Eid to apocalyptic revoluibleast in the
article. He ends by invoking Benjamin’s angel of history, an lawbese purpose in
history is to explode the present. Yet even here Eid greemlysstrom the path. He
invokes Benjamin’s angel because it gives him that ending wihediagy promises, just
as | might invoke Godot to spoil it. And yes it gives him the endinbet desired by
those already of his party. But the invocation complicates Figigram for producing
ethosin two ways. In the first place, he now has to promise an eridstory, and
according to Benjamin’s story, the only agency that can stop theylagttransforming
angel is (what Milton called) that greater man. In so doing, iEZ&sdo men, specifically
Africans, a structure of agency from which they will evenjua#ed saving, a patriarchy
that looks to a deliverer, another Big Man. Eid also misreads menjdThere will

always be peoples who will not trample on the past; rather tHegawvhat Benjamin’s

places, if they do not do it themselveEhe Enigma of Arriva{1987) andA Way in the World1994) would
have explained to Eid that Naipaul would never stimothe role the critics casts for him.
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angel does, and walk straight ahead and turn their faces sometintee past®
Benjamin’s angel has no such reverence for the past; it doesattomutedly through
what it sees in ruins. It has a very different sense of tiAre it alwaysfaces what we
consider to be the past. It is the Other which reveals the dhour historicism*.
Tradition and a reassuring future are the devices of the kindtofibism that gives to
oppressors and the oppressed their subjectivities. Africa emesagirthe end of
Colonialism and neocolonialism is such an historicist tale. In Benja prophetic
archaeology, Africa offers ruins for revelation, and there is thet same kind of
imperativé® that says the angel which uses fragments of Africa to makdasto be
African. Eid removes himself from the stream of earthly sypace to a place where he
sees the angeind the timeline because he is invested in a specific kind of histaty a
where it is supposed to lead—a brave new world that is new to ydactagainst Eid’'s
figure, the angel that inspired Benjamin faces us, such tbanhitinderstand history only
by re-imagining each time the fragmented past as a “soagbestrophe”. To the angel
there is no future but that which is out of earthly historicaétifor its purpose is, again,
to usher in the final explosion. And we the viewer face it, such that we apprehersd aga

linear time, against what tomorrow is supposed to bring, the explosinadic image of

% pid 12

3 Here is the relevant Thesis IX.

There is a painting by Klee called Angelus Novus. ahgel is depicted there who looks as though e we
about to distance himself from something whichshstaring at. His eyes are opened wide, his mdatids
open and his wings are outstretched. The Angelistbry must look just so. His face is turned toveatide
past. Wherave see the appearance of a chain of evdr@sees one single catastrophe, which unceasingly
piles rubble on top of rubble and hurls it befoie feet. He would like to pause for a moment so fai
[verweilen: a reference to Goethe’s Faust], to amake dead and to piece together what has beeshetha
But a storm is blowing from Paradise, it has caudigletf up in his wings and is so strong that thegél can
no longer close them. The storm drives him irrdsisinto the future, to which his back is turnedhile the
rubble-heap before him grows sky-high. That whiehoall progress, ithis storm.

% found in identity politics
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history. The point is not to look ahead, past the now in which weuatcto rupture time
andendhistory. The only reason one still needs history, to forecast, to make proasises
Eid does, is to continue to set norms—to prodetteos The philosophy of history
served by Eid’s historiography sets up a dependency much as théalddand does):
one continues to need history if the final promise is still und@d;dsut that promise is a
function of history on which one relies. Subjectivities organizedllegaies of Africa
promote this same dependency, and any criticism based on Benj&mioh’sf history
that go on to make promises about the future is guilty of promotiegséame. The
attraction to the philosophy of history Benjamin theorizes is of eaumglerstandable. It
is amusingly ironic that in Benjamin’s history, those who do not qpéte in the
explosive project have no place: they are neither bad nor good. P#raamhosts will
be useful, but they themselves have done nothing to explode time. Emmalbyng is
Eid’s invocation of a Western critic of Western HistoricismngsiJudeo-Christian
Theology to represent what can be done by “these pé@ple”

Be that as it may, | am not faulting Eid in the capacitya @denjaminian critic.
The presence of Benjamin clues us to the ambition of these ceeseon representations
of Africa that actually construct an Africa-for-the world.idtan intolerant revolutionary

logic. Not only can it not spare precious resources, like educatedgiostals, many of

% Although | may not agree with Zizek’s politicallvas, | think he is right in his critique of chasgef
neocolonialism, especially when they are made adaic journals. “l think one should also problérnea
the main points of reference of today's “radicaliedretical discourse. The postcolonial critique of
Eurocentrism is, in its intellectual background ahé tools it mobilizes, a Eurocentric endeaypar
excellencePerhaps nowhere does this hidden Eurocentric iasge more forcefully than with regard to the
opposition between essentialism and contingentthalusual bashing of Eurocentric essentialisnulshoot
blind us to the key fact that, ultimately, the ogition of essentialism and contingency is a newaénthe
old opposition between the traditional fixity ofcal roles and moderBuropean)social dynamics. In short,
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whom have already figured it is better to flee than to fight, it also has to create a
specific, almost nativishegemony. It means to govern representations produced
everywhere before the explosion, in order to create the agents #nd so it does not
allow each place to arrive at its own version of the world eitiher battle is lost when
another Third World place becomes a capitalistic power. Let us sppaisthe West is
technologically superior, certainly as a war machine. Inghpposition, the opposition
may say: science and technology (or means of production) must ndieordgisted, but
denounced. Do not just refrain from buying the western diesel pump, bomee
conscious of the commodity fetish (basically Ghosh’s thesik iAn Antique Lang
Resisting andcoexistingwith technology would simply put those who resist at further
disadvantage, not just in terms weapons, but also in health caregmgreeering, land
and waste management, birth control and the consequent liberation ofnwome
Therefore, it is the technocrats who must be made into luddi®&s.is it with other
Western advantages, like Father Huismans’s sense of historjne West has what |
would call an historiographical advantage, that is, if the productiorstaritibenefits the
West more than other competitors, the advantage deriving from bothudiscand
production capacify, than adversaries must not only refrain from writing history, but
also advance the directive that historiography be subsumed under)ad{seourse that

the opposition can more easily produce. For Dipesh Chakrabartyaiisne¢evating the

authority of “a-history®®, under which certain ideas woulibt be subjected to that

essentialism is the latest name for premodern ldogji.” (490) “A Symptom — of What?'Critical Inquiry.
29.3 (2003): 486 — 503.
37 More universities, more intellectual institutionsore publishers and presses, etc.
3 Dipesh ChakrabartyHabitations of Modernity
344



deconstructive force to which other ideas are: ahistoricityesefore not—or not just—
the lived-experience of those in brave postcolonial places, buetaica]) function
operating in historicist cultures available only for use to advdrsa@lvantaged peoples.
The stuff of a-history tends to be experiential, and oral, and thus) whiers pay
attention, a host of people are now giteaccess to discursive power. Chakrabarty’s
attempts to nullify competitive advantage actually speak muwatdeing “behind” than
the categories of Western history, for they represent the ituthe philosophy of
“criticism” to create value where technological, economic, @wid development cannot
(yet). For Eid, the power move is to reaffirm the authorityhefidea of a self-creating
“Africa”. This “Africa” must be so centered in the minds of non-Africémat it becomes
the unquestionable Africa against which all others are measured, includingli¢aipa
Yet it must remain unnamed and unproven. Unproven, it cannot suffeoafispr
The moment Eid makes trouble for his work (with those not alreatheaame party, of
course) is when he starts to write “African society”, drewever he feels slight need to
describe that which his allegorical structure conceives tmtbescribable, for it is in
those moments that we have grounds to test and contest the idesdistoa. We can
say, ah, these are the conclusions | ought to find if | go to&fimd try it and learn
about it according to the method you have laid out for reading thd.w80 Eid avoids
presenting any sociological or anthropological or politicatsfaabout Africa, nor any
psychological reading of Naipaul’s idiosyncracies. In fact, he ends uprmornfA Bend

in the Riverby naming several African Big Men Presidents. Nor doegch® Africa

39 And yes, they are given those powers, since | deubn the most caring academic is willing to digso
that which puts her in the position of author asacher.
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and build a society that would disprove all propositions made by Naipaul.
Representations are disseminated, and traces change context, ceorélegve is not
aimed at the subjects of Zimbawe or Kenya or West Afridais &imed at readers of
Naipaul (who read criticism). And if its accomplishmeninsitied, its purpose is no less
than to elevate the allegory of glorious Africa to the authoritthefWord. We are not
asked to understand the idea of multiple-fragmented competingsuaitd moments of
stability and dysfunction as hypothetical, and go and test it ealhyr for any empirical
test, according to the implications of the charge, would actuallfircothe terms in
which they are conducted. No longer would that wayward public able to calarlater f
different advantages. We are supposed to accept the Postcolanialatigs word, and
denounce all others. Benjamin was trying to re-establish theoréytlof radical

prophets. Calling on him suggests ambition no less grandiose.

struggling against history, making it

Could it be that V.S. Naipaul, in describing what is, and “reducing” quenele
to nothing, misrepresents post-colonials and post-colonial conditions béeadses not
understand history?

But he knows history. He knows that history does not support any one
philosophy, so that he refuses to let any philosophy determine thieg’Abr “Trinidad”
that is to be projected ahead of its time or in spite of evidentlee contrary. And he
knows the power of history. He knows as much as Ghosh, without thesenihat
drives Ghosh to use his metaphors for social development; knows as snRcistalie,

without the magic that lets the writer (or his metaphoricalogjate the chutney-maker)
346



change the world with a word. Naipaul knows how history and histasiesietermine
the life of a person and a community. Events of the past anagvititat make sense of
them all conspire against us, as we would use them to conspiretaghers. To the list
of burdens, I think he would include superstitious stories that tell hpgrson’s life is
suppose to play out and cause that person to react such that he atayaligut the life
prophesized for him. Naipaul knows about cultural fragmentation. He kabwust
attempts to create anew. He also knows failure. He knows'‘®ifilisa” is history, too,
not as a thing in time, but as representation, as a sign oé dlesfrproduces unforeseen,
unintended historical consequences. His novels tell us that he knows.

And in the final analysis, even the orderliness of the art forntcoofedy and
tragedy, and history, is not enough to deal with the world, which is why | think Naspaul
caught in the tension between the modes of art and non-fiction. uNaganot forget
enough of history and post-colonial realities to have faith in theveni@on that Ghosh
and Rushdie have. The self-policing, self-reflexive historian iserempted from the
errors of the predecessors he would repudiate. Social demasdsdépendence work
the same way that social demands have. Criticism of Naipact t@ him in ways that
would allow Postcolonial writers to also write about some of theegaroblemsnd then
shift modes to conclusively, or at least with serious commitnpéott—to Plot—History.
To Naipaul, the contraption that would exempt Postcolonial plotterswtindt redeem
their history, is only @eus-ex-machina

The structure that makes tragicomedyAdflouse for Mr. Biswass quite elegant,

and never since has Naipaul achieved the same crafted gradep$there are reasons
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why not®. He begins the novel announcing his title character would die ten weeks hence.
Mohun Biswas was forty-six, broke, with four children, and just firednfhis job as a
reporter. Sacked, he worried about his house, on which he still owessl tthousand
dollars. The house had been built by a solicitor in his spareasnahobby. Cobbled
together mainly with material salvaged from decamped Amewgamy bases, it was
spectacularly mismatched. It was large, too large for the neigbbd, visible from two

or three streets away, and famous all over St. James. Thiswoukkbe Biswas'’s last
effort. There had been many previous attempts and just asfaiamgs by Mr. Biswas

to establish a house of his own.

Naipaul follows the last house quickly with the first, and anothethde®hen
Biswas was a child, his father drowned. Raghu, a robust diver, dramned in waters
near the family’s hut in search of Biswas. The son had lostvain his charge, and was
hiding out under a bed at home. But because a pundit had forbidden Bisgwmsear
“water in its natural form”, father and mother and gatherieggimbors immediately
thought of the pond when the child was missed. The drowning of a fatirehsg for a
son feared drowned would be the first of many ironies in Bisvii&, accidentally
caused by him, and facilitated by the circumstances and culture in whiclshe act

One night sometime after the funeral, a neighbor and some otlagrexs went
through the family’s plot of land looking for the money they belietexdldead man had
stashed away during his lifetime. The neighbor had some cliawasi his cow Biswas
had lost. The others had no cause. Biswas’s experience of thietimég villagers

ransacked the yard is dominated by images of fire and ceglasEshadowy trespassers

9 The man himself would say he is not looking taphis most lauded accomplishment.



singing songs as they tore up the dirt. The family cowared corner of the hut,
weapons in hand. At the height of her courage, his mother barked aeitieor,
“Savage! Get out!”. “Willingly.” He spat out the hibiscusfl@m to a flower-bed. ‘I just
wanted to tell you that these wicked men will come again. Whyt da/ help them,
maharajir?”*! In the end, she sold him the hut and the land.

And so Mr Biswas came to leave the only house to which he had some

right. For the next thirty-five years he was to be a wasrdeith no place

he could call his own, with no family except that which he wasté&orgut

to create out of the engulfing world of the Tulsis. For with hagh@r’s

parents dead, his father dead, his brothers on the estate atyFgisi

sister] Dehuti as a servant in [his aunt] Tara’s house, and hirapally

growing away from [his mother] Bipti who, broken, became incresing

useless and impenetrable, it seemed to him that he was really quité®alone.

Such a beginning lends a sense of inevitability to Biswa&s liThough

individual battles would be against domineering inlaws, cheating Ibsildand
exploitative employers; against lawless societies like atbef’'s village, against the
feudal caste-bound Hindu conservatism of the Tulsis and other Indiansgaindtdhe
new economy under American influence; and against the promise of ewo@shis
was to be a life spent struggling against itself. Naipaulcbagposedd House for Mr.
Biswaswith two co-dependent senses of history: moments of slight ¢faaamake it

seem possible to break from all that had gone on before, and-fibertyears of

41 Mr. Biswas 37
“2 1bid. 39
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wandering that turn all things new and good into another recuradnitee same. The

repetitiveness of Biswas’s life makes the end of him altelpabo late and too soon.
During moments of crisis, death promises relief from despair dedseefrom ceaseless
struggle. During moments of peace, even contentment, death cutsadthas been too
hard earned. It is this very tension that makes tragicomedyjagable mode; deft

management of it makes a work of art beautiful.

The form of A House for Mr. Biswass also its sense of history. If anything,
criticism of Naipaul may have to deal with the idea that é&easentations and “things”
are inescapably historical. In the historical mode, the novel giwéwo temporalities,
correlatively two ideas of order, two ways to take things, andntanings for change:
history is the tension between them. One order is futile, endiéss;other
developmental, hopeful. Any “order” of events, bright or dark, is detestic. Avec
'ordre futile, plus ¢ca change, plus c’est la méme chose. Timgegasvents recur.
Biswas goes to live with his aunt Tara. He revolts, sets outsoovn. Having failed,
Biswas goes to live with the Tulsis in Hanuman House. He rewdts out on his own.
Having failed, Biswas returns to live with the Tulsis in ShoghilHe revolts, sets out on
his own. And so on. And so forth. For Biswas’s forty-six years. hearever old the
Colony was to be. Antithetically, the developmental order valorikesnew, not as
welcomed return of so many other occurrences, but as sign of a mantddwdifference,
of change and the chance of never returning. The new may sigrufyress that
promises a better life next year, and even better the yéar ar it may signify
revolution that promises an unprecedented kind of life beyond. Such imvestmthe

future is not limited to Biswas’s house-building. There are hirgsgiand is abuzz with
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the promise of Independence and economic freedom. Especially cleaasgdédrmer
slaves and some of their descend&nt$n the mind of men starting their own business,
the days ahead are better, too, although the gains they expextsatieain utopian. Each
“order” subsumes the other. Indefatigable optimism treats meaaggécurrence as
something inferior and soon broken by humans or some higher power. dReeuoks
at meaningless optimism as old feelings for new causes leading tonihiarfaffects. So
one depressed moment:
In all Mr Biswas lived for six years at The Chase, yearsg@mshed by
their own boredom and futility that at the end they could be comprehended
in one glance. But he had aged.
is followed (in the next paragraph) by:
... he never ceased to feel that some nobler purpose awaited him, even in
this limiting society™**
Neither outlook is able to completely eradicate the other. Nagtews how one sense
comes back just as the other is about to settle. The comeddynfiotds depends very
much on knowing the logic of both and the ways they interact, and $ieammedy is
well contrived, we must conclude that the author knows much about the amgnpeti
senses of history and how to beautifully manage the tension between It is a
comedy of errors; the errors are caused by mishandling histody philosophies of

history.

*3 The fanatical optimism is clearer in Naipaul's W®that are closer to memoirs and that revisitsénme
period in the history of the place. @fWay In The World
*Mr. Biswas174
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Sense of recurrence and sense of progress are kept alive bpeapse are
forgetful, self-deluding, or stupid, or cunning and manipulatare] because each order
IS responsive to certain personalities in the particular cantkat call for it. Because the
logic of use are patterns exhibited subjects that do not usually use logic. Histocyal.
History is human interaction. The actions of Biswas alone do natecrepetition. Nor
is he alone in acting on a desire to, as the book describes itreagepalth and free
himself from the lan®. If anything is clear irA House for Mr Biswasit is that people
frustrate each other. They help and they hurt. How they kgmpnty up each other
makes for comedylt is only because they suffer worse than being tripped, and probably
because the stakes grow large and weighty when we imaginelvagrsn the society
described by such a “comedy”, or that such a society may Betbat the novel takes on
darker tones; this is why | have used “tragicomedy” to desdti It might be useful to
have both senses in history, in the end. Shama, for one, finds durirggtinyés a kind
of consolation in steady repetition, even if what repeats, takeitsél, is dull or
depressing. But of course the repetitiveness of crisis and coosotxtasperates her
husband Biswas. In the end, it may turn out that the particulargooafion of these
aspects of history, and the material and social conditionsi¢tatssitate using both, in a
particular place, namely Trinidad, a configuration that fits Wékdefinition of culture
in the Caribbean, turns out to be deleterious. Deleterious to thosiesycand/or

deleterious to the cultures in which the representations ciecul&nd the repeated

%> The description is first given to Tara’s husbaftara was a person of standing. It was her fatbeo
childless, but it was also her fate to have maraedan who had, at one bound, freed himself fraenahd
and acquired wealth...” lbid. 30
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forgetfulness of either one sense or the other in a space goaeseboth bears the onus
of being the cause.

Biswas’s first assertion of his independence exemplifies complexities of
history in a postcolonial location. The shop keeper Bhandat accusedsBi$ stealing a
dollar from him. Bhandat did not particularly like Biswas, who Wwied to work in the
shop because his aunt Tara’s husband owned it. Biswas denied the &faagdat beat
him bloody. The boy scurried home. He cursed Bhandat to his mothelealared that
he would never go back to the shop. Though he had expected her to syepgathiz
mother was practical. She warned that quitting the shop was eaatigniinprudent,
and worried about how the episode would strain the family’s relatiomgtiipTara, on
whom they were at this point dependent. His mother did go to Tara. sYiapathized,
in her way, but she was not going to change anything. She cgstaalnot going to be
the agent of revenge Biswas was seeking, even when thevastknown. “The dollar
wasn’t missing”, she said, “It was at the bottom of his tropseket and he didn’t notice
it.*® Biswas, still angry, hastily attacked Tara by sugggdiirat her servant his sister
Dehuti had been right to run away from her. Without further word Tara left.

‘Oh Mohun,” [his mother] Bipti said [...] ‘you will reduce us all to
pauperdom. You will see me spending the rest of my days in the Poor

House.’

“ |bid. 64
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‘I am going to get a job on my own. And | am going to get my own
house too. | am finished with this.” He waved his aching arm about the
mud walls and the low, sooty thatth.

The moment when autonomy seems possible, when it seems possible tagd make
history of one’s own, is a moment produced by a social order thahdbesotect people
from violence at each other’s hands, and by a proud boy’s stupid miscalculatioh®f Hi
a changeless society and his own unfettered pride lead Biswaséstovate his ability
to create a place of his own, to exist autonomously amid theydarti‘'order” into which
he was born. On his own, Biswas gets a job painting signs fors sbareed by the
Tulsis. He marries one of them and becomes incorporated intsdloety, on which he
comes to depend, and from which he will try many escapes.

At this point we face a decision that leads to which kind of hist@find in A
House for Mr Biswas If the desire for autonomy espoused by Biswas had been generated
by the condition he faced (even as a child, perhaps especiallghdd,avhen the image
of immature self-policing lets us in on the unconscious rules asdbiety), then culture
would not be just the static togetherness of the cracked vasholbwutts supposed
fragments interact at any given moment. Furthermore, the “\@ss’much cause for its
own conditions and the future as that which had produced the “fragmertts first
place; it, too, is historical. If the desire for autonomy cofr@a elsewhere, is identified
as having come from elsewhere—if perhaps it is a fragmecdrdisd in the making of
the vase—then the integrity of the existing culture can be peotecProtected, it can

then serve in the latest struggles among cultures for power, ahé struggle that is

" Ibid. 64 354



history. The latter allows Marxist and similarly teleokajidialectical historiography

asserting authority globally to use the postcolonial space asgbel v past and nascent
future. The cause for Biswas’s motive determines the stattiseegbresumed units of

history.

But, in writing, the causality of cultural formation can be regdr What is
discovered is actually made. The stakes in the configuration tfifeuand “history”
determines the order to which the unruly fragment Biswas supposetiingbe
Fragments derive their ahistorical value from the “whole”; tivbdie” is not formed
haphazardly—meaninglessly—from arbitrary combination of “fragnientdime. In
“The Return of the Subaltern: the Politics of the Autonomous 8eN House for Mr.
Biswas, William L. Watson read#\ House for Mr. Biswaas a realist historical novel in
the sense laid out by the Marxist critic Georg Luk&csNaipaul's novel marks the
transition of Trinidad from feudal society into a unit of global adgm. Watson
deduces his specific conclusion AnHouse for Mr. Biswafrom the first principle that
the desire for individualist autonomy is structured by capitalisHis theoretical
apparatus is Marxist structuralism, specifically Louis Aldars. Watson believes the
book marks the interpellation of the author into the same system, taipaul rewrites
his father as Mr. Biswas, Watson claims, in order to repudiatéather’s collectivist
subjectivity. But Naipaul’s rewriting is incomplete, asdamnot fully bring Biswas to be
what he wants him to be. Naipaul fails, and Biswas fails, bectnesevriter and

character, severally, bear the burden of Caliban, of what WDEIBIs called double-

“8Works and Days 2211.2 (1993): 61 - 78
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consciousnedd of seeing himself as others see him. Actually, Watson’s Naipzars
consciousness of his own dialectical constitution, but misguidedly giviegause. By
its structure, the article suggests Naipaul could have been itheeACesaire, Franz
Fanon, or Ngugi wa’'Thiongo of his milieu but failed to. Watson folltives section on
double-consciousness, in which these writers are cited not only to tleowiverse
origins of the same concept but also to exemplify what reataes consciousness
should have looked like, with Biswas’s breakdown and entrance into “ttrepuoktan
symbolic order”. Interpellation is marked by failed sexuadtifcation with virginal
girls, a job as a newspaper writer and part of the metropoiieaarly machine, and the
ever present fear that the collective will return to collegleat has escaped. The reason
Watson does not read Naipaul like Lukacs read Scot is because beehagery much
affected by Postcolonialism’s disdain for instrumentalism. rlds to use the concepts of
hybridity and double-consciousness to re-endow what are describadtiampitalist
instruments of history with the kind of freedom from history. Betweahe old
collectivity and the new capitalism there was a moment when Naipaul couldéaveo
much more: it is as if the subaltern returns so he can take the right path.

Watson begins the article with a quote from Said that lays reutparty of
resistance and their betrayers, like Naipaul, whom Said hasfiele as a native against
natives. Said’s basic antagonism Watson keeps, the term “nagvetoids, and the

categorical agents he expands. Here they are collective subjeand capitalism

9 Although Watson does not use the term from the raaeist tradition. Dubois’s concept, published at
beginning of the twentieth century, assumes aipasiif strength: it is the spirit of “black folkhat allow
them to negotiate the conflicts in maintaining tteeible-consciousness of being American and Bladére
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(which produces autonomy as one of its desires). The crititesrpbenitude for an anti-
Capitalist collectivism, which is posited as constitutive of trevipus age, belonging to
“other” peoples, and bearing the full authority of historical beinthe monolith is
Capitalism, for which Watson sometimes substitutes the olderrcehtEmpire the
“metropole”, characterized as Capitalism’s superstrutturéines are redrawn in this
text and context to contain @nd create for it a viable antithesisMeanwhile, he also
needs the sublime. For Watson, that which gets interpellatedystenss (and resists
them) serves as the essential substance full-of-itself, vidwte orders of existence,
“collective subjectivity” and “individualist autonomy”, become the aatastic forms
representative of the great historical struggle. Each ordeeinf bears the burden of
housing not only correspondent cultural identities but also, given Wajsaradigms, of
being actors in the dialectic of history. Humans are freegpxbat freedom is part of a
struggle in which humans are only acting out the “right” plot. Hunars choose
between capitalism and its other, except that the only “free” choice istooe.

Having discerned Watson’s pattern, we can push the logic of lsgeto the
brink. Missing from Watson’s reading is fair characteraabf “collective subjectivity”
as discursive, constructed, and disciplinary: that, however disordaaizeé whether it is
coeval to Capitalism or lost to it in one of history’s many sysebein the here and now
of A House for Mr. Biswa%collective subjectivity” cannot afford to let one like Biswas
become the something else that it drives him to seek. Thatrsomelse does not have

to be individualism, or the desiring subject of autonomy, or anythingwtble to the

spirit “fills” what would otherwise be lacking invdded psyches. Froffihe Souls of Black FolkdNew York:
Modern Library, 2003. First edition published Gigo: A.C. McClurg & Co., 1903.
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Adversary of pre-capital collectivity, an adversary alreadyemito us by Watson’s
history. It may stem from the individual subjects of collectivitpm that which the
discourse on collectivity addresses. Two centers are necessauy Biswas in the in-
between space, and Watson’s concentration on the metropole alloathéhaliscursive
center to grow “full” and (as part of the same structure) esehpepurview of
historicism. Collectivity has to be obscured in the lateestagf the article because it
serves double duty. It serves as an age of history and an indelibdetenatic of an
oppressed people, for which it had to be named, and it servesesisrdgbotentiality, for
which a name would have been counterproductive. So its historicity disapp# |
could, I would arrange for the beginning of Watson’s article toufrg, that 1 might
show from Said’s statement of betrayal “by a native agairistr atatives” the very
reason why some writers of history have to erase the pogsiiliNaipauls emerging
from the in-between space, and why they cannot. Calling to actossaentially native
causes, but according to the reverse construction, somebody isthatheiprogram.
Postcolonialism, in its valorization of hybridity, cannot allow hgtyi to lead to, among
its possibilities, libertarian capitalism wherein the authoaityl power of stories are
diminished. Where Naipaul has only exit strategies, or how tpedba “comedy” of
post-colonial power struggle, Postcolonialism makes promises ofdragmiings. No

doubt, to some, history should always lead to Cesaire, Fanon, and wa'Thiongo.

Or lead to Derek Walcott, the better messenger. Walebts, comes from the

same conditions as Naipaul, with the significant differencehhas black; who observes

0 Watson cites Althusser in his first footnote. 358



the same realities, except not; who writes in a mode—ver&s’lythat seems more
suitable for invoking the idea of a sublime better than a modernist nélacott whose
beautiful forms may be interpreted as redemptive, and even elestesth—the right
kind of truth because redemptive. Walcott who imagines rightly sndribing it down
gives Postcolonialism the opportunity to make the fallacious ontologigament that:
because the text exists its ideas must be respected angdotré® ideas means to grant
it authority equivalent to statements of truth or descriptionsaditye Naipaul's reports
are less than ideal. Walcott's poetics is much more promisimgcan use it to promise
much more.

In his Nobel Prize lecture, Walcott observes several culagts: festivals and
theatrical performancés He describes them in flourish detail and with over-brimming
emotions to suggest that each is part of something wholly constifutext by any
objective standards than by the very experiences of the people. efaghor he uses is
the cracked vase. Caribbean people inherit fragments of cultdast inhabitants have
come or been brought such distances, and have come or beendgetbdr, that culture
for them has to be constituted of some beliefs here, and some abicgy there, for
which there is not any precedence and “wholeness” of tradition.reTdre very few
aboriginal Caribs left, but colonization had fragmented their cdfui@o. Yet the
fragmentshave coherednto a new “whole”, a vase composed of bits and pieces, no less
functional and no less beautiful than vases from those placesgvwatter cultural

continuity. In the lecture’s metaphor, the unit reproducible acrossasglesis “vase”; in

1 Among other, including book-length poen@ofmero$ and plays (the cycles on the Haitian Revolution).
*2The Antilles: Fragments of Epic Memory
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there and in his works, it is also “culture”. Walcott’s aximnthat every being confronts
their specific conditions by formulating coherence. To give tudterence depth—
plentitude—he turns tgathos those beings experience their “fragments” no less
feelingly and deeply than you or | or any other who can claimleness. The measure
of culture is not historical attributes, like dominating or besilogninated, but depth of
native feeling. The axiom’s most valuable corollary is thdtile we may not recognize
unity as sucheverysociety has a culture on par with ours at every level. ethesis
that we shoultf.

Because Derek Walcott needs to project wholeness-yetgmémats so that he
can collect disparate peoples and volatile interactions of hetrefsves, thoughts, into
the coherence metaphorically signified as “vase”, his poetry d¢ftes the sound and
structure of Modernisffi, in particular its cracked monoliths. While his politics is
entirely different from some of the Modernists, many of Waleqgibems are nostalgic,
ambivalent about what has been lost, and insecure about what has beeén Hasrearly
poems, especially, incorporate Eliot’s structure of disjointed paéidns; his resolution
relies ultimately on feelings about those monoliths supposedly leiitdéy modernity,
like Eliot’s.

Time creeps over the patient who are too long patient,
So I, who have made one choice,

Discover that my boyhood has gone over.

3 The importance of substantist thinking in tropésragmentation is nowhere better illustrated than
Salman Rushdie’®idnight’s Children where the narrator himself, the “fullest” of b#lings in the novel, that
of which we are given the greatest variety of thas@nd bodily experiences, is being cracked.
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| go, of course, through all the isolated acts,

Make a holiday of situations,

Straighten my tie and fix important jaws,
Or

Art is profane and pagan,

The most it has revealed

Is what a crippled Vulcan

Beat on Achilles’ shield.

By these blue, changing graves

Fanned by the furnace blast

Of heaven, may the mind

Catch fire till it cleaves

Its mould of clay at last.

Now Friday’s progeny,

The brood of Crusoe’s slave,
Black little girls in pink
Organdy, crinolines,

Walk in their air of glory

** For more detailed comparisons, see: Charles Bolldew World Modernisms: T.S. Eliot, Derek Walcott,
and Kamau BrathwaiteCharlottesville: U. of Virginia P., 2004. Mya#ings are independent of Pollard’s.
> “prelude”. Collected Poem$948 — 1984 London: Faber and Faber, 1992. p. 3 1l. 10,-193- 21. Some
leaves of the book have been bounded in the wrodey.o
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Beside a breaking wave;
Below their feet the surf

Hisses like tambourines.

At dusk, when they return
For vespers, every dress
Touched by the sun will burn
A seraph’s, an angel’s,

And nothing | can learn
From art or loneliness

Can bless them as the bell’s

Transfiguring tongue can ble¥s.

His later poems engage the politics of reform more overtly, blit hstilds on to
complexity as a saving grace:
Any crack in the sidewalk was made by the primal fault

of the first map of the world, its boundaries and powers.

One step over the low wall, if you should care to,
recaptures a childhood whose vines fasten your foot.
And this is the lot of all wanderers, this is their fate,

that the more they wander, the more the world grows wide.
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So, however far you have traveled, your

steps make more holes and the mesh is multiplied—

or why should you suddenly think of Tomas Venclova,

and why should | care about whatever they did to Heberto

when exiles must make their own maps, when this asphalt

takes you far from the action, past hedges of unaligned flowWers?
The second fragment cited, from the poem “Crusoe’s island”, exeespliife dexterous
construction of a “vase”. It is not coincidental that in his Nobetule Walcott
introduces the very metaphor of “vase” after he spends a few mem@@nteciating the
same kind of joy observing Indians celebrating a festival. Thaapyi conflict in the
section from “Crusoe’s island” is between paganism and Christian@ne kind of
paganism, monolithic and much hallowed, has been enlisted to bolstauttienticity
and value of another, less recognized kind. Vulcan’s fire is thé& btde girls’ fiery
dresses. The pivot is the idea of creative art: the two dalgee brought together by
how they each relate to it. Together, both kinds of paganism subvlddoxt
Christianity. “The brood of Crusoe’s slave” does not combat osligiith religion. Nor
is Walcott, a believer of God, using them to travestize belreftead, the poet uses them
as living examples to revise the regime of vespers. “Frsdpyogeny” transforms the
idea of angels and seraphs in their walk and dress and bellalleBgrizing the sublime
depths of the lives lived by Christianized black little girls, [8@#& deconstructs the

symbolic power of the dominant icons of Christian civilization, sergpiitsangels, and

*«Crusoe’s Island”.Collected Poemsp.71 — 72. section I
>"“Our houses are one step from the gutteiCollected Poems474
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implicitly attacks the privilege of looking like those iconic subj&ctéle wants to extend
that power to more than the chosen few. The productioettals here depends on
keepingfaith, the other pivot and universal category beside art. Tortgl@fane gives
credence to the correlative that _ is sacred. Thenbedidransfigure.

The section may also be read as an oblique historical critigheisti@nity has
marginalized and abandoned the peoples it made in building its Epggles who are
left to piece together a new kind of life from the idead practices thaare, by force,
their cultural-historical legacy. Shoring the “fragments”, ¥é#tl is able to signify
plenitude beyond the profatie Indeed, the culture of the girl is positioned to be in some
ways superior to the kind of paganism first cited: the firshastial; the second (the one
being endorsed) has all the naturalness of waves, surf, and sun.uré¢, celevating
nature (and the truth of the poet’s feelings in contact withveey technology is a familiar
Romantic trope. Here it is a modernized and Modernist kind used by IjeeYeats,
Wallace Stever!$ and T.S. Elidt; but Romantic tropes signify still. The power of
allegory is that while it admits that some things failuses the failure to “prove” the
triumph of some other (oft greater) thing, or Thing. If ther¢oive salvation from
modern-postmodern uncertainty, it will probably need to change airorekto this type
of allegory, and the logical contradictions the allegories onerioverride. The method
is contradictory—art positions itself as incapable of articulgtine bells’ transfiguration,

except that it just did—but only to literary critics, educat&dpsics, and knowing

8 See much of Western art.
9 Which is allegory to literary criticism, at leastWalter Benjamin and Paul de Man.
€0 See especially “Ideas of Order at Key West”.
®1 In particular of thé=our Quartets
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writers. Here the failure of art leads to the redemption afreand visions of a cultural
“life” beyond®’. What Walcott leaves out—where the girls have been, what theyhdo, w
men do to them, what they do to each other, and to themselves. Fhatgnime, the
missing fragments, between the “air of glory” and the “retunn vlespers”, Naipaul
would probably have included.

Just because Naipaul’s literary form is elegant, does nat imstory is graceful,
and just because our words have order, does not mean existence is orderly. The beauty of
the literary form can give the false impression that arabsspoils something of value,
like deconstructing misogynistic jingoism can “ruin” that heagging myth of how a
nation emerges as she is and how we are to safeguard her punist ajjacnemies.
Maybe analysis can ruin anything. But if analysis has ruinedeading of a text, then
the text was probably not being read as literature. Naipawol'kl is messy. Changing
sameness and radical change “happen” amid a chaos of conftimbinges and actions
produced by ungraspable causes, with unforeseen consequences.reTheyea above
us, these transfigurations of the bells. They are the bells ¢éZCotmagination is not
enough to lift them, imagination that produces both sympathetic vésidrunforgiving
comedy. Writing is not enoughExactly as in Walcott's poem. Incapacity would be
what we find if we took Walcott literally, or skeptically. dias is a writer. Singh (from
The Mimic Merand basically the one son of Biswas who stood the best chafreeing
himself from the land) writes. But they do not have the mamgit\Walcott’'s “I” thinks

his poems has, nor the magic with which Rushdie endows his lot. iBheoeone, no

%2 Indeed the poem works like a famous poem of tHedsscribed “last of the Romantics”: Yeats’s “Angpn
School Children”.
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narrator, who moves through the apparent fragmented world to put it togefhie.
There is no seraph. No angel. There is no greater singutarggéem the complexities
of history, only humans crammed together and struggling on a dagtédimg who must
now decide for themselves. No Form stitches the so-caliggnents into an agent as
powerful as wanted. And no formerly un-tattered garment to riekend seem only the
recovery of a previous reality. No lapsarian before. No fortuatiée. For Naipaul,
there has not been a “first map”, only attempts, promises, and consequences!

A Bend in the Riveis about a map (as much as Ghosit'® Shadow Lines
about a map). Or, rather, like Ghosh’s novel, it is about mappiadiuinan inscription
of values; the construction of new regimes of pdiveBut unlike Ghosh, and very far
from Walcott, Naipaul does not start with consoling origin novarat any sort ofelos
No great Medieval Indian Ocean economy. No bell maker. There psimal village
like the one at the beginning @ien Afos de SoledadA Bend in the Rivebest
represents the thinking of the “latter Naipaul”, which actually is not toordiftdrom the
thinking of the “early Naipaul”. It is a good example insofait @s a better novel in the
later group. Its episodes are less rambling than manyTafeeMimic Menheld together
by the theme of history and power, the destruction wrecked leyarad) the slow attempt

to rebuild. Its plot is unified by the struggle to turn a prbbim running a dry goods

83 Jeremy Black writes an interesting history of magp Postcolonialists would agree with Black that
“historical atlases had to devote considerable espathe process of imperial growth” (121). | thinhere
they may diverge, if only slightly, is the politio$ remapping. Essentially, the act of mappingsBatiesire
for order, and whether drawing a political map @mapping, as Ghosh does, one is still appealirtbiso
desire. Again, this desire approaches totalit@mnwhen there is conflict over how to map. Evba t
cosmopolitan must map his anti-nationalist wordt, How would he know that the slave can travellyrée
the trade networkMaps and History New Haven: Yale U.P., 1997.
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store in the town at the bend in the rRfemand by the consolidation of power of the
President of the newly independent nation.

Those who settle at the bend in the river have gained for thesagbk fortune of
geography. Out of their “success” will come destructive ehldsre“fragments” if you
will. ' When some of the elements grow beyond their management—aagnaent will,
when it is fully motivated—the elements reduce the settlensemtoend in the river once
again. The area becomes “lost”, again, unchanged by human astigitergrown by
jungle, its monuments busted. And once more, another group of ‘8psétlers come.
The town at the bend in the river grows. For a while theesgttirosper. Then, due to
something unforeseen, due to something foreseen but unheeded, or dueitaligy
to mobilize, perhaps due to the attentions of a Big Man attractie wealth they have
been creating, due to the rage at having been victims of caéomjaheir town falls to
ruin. And again, it has to be built up. Successive builders of the tovenumalerstood
their enterprise in the “spirit” of their particular cultudd,their “history”: and historic
motivations are more than the simple want to live in a bend on thre fifvee bend is a
meeting place of ambitions historical, imperialist, and economic. It wag &end in the
river where Arab imperialists coming from the East met Eunopé@aperialists coming
from the West. The trip there had exhausted the Arabs, but tres were armed with
other abilities, and so the town in its last development wasieigeEuropean in style.
Then came time for the Europeans to decide whether they wouldtgfrican rage

they had made in their colonial conquest, or abandon the place to muinin was how

It is not the stitched-together incidentals ofoad-trip, like Naipaul's earlier “African” noveh a Free
State (Although there are road-trips in it).
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Salim first found the town. He and other traders built the towk ba¢ until the Big
Man came. The life of this town is Naipaul's dialecticisns, tomplicated answer, in a
way, to all those who would have Africa be the reservoir of anti-calloanti-capitalist,
anti-western spirit, and example of their respective kind of histories.

It is the same dialecticism that informs the comedigfvas played out on a
much larger stage, costing more than a house, a family, and a\i#ipaul is obviously
not the idealist an Africanist would call forth to regale a wisdutlience with tales that
represent an Africa full of possibilfy Neither would he serve the cause of one like
Robert Mugabe. Nor Kipling. Dialectical history in generabsut the new and the old.
The new is the winning synthesis of the old. Teleological dialsst plots change, that
is, the transformation of old, as a function of metaphysics, the &dghe universe, and
in many cases morally: the plot develops for the purpose of culmgniatios (For
instance, the history of a people is the development of nationalseltiousness). The
historiographer who frames history using dialecticism movessiéea concepts back
and forth across the divide that characterizes the new as hadigrent from the old,
and so much better than it: on one side, that which is to be disqatdddted); on the
other, that which is to be gained (synthesis). To Naipaul, the negther really new or
not, comes to the “old” in a familiar way.

The Domain was the President’s creation; and in the Domain theyinve
the presence of the foreigners who had a high idea of the newaAfr

Even I, in the Domain, began to feel a little of the romance of that idea.

% As much of a Lukacian historical novel as Williaktatson make# Bend in the Rivesut to be, Naipaul is
not writing after the manner ¥faverly
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So foreigners and Africans acted and reacted on one another, and
everyone became locked in an idea of glory and newness. Eveeytliker
President’s photograph looked down at us. In the town, in our shops and
in government buildings, it was just the photograph of the Presittent,
ruler, something that had to be there. In the Domain, the glory of the
President brushed off onto all his new Afric&hs.
This passage and others like itAnBend in the Rivedemonstrate something odd about
the idea of the new, and a significant “oddity” oddly easily fdegoin criticism. The
new would not be able to get rid of the old from which it came, vwaret for what is
enabled by an authoritative structure of belief. Without belief,nees becomes but
another instance of power trying to substantiate itself by Imgldhat self-effacing
structure, by insisting that its portrait be hung in every spdé® ambition of power is
to widen the domain where newness functions as it does withirtrtietuse of belief.
That ambition is seen for what it is only by comparing theausalith the perfunctory,
and by juxtaposing ardor for the cause with irony or mockery. néwe especially the
New of teleological dialecticism, new and last, always beddngsome existing system
that is apprehensible only when actions and reactions are obsenaed libg domain
that makes us feel the Nas/what it is supposed to be. MmBend in the Riveithe Big
Man President uses a foreign historian to help him profit floensense of hope and
promise that comes with Independence. He discards the historian hehaeeds to

renew the fervor with another story.

% A Bend in the River120
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Between the old and the new is life that gets by. Zabeth, omeriaftor Salim’s
customers, belongs to a fishing community along the river. faifee in a small way”,
everything month she comes from village to town to pick up grocefesm him she
bought
pencils and copybooks, razor blades, syringes, soap and toothpaste and toeshbrus
cloth, plastic toys, iron pots and aluminum pans, enamel plates and.basese were
some of the simple things Zabeth’s fisherfolk needed from thedeutgorld, and had
been doing without during the troubles [of the last revolution]. Notnéat®e not
luxuries; but things that made ordinary life easier. The peapke ted many skills; they
could get by on their own. They tanned leather, wove cloth, worked irgnhttewed
out large tree trunks into boats and smaller ones into kitchen mormBarstio people
looking for a large vessel that wouldn’t taint water and food, and woukhaKi imagine
what a blessing an enamel basin Was!

Here, then, is one of those cultural encounters much valued bydk&olonial
imaginary. Being negotiated are different sets of valuesrdiit perspectives, different
existences. The values, perspectives, and existences belongeéotives “cultures”.
There is the added tension of different levels of technologicetlolement, finely
crystallized in the exclamation. “Blessing” tells two trutleiamelis a superior
development in the technology of food-containing water-retaining sessel ironically
the reification of development comes when the blessing of an ébhasia is no longer
imagined but identified, no longer compared by reified. There is @Vstorid. | do not

mean a moment of hybridity, when a doubly inflected subjectivity stmwmsa discourse
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has to deal with an addressee that pretends to be its subject, mittbase figures (a
kernel) that gets pulled into the critic’'s business. | mean tAaded her tremendous
skills negotiating among Indian merchants, foreign boat captaingldravon steamers,
urbanized Africans, and her own fisherfolks.

What is remarkable about Naipaul’'s passage is that wHéaves Africa to these
industrial and resourceful fisherfolk who do their besartd dosurvive turmoil and the
dissolution of society, the inheritors of Africa do not exemplify ‘thidl” way of being
that is needed by some schools of interpretation to further théicgolThe inheritors of
Africa, like their brethrens who prey on them, on whom they prey, maaget by.
They do not fight the global fight. They neither depend overly on modern techmaogy
spurn it on principle. They survive protected by waterways inaccessiblettorgnyore
powerful than a dugout, and by natural land barriers that keep meetialonizers out.
They survive by hiding the entrance to their villages. They surstvdong as the
steamers to which they latch in order to trade do not plow their dugmater water.
During moments of truce or peace they will venture toward thet ¢oasade. They
retreat when threatened. But with these figures there igpih @f being, no inscrutable
essence that might be lost, to transfer to and populate an eidlitah fwhich they would
figure as large in the mind as Mister or Monsieur (names fayligh and French
speaking foreigners, respectively) or the Big Maaitoyensand citoyennes There
seems to be nothing to bring to the great historical struggéreninon is supposed to
meet titanium alloy, or plastic polymermsn equal, if not superior, footing Thus it is

difficult to take from Naipaul material out of which to construdm kernels by which

57 A Bend in the River5 371



ethosis defined, certainly much harder than it is from Ghosh who wargsnd us to the
ethical field.

Nor with A Bend in the Rivecan a reader make the metonymic substitution of
peoples and group for “society”, such that society is roughly as culesa person or a
group. Walcott's “black little girls” have a unity about themttha, perhaps rendered
timid by our political conscience, dare not touch. If the gials stand in for the culture,
the culture becomes protected by the same taboo, without having to theivthe
symbolic leap is truthful on that trait. The metaphor “vase” fonstthe same way.
Naipaul makes no such assumption of unity, either of society or culRether, inA
Bend in the Riverthere are many “unities” vying for power, unities of commeundfe
ethnicity, of class, of color, of modes of living, which are unities amdpfar as the little
moments of coherence and sanity among a group of people amongraunlateunded
population allow them to do something with their lives. The unitiedavesupport and
detract, build and destroy, to varying degrees. If one histowy, faiother is used: the
new one will redefine relations, including which are to be the antstgomdentities.
This is one image of post-colonial reality. As the novel endsgedhe unity of the Big
Man, his anti-neo-colonialist nationalist patriarchy, a synshetithe old colonial ways
and new Africa, coming to power. But chances are, if histamyibkful, another already
waits to topple him.

Responding to such characterizations of presence-absence,-mdesined, it
may be posited that the whole that not only escapes predicatios higoi faultless.
There is a whole which my language calls “Africa” and youdifeerent name. That

whole is saved for “Africans”. Africa for Africans. The venitmay use the challenge of
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failure as evidence of something bigger and better and beyond. When | suzhint
challenges it is only because | come as a Western neocolbnighisre is power in the
discourse. Perhaps in defense of a plenitudinous Africa, the wilti@assert: “Our
political history is well known, yet with time, we feel moraallenged to recall it,
especially for those who appear ignorant of it or are delidgrangaged in reversing the
gains of our liberation struggl&® For

it will be Africa’s way. Africa will choose its time, anghat looks like a

challenge to its authenticity will serve in the end to reaffirm its truth.
For Naipaul, this great vision of Africa always has been aimah islea of men, and like
those other great visions of Africa, used by us against each olheoo, is history,
against which men have to contend or else be reduced to nothing. | haee mad
surreptitious substitutions to produce the above sentence; the ocignes fromA Bend
in the River Naipaul's actual passage tells us that he refuses to itgrertastoricity of
such grand ideas. In an effort to consolidate power, the Big Man leeduséng his
Youth Guard to conduct “Morals Patrol” and incite fear. But the Youthr@&got out of
hand, and began to murder people randomly. The people then waited forsiderir®
take action. After a few silent weeks, the President did $ongetinexpected. “The

Youth Guard had forgotten their duty to the people; they had broken fakthhimt the

% Robert Mugabe. Speech marking the 98anniversary of independenceAs quoted in at BBC.com.
“Mugabe attacks opposition and UK”. 4/18/2008 pifthews.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/7353929.stm>. See a
NYTimes.com “Mugabe Casts Zimbawe dispute as Galon Fight". 4/18/2008.
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/04/19/world/africa/i@babwe.html> At both outlet, one has to wonder
why Mugabe’s inflammatory remarks calling Brownpeek in history were erased in the archived version
the articles, and that the articles became heathy\Western response.

373



President; they had talked too muéfhe said. So he disbanded them and sent them into
the bush to do hard labor.
It was the Big Man’s way. He chose his time, and what lookex di
challenge to his authority served in the end to underline his @ythéte
showed himself again as the friend of the people p#ig peupleas he
liked to call them, and he punished their oppresSors.
Naipual suggests that in the end the vase, and all that gsexgs, particularly the
promise of Independence, must establish high value and control dissent. A vaskds not t
sign of some greater intelligence, some transcendental goodavithaitervene to set
things to right. Rather, it is the reconfiguration of fragregfdrcing some to fit, forcing
other out. It is the consolidation of power that represents tseté subjects and to
others as the new unity. Conflict and violerare its effort. Given the centuries of
subjugation, understandable is insupportable pride to make up for alpkstation, and
the desire for power to realize that pride. The problem is ligatvase” is not really
what it is supposed to be, and whether patriarchs configure the “YhAsaigh
nationalism or nativism, or a synthesis of both, or through ethnigenefigradition, the
pursuit of the plenitude of vaseness turns out to be ironicallyedieles, if not fatal. The
authority of “vaseness” leads to the consolidation of power by sotnarph who can
momentarily fill the kernel with false pride.
| do not imply that thenly “culture” that works, the only unity, is a pure culture

with historical continuity, nearly homogeneous identities, traceabtéage and rich

% A Bend in the RiveR07
0 1bid. 208
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tradition. That would be a fallacy all the way around. If autaltis working for a
people, then it works, just as patois works. Nothing need be sigotieckrning that
culture. In fact, critics of advantages and disadvantages afatlegory prove the case,
since by their evaluations they imply culture’s functionakityd lack thereof. Besides,
the claim that a cultures working even if particular perspectives do not recognize it as
such places us in trEmpiricalmode, and this means that a rule of invalidation had been
applied which may now be applied to new propositions, new claims abauteculthere
has to be ways to discern that a cultuneaswvorking, and | would be able to use—I have
been using—such a method to test idealist cultural claims. Inwthrds, “work” must
be defined, and having to define work exposes the statements and ststresnent of
writers who are already committed to producing particel&ios to counterargument,
counterclaim, and invalidation. Walcott uses the metaphor of tleearakhis poetics of
Postcolonial rewriting for good reasons; likewise Rushdie hisestémom experience and
his poetics, and Chakrabarty his ahistory and modulations. It is haayt“a vase is
false” even as one is confronted by ethical demands made under gheative to
recognize the “vaseness” of cultures. | have a simile, tdind Ithose who say every
child is special and precious rarely give out the terms byhwacverify whether the
statement is true (or even testable) in order to protect theudsscwhich enables more
concrete claims that would follow such a statement. | have natreeationed that, in
the empirical mode, cultures can be compared.

Walcott’s vase establishes a kernel for the productiathafs Like Eid’s Africa,
it is a tautology. It is not real. It is not necessary, ndhe way dealing with fire is. It

does not have to be “real’. It depends on a higher authority to assantroduces a
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dependency on higher authority for meaning, of not necessarily Godhédwiod-like
discourse that tells us it is meaningful to serve the othedods turn a blind eye to
Naipaul and the “lack” about which he writes; it depends on rededhmeng It binds all
would-be vases, which means it tries to establish a sort of aulhatwork like
Rushdie’s. Naipaul would say that such networks exists and wedtaer learn to
critically assess, control them, and be prepared to sever lies they grow harmful. |
am extending that skepticism by asking: what are the diffecensequences for
accepting Walcott's frames of reference, or Naipaul's, ca&n assess their variable
impact, and decide for ourselves what to do?

If Naipaul's representations of history are invalid, how are #ggyand does the
invalidating critique introduce ideas and things that will then powgrintpact the
ethical field? What are the modes being used; what are the atioda? Not every
attempt to cohere social practice like Walcott's vase workshéo purpose that its
practitioners want. If it does not work, perhaps the practicessexsd little girls in
black dress walk as they do along the beach, and Indians try toateletaditional
festivals, but the presumed “society”, the would-be social, politescal ethicalunities,
do not. Or perhaps reality betrays the illusion of “practice”, rdsailts of which can
entertain like the comic failures of Biswas attempting tasé Tulsi society and himself
according to some haphazard comedy, or be much worse. Theratiseirnwords, no
practice, only haphazard action and reaction. And if “practice” dees", it may work
to the critic’s vision—the critic who makes it work as muclthest neocolonialist who

thinks it lacking. Biswas’s house is his vase. In pursuit olihigy, he fails to see the
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dysfunction of that which would stand for his unity: his repeatesimgits to resignify

poorly constructed houses.

old news in a matter of time

Each attempt by Biswas to resignify his abode is new. And l@aitding is new.
The objects are just simply not what the pursuit of them prontosgeld. The tragedy
of Biswas is not just that he continues to pursue but that he repeats the same.mistakes

Each attempt to resettle the bend in the river is new. AnH settlement, from
Arab to European to Indian to African, is new. The settlementusiraimply not what
they promise to be; yet the pursuit of the promise ironicallyesatise demise of the
settlements. The Big Man is only the latest attempt to rkistery; his is but the latest
story to achieve authority of Story. Through moments of peace and moments of violence
the bend in the river remains.

The “new” is an odd thing. Action and reaction are motivated bysénse of
newness, but each new is “tainted” by the possibility of beatgapother set of ideas,
peoples, and things, to which those who come after much react. The temorrow’s
burden of history, as the Old World's “new” would become the burden o timothe
New World. The “new” borne of rage against the old is a dangerous t&staping this
vicious cycle of oldnewisoldnewoldisnewoldnew is the problematic odlialecticism,
not just Naipaul's history. Itis a problem for adherents and thvbseare touched by the
consequences of their actions. You may say that we need tfmtransot escape. But
they are the same: either way, you are free of the “old” itepet. A Bend in the River

starts with the proclamation that “the world is what it is; w0 are nothing, who allow
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themselves to become nothing, have no place in it". The proclanmegiitomizes the
struggle of history, with history, for history. It is a strugg¥bere nothing grand is
granted and no good preordained. The rest of the novel shows that, thougbnacper
struggle hard, no place for her is guaranteed; certainly she halage®who does not
struggle. Change is dialectical. An action in reaction to somethahgye it creates
reactions after it, some of which in turn produce the next satafnestances—next in
time—the next action. A reaction, in this case the promise of émdkgmce fixated on
the kernels of African nationalism, can appropriate ideas from ttetgpanotivate itself
and those around it, or to scare its enemies; it is dialettithis way, too. And in this,
it is no different from actors of previous struggles. Diatedtis the mechanism of
history inA Bend in the Riveand Naipaul's other novels, but Naipaul’s dialectic is not
plotted to offer theaufhebenand telos devoutly to be wished There is nothing
simultaneously “above” and part of conflicts and struggle and tifé &f history to
promise, to guide and to guarantee. Waiting after the violence oktheor sometimes
waiting out the new, is survival, not Spirit not Freedom not Utopiasandvors like the
fisherfolk and Indian traders and white missionaries survive onlyrigge yet once
more against the new men of history. Dialectical is the tgusé human events. To
plot it using the Walcott's actors: “wholes” beget “fragng&nivhich beget ideas of
“wholeness” which are really only “fragments” which begeteotifragments” which
beget new “wholes”. So the European Empires beget colonial suinjédtsca, some of
which revolt against colonizers and against foreign traders;ulvévers of revolution
and Independence rage against white people and rage against eackoatieeof whom

follow the winning Big Man to rule the new and beget new, postcolon@ésts; under
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the rule of the Big Man, postcolonial subjects, idealist, zealotmdasnen, fisherfolks,
soldiers, rebels, children ready themselves in different i@ythe coming of the next
age, if they survive.

In contrast to other interpretations of history, Naipaul's offiéife tonsolation of
redemptive sublimity, and no master plan to inspire one set of actvensll others. It
can offer no consolation because the very idea that consoles udll sglize the
imagination and ironically become that master plan against whichetktefragments of
history struggle. One does not redeem; dealswith history. Salim came to the town
after rage had laid it to waste. Yet the mutilation of mang destruction of much had
not calmed the enslav€dand the colonized. This unmanaged destructive energy
informed everything people did as an ever-present if incompriéheagarm. For Salim,
new to the area, the danger was crystallized in a rhetgpestion posed by Ferdinand,
the son of the trader Zabeth, who was even more out-of-place than ZAamethhis
greater ambition prevented him from settling for the simple lot his mother hagddor
herself: Ferdinand asks one day, “Salim, what do you think of the fafubdrica?"’?
The shop keeper charged with keeping an eye out for the boy wondersvhentce
Ferdinand’s idea of Africa comes, that seems so much largehthanother's. But in
response to Salim’s probes, Ferdinand was sure only that “the ewdside Africa was
going down and Africa was rising”.

When | [Salim] asked in what way the world outside was going dboen,

couldn’'t say. And when | pushed him past the stage where he could repeat

" The rage extends to the slaves of Africans irbtigh, too, who see in the upheaval their own oppityt
2 A Bend in the Rived7
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bits of what he had heard at the lycée, | found that the ideas s¢tibel

discussion had in his mind become jumbled and simplified. Ideas of the

past were confused with ideas of the present. In his lycéeerbla

Ferdinand saw himself as evolved and important, as in the coloysl da

At the same time he saw himself as a new man of Afand, important

for that reason. Out of this staggering idea of his own importaecead

reduced Africa to himself; and the future of Africa was nothingentiban

the job he might do later on....

The thought of a lycée full of Ferdinands made me ne/ous.
It was after this exchange that Salim saw how he wasdfih the new Africa, as a
foreigner to be used for quick cash, and unprotected because he hadhilgprfa flag,
no fetish [like the charms that protected Zabéth]’ The people’s paranoia was not
unfounded, as a second rebellion soon broke out between the army of the independe
nation and those who had once been preyed upon and enslaved by the tribes that
composed the army.
A Bend in the Riveends with the consolidation of this latest “new”. It is this

new, and the History to which it belongs, that makes the stakesish larger here than
in A House for Mr. Biswas His rhetoric wearing thin after years of failure and the
troubles of Independence, the President turns to police power. Soynanstaisk
everything. Salim escapes with nothing. Ferdinand helps him. [2edué of an old

friendship, perhaps because of the common bond to his mother. There mntynfor

3 bid. 48
" bid. 56
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short sentences. Salim has managed to secure passage on sheatefitaers heading
down river towards the coast, incabin de luxeon the steamer itself. As they depart,
“young men with guns” try to take the ship. They fail. In thétfighe passenger barge
has been set adrift. The steamer leaves it. History igybeade. Neither bleak nor
iridescent, history is simply a matter of survival.

The danger is that a master plan had been dreamt up beforeditbeoahalyzed
and evaluated by skeptical reasoning. A vase had been imagirnedstascture of
feelings before the would-be fragments came to understand one aneéndmand does
not know how to organize the history that made him. The pieceguanbled” and the
resulting idea of Africa is “simplified” to the point that hencpicture himself as its
agent. He does not historicize that simplified picture, and conséguaigws himself
to become an agent to the new Africa. Into such an unknowing vaBegtian pours
his love. And the enemy is but a speck in history. For a people {@tgnsatically
oppressed—and no one is disputing the reality of slavery and caomiatihe leap from
rage to grandiosity is easily understandable, and quick. Foom@epkttle valued, the
adamant assertion of overwhelming value is not surprising. Yetteigeanderstanding,
if enough people had it, might have at least retarded the ribe &ig Man. This is why
reason cannot lead us to the Master Plan, and any accounting othlisttruggles in
any place that is cast widely enough makes us appreciate fimwldand unlikely is the
assembly of any vase, much less one that is competitive agdest vases, or that

subjects fragments to self-limitiregho<>.

" This last is any of the liberal democracies wiithited government.
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Changes that another writer would use to sigaiffhebenconstitute for Naipaul
no great leap towards transcendence. In fact, there are consequ@acesstruction is
destructive. Violent, catastrophic change marks the end of a mahpeace—the last
time people were in any condition to claim some sort of “spiritAnd it reduces
everything to the overgrown chaos, to the beginning, as the novel rep@atsadoxical
condition to survivors because the openness of unsettlement leavesrlifaarrow
possibilities. If one’s head existed in dialectical time—#raporality of dialecticism—
“spirit” would seem to quickly renew itself after its vauntednsformation. From
village to tribe to alliances to feudal society to Industriapi@lism to Late-Capitalism to
Communism to...; the plot is purposeful, single-minded, in a word: “cle&mwid only
the “clean” survives. The cleanliness affhebenmakes the drama of Spirit beautiful
and graceful, and is teleological dialecticism’s appeal. Tedgml dialectical history
provides a clarity of direction—any direction—during uncertaintyO Bloodless
Aufhebeh Whatever blood is spilled has already been justified elsewhere.

What if dialecticism is self-delusion on a scale where eotlage forced to play
their part in the conflicts? What if the moments of stabflitgt stasis but predictable,
consistent change) in human history are momentary, and a woi&s lback and
conceives dialecticism by introducing some sort of otherworldly agémc'explain”
these moments in time. The series of historical moments evideecaanifestation of
such and such Spirit, he may say. These writers of dialebtgtaly also belong to their
respective historical moments, the moment of revision, the montesrt ene decides to
useaufhebenor not, moments that vary enough to produce dialectical thinking along the

lines of Walter Benjamin, and Francis Fukuyama, and Ghosh and RugimtidNaipaul.
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Do not these moments have to be accounted for, too? A teleologioah af historical
dialecticism ends where it finds good reason to; calls dowdehs-ex-machinfor the
promising final scene. Naipaul does not find reasons good enough te thabthe play
is in a playhouse and its machinations will produce intended and unintdatEsgen
and unforeseen consequences. To do so, he also uses history; he loakstbadiast
time such a play was produced. Here is Salim, upon arriving diethe in the river,
surveying what remained of the town after the last colonial uprising:
Sun and rain and bush had made the site look old, like the site of a dead
civilization. The ruins, spreading over so many acres, seemeeal sf
a final catastrophe. But the civilization wasn’'t dead. It was t
civilization | existed in and in fact was still working towarddnd that
could make for an odd feeling: to be among the ruins was to leave your
time-sense unsettled. You felt like a ghost, not from the pastrom the
future. You felt that your life and ambition had already beer louat for
you and you were looking at the relics of that life. You were plaae
where the future had come and gédhe.
Nature here is not the nature of the romantic Walcott. Iheellesses nor condemns.
There before us, it is there after us, growing over the remai what we built and
destroyed. The beauty of sun and water in “Crusoe’s childrestipposed to be more
than aesthetic. A higher authority—namely the Christian God—sasciValcott's
nature. A Bend in the Riveremembers that “God” was the spirit of colonizing

missionaries. The novel is a history of how it has come to pedsthhe Big Man
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President can claim to be the spirit of this African nationis lalso a history of the
ahistorical forces that care very little for Latin mottos gnanite monuments. These
ahistorical forces, however, are not inhuman—certainly they arégn@@ntagonist to the
goodness of humans, to be grappled with as such forces grapple in drggest
Dialectical is the causality of human events. Dialectibainge is caused by us, by the
way our minds work, by how we motivate ourselves, by the functyaiad maybe not so
funny fact that, for some, for many, words can signify so muchnimganstead of
serving as a faulty tool to understand reality, so much mearageality must be made
to become what the meaningful words say it is. To some, to WBérjamin for
instance, chased by Nazis, and who could count on his Deity and hghysita of the
oppressed and the righteous, the future is illuminated by the proohise last
intervention. Without God, without sontkeus-ex-machinathat is, when we have only
each other alone, or when we must face each other alone, theofidaatory as
dialecticism actually leads to ruin. And to him for whom that Gbdt tncorruptible
figure of interventionist authority, is but another ruin of history, andtexdrer was new
has never been last, the pursuit of dialectical transformatake the ghosts of the future
quite familiar, and in desolate places, quite spent. Naipaul'stoErare always trying
in various ways to contain, and if that cannot be done, then escapahé&ataleterious
consequences of fanatical pursuit of newness. Short of destralittgones, and all
worshipful adherents, there may be little choice and little tonavoid waking up one
day to find that we now live in one of those new worlds plottedSpirit” and God is

only another Big Man.
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The bend in the river is a meeting place. The town is builidget who converge
there. The novel traces a dynamic that seems to also bmgnis the construction of a
vase of culture: a vase constructed of fragments must be thod lemd) struggle of many
other potential vases coming to form. At a given instance in timg great number of
“fragments” are jockeying for position to be in that next, perhapal faccount.
Everyone may be looking towards that final catastrophe and the end beyoegt that
the catastrophes are not the same. Though Metty and Salim adefiosd as employee
and employer, respectively, tentatively, they still battle thrahgir former positions as
slave and slave owner (Metty had been a slave to Salim’s jamilyat antiquated world
on the coast; at the same time, their experiences of a tenwolas|eft asunder by the
last African revolt also prompts both to be wary of Ferdinand’s assertion of African
greatness. The great Hegelian transformation is only shevard (last for a while) of
many other “lesser” struggles, many other, perhaps serendipibatismore often
unfortunate, turns of event. The postcolonial conditions out of which therglathme
are unsteady: it is marked by tension between overdeterminatibrindeterminacy.
Where fragments of culture are ready to cohere but achievingermeerequires the
destruction of some, or many, such that would-be fragments do not ctene,is
overdeterminacy. And where fragments readily cohere but into suetiesthat they
all seem substitutable for one another, and so empty, there isrinohetey. It is not a
matter of one over the other. In the meeting place, among the litens both. This
tension in life is Naipaul’'s sense of history. It is histohcalgnificant. But it does not
recommend a final solution. And it interferes with the projectiotel®ology not only

because the possibility of struggle continuing, of history continuing, romdes the
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promises otelos but because it understands the pursuielols moreover the pursuit of
that which it promises, forces some “fragments” to compensateirnyzealously to
fundamentalist identity, some to abandon the town, some to fight, andcalee This,

and not what Metty says, Eid projects, and Ghosh redeems, is history.

The Promise of ethics, or why Homi Bhabha secretly saves the Philosophy obtory

If we looked at the work of Jacques Derrida as a method of igtaphyand an
historical phenomenon symptomatic of a moment in time, we might daddrshe
complication posed by the work of Naipaul to a Postcolonialism tha&s us
deconstructionist or analogous strategies to initially defineli#éionship with the world.
That is, historicizing the methods entails re-introducing the sedotheé éwo ideas in the
title of Heidegger’s tome.

In a way, deconstruction tells histoand evidences history: for in tracing the
pivots and metaphorical leaps it plots out what happened and what migHiappened
in time, and its function at the end of those histories is to ask the ontological questions. A
deconstructionist tries to stand history and she i®f history. Standing in history
enables various kinds of deconstructive historicizing, from readinggestextuality and
influence (e.g. Milton’s difference of Tasso’s differenae)hat which Nietszche wrote
as genealogy. Derrida himself deconstructs Marxism, and B iown way traces the
history of neoMarxism. The latter aspect Derrida had alraatlgipated at the inception
of his work when he says thdifféranceis subjected to the sublation it makes known. A
trace is but temporary outcome of many, perhaps innumerable,ct®rfand chance.

Thetracer is among many others, and an ambitious one, whether irresponsibél-or w
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intentioned, who attempt to pass off his findingshesDifference—the intervention that
makes all the differences in the world. So the position of detmtisthism in history is
insecure, but Derrida counts on this: the more he is criti@pedrevised, the more he
seems right.

Deconstruction is useful if one thinks the last place we landedaca itable
enough for people to have settled on a Hegelian stongtighere you (or we) want to
be. The Hegelian plot can be fragmented and multiplied until the enalhe
differentiation-sublation-differentiation-sublations, the traces, @dbubt the promise of
telos at least this is one interpretation of the methodology. Stopstartd are abrupt,
provisional, and wholly characteristic of the particular trace, Uraversal Order. A
trace tells us there will be another momendliféfiérance more traces, and no single trace
can provide us the judgment that guarantees we will have landedbettea place by
performing it; that is, no Trace but traces, time and tim@adais inimitably unhelpful
for projecting any kind of stable structure—like a bold, new Africa—tl&e terminal
reward for a long struggle. The writer who uses Decocstnism or analogous
methods cannot make the promise of Independémcgess he shifts mode to avoid the
logical conclusion that his story and his philosophy are but momeit&ations of
endless history. The writer whaces condition$ike those that enabled Derrida’s work,
namely Modernity, must also find more secure modes.

We can consider Derrida as a thinker trying to understandings the context of
his most sophisticated understanding was philosophy. Philosophicalbnstiection

complicates metaphysics; historically, Deconstructionism deagloped in response to
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the conditions of modernity. There were already doubts about the profietosby the

time one understood what Derrida is trying to do. Alterity toodstruction is not
metaphysics, nor Hegelianism, which deconstructionism can handlgabwthich may

be expressed as those “conditions” which deconstructionists do notavhetreal or
even remain possible. Think of those conditions as the impotence of decbostst

texts in the world in which it is produced. Those conditions are gfatie world in
which Derrida et al. feel necessary to intervene. Moreovey,félein the gaps between

one cogentlifféranceand another, one sublation and another, if traces were mapped in
time.

A trace, though it be inspired by inversions, reversions, irruptions,nddescord
or has effaced the meaningless violence that fatigues dogmasandrde to the point
where a society, a structure, is destabilized enough to possiblgt mwed/evil; the
meaningless violence that erases all other evils-that-woulddsrew-good; and where a
deconstructionist intervention makes sense/is useful.

Deconstruction may be a theory of history: it is a theorkistory. There is a
history of events leading to the formation we call Deconstnctind more broadly
Poststructuralism. There is a history of Poststructuralismss in France, in the
American academy, in the novels of E.L. Doctorow, Toni Morrison, Javid Coetzee; in
Amitav Ghosh via the self-reflexivethosof anthropology. There are histories written by
Poststructuralists, all of which, | dare say, were meant tees® than supplant extant
ones. Thus, because one of the key elements in deconstruction, and she bdsch

the theory points for deauthorizing Hegel's Superagent, namely, thesvaie users of

" which is the achievement of Spiritin Hegel. 388



texts, is in history (still), we can apprehend how previous evente@mditions in the
mid to late 28 century might have lead us to the point where we could both see with
Descartes’s “I" and understand how we are able to do so. The weddustory of a
particular trace is all that which did and had to happen for it tmé@ningful. In this
occlusion is the danger—the true Radical—I am trying to descide find this radical
reality when the trace refuses to be written into the worldp speak. This is not to say
that realityis rage and violence and destruction, and so this is not to sayarabe
violence and destruction will be meaningless always and evergwh&he Reality
inductively reasoned by Poststructuralism from disruption to seagexqiis not a thing;
not anything. There are moments in time and space, some brief and some extergled, som
little and some wide, when the world could not or cannot be made tdysigl@anly”
whatever those who inherit it will make it signify. To turn #hedbject moments into
something, to redeem them—the spirited history of dispirited agess—gsetend to be
“out” of them, always already as the next in time and impyi¢ast to know. And so to
accept a trace is to implicitly hope for a way out of theenof human violence that
inspired its maker.

In effect, historicizing Derrida is what Homi Bhabha doethawork leading up
to and includingrhe Location of Culture He too recognizes the Other, but he humanizes
it. He redeems it. Ever present in history is the “histbend ethical right to signify®.
He contextualizes différancé, “erasure”, and “double-voice”, the key categories of

marginalization by signs. There is a world in which the bisatien, and the trace

"8 «rreedom’s Basis in the Indeterminate”.
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madée®. Bhabha places the feats of language modeled by decorstrintt the reality
of history, except that, for the function of the Real, he inserts actlyrs that exhibit
those qualities we now hold to be virtues—or some do when all shouldaddinessee”
of any quality could have resisted discourse, in the waythigat acanian Real resists
signification. Whether | guard the charnel houses in some icyrlaimtenear the Boog,
and on some evenings shelter from the stormwrack and desolatistelnynlg toTristan
und Isolde or | stalk drug-runners up and down the Caqueta, recalling to mind pass
one of the few sizable villages along the river the dolor in heevascshe read to me “el
olor de las almendras amargas le recordaba siempre ehodest los amores
contrariados”; whether | am rationalist, or beyond head and, lfear¢” is never love
and love never “love”. “Race” is not race and race not “racelistide” is not justice
and justice not “justice”. It is not just the center that cannat; leden the trace will not.
For his work, Bhabha needed a method that would inadequate essential truths, ledt also r
signify that inadequation in another narrative which would we would loldet self-
evident. The modulation he would adopt is the ethical turn. The undervai8tgyy is
allegorical.

I am inferring from both Deconstruction and Postcolonialism, am fKaipaul,
an irredeemably complicated and often conflicting realithwhans thinking and living
together (or in proximity, | should say) on the same patcheartif, the very reason why
we can arrange the stuff of our past and present to signifycticalehistory, and the
reason some want to, and some have to. | introduce a realityldrie$sees” some of

which were “good” enough to have a hand in building much vaunted and midigul vil

" Therefore, erasure is not material annihilation.39()



Empires. | introduce this reality—not that | really need to-eiider to test whether or
not the reality of history into which Bhabha places “double-voice” ‘@ndsure” and
“difféerancé already has a coherence which Bhabha does not name, a coherence
reproduced by the innumerable production of hybridity staged after, lainad
“discovered” as having been staged before him. The coherencenisa-modernity?°.
That which tests such coherence is the loveless bend in the river.

Bhabha places linguistic theory in a reality that not onlynragts the unities of
particular ideas but sets up the dialecticism | had mentionedebeféte does this
whenever he turns to Foucault, for instance, specifically Fotgs#utory on the relation
between unities and discursive formations. Foucault finds patternsraption across
unities and inductively reasons that these patterns are not indepamdentphazard
effects of individual unities but evidence of discourses that steicthe different
disciplines with their respective (perceived) unities. But he, archeology plots a
changing world too “cleanly”, because discontinuities and irruptioms haen redeemed
by the next archae built by those who used them. The inspirationshakalogy are not
in their regular “working” order. The archaeology of knowledgprehends unities as
synchronic fragments and tracks history as changes in fragnoentananges in
discursive formations. The point of conducting an archaeology of knowledgehe
able to write new formations, new patterns, to new effects. #nce the work is
creative, it must also understand the failure to create. Wmaissing, of course, is the
presentincapacityto form new patterns even as the old ones wear out. Bhabh#otries

convince us that the new patterns have already been formed. oelesl Foucault to the

8 The Location of Cutlure9 391



context of Colonialism, where our sense of good and bad is less forguustmodern
vacillation, from which he then excavates his new archae andv&ex’ the history of
those who were in danger of becoming “a peoples without a hi&tory”

Dysfunction. Nothing, wherecontra-modernityis desired. The latter writing of
Foucault is very much filled with the frustration of discoursargew, especially when
there is an additional (historical) imperative of creating feawations that are radically
different from previous creations of former news. The same dtumtris evident, too, in
the writings of those whose various critical methods all begih thieé assumption that
unities are disciplinary. | take the self-reflexethosand the frustration as evidence that
history is not simply one discursive formation after anothers gemerally plotted by an
archaeology, but a dialectic between abject chaos and the kind bilftystavhich
Foucauldian archaeology deconstructs (by valorizing the irruptionseirdisciplinary
structure)—the kind it needs to succeedthe new new These are moments of wayward
human “societies”™—I am willing to accept more conceptually geederms—which
resist attempts to be signified. Yet, in a sense, theglsoemoments aflisorganization,
since, historically, they bear the burden of formerly authoritativeties, and
methodologically, they are meaningful only when incorporated into athpbtpromises

the possibility of reordering. Memory. And desire. And this thelest time of year.

81 Bhabha does this several timedhe Location of Culturgn the chapters “Signs are taken for wonder” and
“The Postcolonial and the Postmodern”. At the tusion of the latter chapter, he basically conctutieat
Foucault's archaeology is itself a reaction to itradal history made possible only in relation teoples
without history. Foucault’s binary is: that whiishself-constituting/that which is not. The lattére other, is
not nothing. Once again, Bhabha is using his kefoeeven as historical value and meaning is ceduo
nothing, “people” remain to be redeemed. | wondeat would happen if someone as capable perforheed t
same critique against Bhabha, measuring his aesiatid desire, as he does Foucault, someone wladscan
create a third category that is not a third catggand initiate dialectic for the fun of it. Truthis would be
dysfunctional.
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Using discursive analysis, Bhabha sets up antagonistic identtibse the discursive
productsof cultural differentiation, determined by production and, because cihey
never choose to be themselves, free from fault. Cultural diffatiem is the cause of
dislike, acrimony, hatred, violence done in the name of identity. Batever the cause,
missing from the story of the production of culture are the in-Btwaoments when
disciplinehas been removed without immediate re-discipline, when a power vacuum such
as that created by decolonization has not been filled by anotherigutand another
structur&, other unities that can help deal with postcolonial conditions; or when
“fragments” seek to master each other to become the new.

The Postcolonial strategy of blaming Colonialism, explicitly, oplioitly in an
allegory of resistance, elides the important fact that stheeweakening of colonial
authority, it has become useful to reconstitute identity by regathat which existed
before the colony and suppressed by it, or that which was producedldryzation.
Nevertheless, at some point, post-colonddsnake decisions for which post-colonials
are responsible. Perhaps decisions are attributable to post-colamét after
Independence. If the reality described by Bhabha is right, tielnuéion may also be
made during Colonialism; though we are not permitted to think imsteof
consciousness, “resistance” has been located as having come frematier than from
the dominating discourse itselfhere must lie the cause of postcolonial conditions, too,
and explanations of postcolonial violence that slide quickly from onerteait’ producer
of cultural difference to another (as though there is a gbadrsary in history [now]

called “Cultural Differentiation”) absolves, or even authorizes,pbeple who promote

82 Which could very well be equitable and socialggi3‘African” to please nativists.



the latest discursive formations. How quickly the addressee obulge that had
emerged during the fight for freedom disappears when blameing bssigned. By
implication, Walcott’'s vase is not historically informative—iaynnot even be historical.
That it is and is not is part of the mystery. The mysiethat certain unities escape the
clutches of being considered the product of human vices. The poirdnténtion,
however, is not whether a Big Man President or Liberation Arrhiegsréfuse to return to
civic life should be blamed. What is important here is that ¢la¢ 6f reconstituting
identity by recalling that which existed before the colony smppressed by it, or that
which was produced by colonization, is a strategy used by both théviBrg and
Postcolonialism. It is a similarity certain one side, probabithee wants to admit. The
difference is that everything goes right in “theory”. And identities are being
reconstituted, why should the identities of the culprits of histoatten more than
clearing up the present strategies for reform and anticip#tieig real repercussions,
especially when the former obscures or protects a contentious aspect détfe lat

The erasure of dysfunction and violence by Postcolonial archaesfmaks to
my point because it ignores the real effects of too manyitiled-+too many that makes
for very little—order. And | mean order of any kind, to which Derritigidegger,
Nietzsche, or Hegel can respond; we are not even at a point waeran compare the
respective merits of each. The reality that Bhabha introducesvbking Foucault |
have also introduced, except that Bhabha'’s is anchored by theoiGedonialism and
the implied goodness of colonized people, while mine is extrapolatedtfrertogical
conclusion to the critical reasoning of used by Postcolonialisnis reither a world

absent of people nor one peopled by absences, but one that has only people anaf peopl
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all kinds. Postcolonial archaeology, the reordering of the colonialapaspost-colonial
present to support the productionedhos speaks to my point because it ignores the very
reality it invokes. It invokes reality to deconstruct authoritativenan ideas and to make
humans neither the slave nor master of discourse: reality daalextical function of
producing unity, and that which discourse addresses, the realitgpbfied by the
subjectivities of and relations among the characters of NaipaaVsls, the same out
which they cannot find their way, and the end of which they cannot Antlace shows
the failure of binary thinking in order to . It cannot help but tserve away
from the unity it means to deconstruct: to describe what is andnvasder to implicitly
foster another unity. This new unity may be of action, insteadustf thought.
Deconstructionist historiography is always burdened by theedesfrthose who cannot
leave well enough alone, just as historians who claim thabmhiss some greater
intelligence cannot leave it to that History to take its intelligent eours

Perhaps thesthosof Poststructuralism, its relations to that which it does not
account, to that which it accounts as failure (and so that whiclccbuats as
unaccountable), and to that which it consistently turns to mark charmyés aelations to
its own history, is more readily apprehended thantetes of the various tracings. The
ethosis agonistic. Fragmentation, irruptions, breaks, indeterminate begsnambpends,
all frustrate (mis)generalization, (mis)identification, (yolgracterization. And
characterization, identification, generalization suppress or &restdeterminacy,
rupture, irruptions, fragmentation. The functions can be deployed bytedmeart their
use by others. Yet the functions seem like difference scnanaswell orchestrated

drama signifying higher meaning. The intervention of the Rdalus that the subjects
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of Colonial discourse are only textual and therefore “subjectedhdoconditions by
which they are made. Yet Real is not Real, or at momemist igself: reality also has
ethical intelligence, implicated by the desire for freedom fippression: it was this
intelligence that fought back, and writes back. This realigoisscious. So the Real,
setting to colonization, is also a self-contradictory charactar-ethical reality—in
another drama set somewhere other than moments of inscriptieng:dtama because it
is sensible to us, and because we can imagine ourselves inistteXtual “Real” is the
Postcolonial allegory that direat¢hos And its real rival is neither of the adversaries that
play out the drama. Big Man Presidents can be explained. Theywhesdy been cast.
The explanations may not actually remove him from power, but tteey@ meant to.
Document atrocities and call in interventionist troops. Gatl&r tinds, go there
yourselves, rile up the masses, and take up arms. Explanaticadgvays intermediate,
and where they mediate they serve a discourse that addressess pafopl different
domain. The true rival is one like Naipaul, who represents by eraaplundesired
personal strategy for negotiating the burdens of history, who indris wadequates the
tragic figures of history and prevent them from readily det@ng the new ethical field,
and who with his works complicates the reality and the dialdbicsetting and the plot,
respectively, of the great Drama in which we are supposed to play our roles.

In the indetermination of historical “ages” is freedom—to appaberihe title of
one of Bhabha's articles—but also sadness, rage, and misdirectiodaager because
sadness and rage and freedom tend to fixate on subjectivitiegeghélyaany standard,
harmful. The “new Africa” of Ferdinand and the Big Man Presidamnd, all the Africas

imagined by those who charge Naipaul with not falsehood but represerdatiack”,
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are different responses to the same problem. Therefore, thésssAfelong to a kind of
history: the rather disorganized but traumatic kind that includesd#ye ostensibly
marked as decolonization/Independence, and must include the ethniciaseaad
nationalist wars thereafter. And that history differs from, $lag history that sees the
formation of Vietnam or Israel out of formerly colonized spaceoif in the depth of
dysfunction, then at least in the duration between unities. (Namatistn is implied
among the unities: the Big Man is as autocratic, and perhapsrsisipeal and feared, as
the central board of the communist party.) But to function uniquebnd against the
postcolonial conditions, to mark changes as harbingautifebenand not as Naipaul
reports them, the new Africas must establish respective domdiesein hope—and
hope for the right thing—is normal, and plenitude—plenitude of the right +thing
doubtless.

Walcott’'s Postcolonial “vase” is apprehensible only if we @ne power) hold
up time and crop the image—the unity—so that only “fragments” and a@rhaic
“fragments” in the frame; crop them to look like a vase and Miokd vase up as
something uncompromised by the vicissitudes of time and errors of ke vase is
celebration: watching South Asians in the Caribbean celebrateyoeeercelebrates.
Naipaul does not stop at the latter, as if it were “whole”, blkedat as another
“fragment”. The conflict of vases and the conflict of fragmexrts the same thing; the
only difference is what you hope the new unity, the new archaegtheage, look like.
Not only do certain things have to be excised, but that which remmaissbe placed in a
domain where another authority elevates it to sign. Competitioredisxithe discourse

of “vase” and makes it hard to circulate “vaseness” as theaétinterpretation of post-
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colonial culture. To those who find metaphors like Walcott's vasgilyu$¢aipaul (and
the modernity from which his perspective derives) subtracts iwhat¢eded to produce
ethos To those who read both Naipaul and Walcott, metaphors and fadysoats-of-
view compete, and the competition shows that the vase is a newtrymgeto gain the
authority of a discovered “thing”. IA Bend in the Riverthe “vase” of “new Africa”
competes in history, as history, with the lycée that is “still colonial in spite of
everything®?.

Deconstructionism attempted to redeem the changes that wereningppe
modernity by turning the grammar it studied into an instrumenthaéset Its procedure
still retained aspects of modernism: sublate differences untildrad steadfast truths are
undermined by knowledge of how truth is constructed. Its ethics isipdetn: increase
the frequency and rapidity of sublation to undermine the formation of nttosoliAnd
Bhahba is partly right: there are such things as not dreamt of in deconstrudtenth&r
of deconstruction would be the modernity in which others have differerg ideaind.
Postcolonialism developed over several decades to moralize the icleangk/sublation,
which as indicated by Deconstructiongshos is too open-ended. And if deconstruction
is a momentary glimpse of history, then history is too open-ended, Deconstruction
does not produce commitments. This is why Bhabha historicizes Foueaalt
Derridd?) by summoning Colonialism, “peoples without history”, and the allegdry
history in which they are characters. Certain sublation has tomagperacters like the

“subaltern” are created with the idea that their stories wbuitl consciousness and

8 A Bend in the RiveB63
8 See “Signs Are Taken For Wonderdhe Location of Culture.
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destroy the conditions that had necessitated their creation. ur&ultlentities are
reinterpreted in an allegory of the production of culture, so th#tarebne identity nor
the other now has the authority to dictate relaffongvhich “liberatory sign”, as Bhabha
calls them, should be circulated, and which sublation stimulated, Heeadya been
decided by Postcolonialism. The believing Postcolonialist critic does not let tregsati
story work itself out, but thinks he has to actively intervene antkshhis specific
intervention is the right one. Be it centered on social justiceppression, the right
aufhebung has been revealed, for which a different kind of etmsalimentalism is
needed. Postcolonialism understands grammatology, and the modernitycin itvis
possible to deconstruct, but feel the need to re-establish the kiligtofsive and ethical
power/authority which would enable the productionetifos The authority cannot be
discovered, values made transparent, propositions arguable, facts clsdadce that
would initiate a skeptical cascade of questions and lead “bat¢katanodernity against
which both Deconstruction and Postcolonialism are rival responses. ®ocaspects of
Postcolonialism has to be exempted from the sublation, and erroreHndtesested
valuation, indeed from historyDeus-ex-maching the common name | give for various
structures of exemption: the sublime character that is both darhigivhere it is
victimized) and in history; the global network of superimposed stared unfinished
business; the father who would be displeased if we acted unethittedl supposed
achievement of freedom from conflict through conflict. Now if only thiegs out of
which Postcolonialism constructs its stories were recognizduds&srical, perhaps the

exemption will be unconvincing. That would be Naipaul.

8 This is Homi Bhabha’s method. 399



My point has been that Naipazdnruin everything. Naipaul ruins the production
of Postcolonial ethos because his works do not forestall readers from drawing
conclusions that represent the political alternatives to the preyadoncerns of
Postcolonialism (e.g. capitalist development). He ruins also bedsdmeautifully
undermines the very mechanism by which some producers of text weeilth rpower.
Naipaul ruins the promise of Derridean ethics, the constant anagkisg after “how
shall | live?®® for the world deduced from Naipaul's novels bears the cost, the
unaccounted cost, oéthos that tell its subjects to chase fragmentation, ruptures,
irruptions, destabilization, hoping to contain them and turn them into ksta@hange;
ethosthat trace, then trace traces, and follow that by tracingraélees of traces; which is
to say, it shows the costly effects of rituals of deconstructiétmosare but motives in
time, causing unintended consequences some of which ethics carmattaand some
of which it refuses to admit.

Naipaul impedes the formation of a specific new discourse bynguiits
projections. In particular, he complicates Postcolonial categoand the plot of
teleogical dialecticism—of cultural differentiation-conflicsodution-differentiation-
conflict-resolutiontelos  Yet he does so not by introducing uncertainty as a unitary
“historical force” while writing on those possibilities unwantedHiy detractors: such a
characterization would entertain the idea that meaninglessaasisecvanguished with
some resolute finality. His comedies are “messier” versadnd/alcott’s “fragments”.

His “realism” lacks the kind of magic that, in Rushdie, binds subjertconsequences
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from the intersubjective experience. The universe is not emptstaiCpeoples are not
inherently and absolutely lacking. But the would-be “collectiveifeg the presumptive
vase, the kernel that supports the writingethfos can be dysfunctiondland deleterious.
They are dysfunctional iA House for Mr. Biswaand they are so iA Bend in the River
The impediments are conveyed as functions of Naipaul's style, ptiopssimode and
plot. His mastery of a style for writing the novel in Englislggests an alliance with the
“old” perspectives—perspectives that should by now be superannuatdds isT
especially true in an age of prose and more often than not pegarimentation, since
experimentation somehow substantiates the fantasy of newness and newness #uwance
politics of substantive change. Yet he does have a distinctive voidegstisiovels an
aesthetic unity above would-be rivals, which also indicatestixéety about Naipaul is
also caused by the idea that he is a new we should not want.

Naipaul's propositions are matter-of-fact, and, when compared suhjeéctive”
novelists like Henry James or James Joyce, his propositions cadygsiide from
subjective evaluations into objective descriptions. His narrators see more bsg thale
Conrad’s. Any hedges about humanity in light of what humans have doledtaceus.
There is merit in contending with that part of Naipaul's psetibich takes its cues from
non-fiction reporting, | think, but the merit is limited. Generatatents are usually the
ones that get him in the most trouble. Still, there are plenaglditional cues telling the
reader that the narrator is by no means omniscient. Salim tfaanaof A Bend in the

Riverhas to constantly learn the limits of his senses and hisnmeas In fact, the book

8 Specters of Marx
87 Which also means that some can work well, for havéong conditions remain stable.
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is about his most consequential error, the one that finds him esoapiggmiddle of the
night down river from the bend with nothing. Salim is a simple manplsi but
perceptive, and when he speaks to other simple men, he reduces coasplexbrtable
characterizations for which strategies may be more easityuiated. When he tries to
warn Mahesh of how Ferdinand uses people, he first positions hiassélérdinand’s
prey and then tries to construct a sociological model for understandind-é@mand
might prey on different types of people. The model appearséparate paragraph, thus
giving it the sense of unity and truthfulness it has for Salim.
Some men were to be feared, and stalked cautiously; it wassagcés
be servile with some; others were to be approached the way | was
approached. It was in the history of the land: here men had abeays
prey. You don't feel malice towards your prey. You set a trajifor It
fails ten times; but it is always the same trap yoset.
This is Salim’s truth, the schema conjured by Salim to de&l Hetdinand and those like
Ferdinand, and it works well. Salim is able to stop African il coming to him for
money. The characterization also tells us that the people thereulture there, base
social relations on virtues other than what we take to be good\ahd There is no
malice in using people. Neither is there a social cost, noaputdespoiled, no pariah
made, since the same trap can be set repeatedly. No doubt if theiobewere
considered malicious, those to whom it is done and more importantly Wiasesee it

being done would “correct” it.

8 A Bend in the Riveb5
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| can see why the stereotype is already objectionathéesifvay of treating people
is just as bad as using them maliciously. If it is decdo#dized from the mind of Salim
the stereotype is objectionable because it sounds objective. | veguék that,
decontextualized, the statements lose the subjectivism of Sglidgment and skirt the
problem of translating African cultural attitudes into Westehncet But critique of such
passages of “lack” in Naipaul can also stem from a reasaow lofild. In the first place,
Salem’s generalizations are the consequences of intersubjeexperience, of
recognizing that someone else sees us as objects for their [ganust be that Salem’s
“things” are not the right ones. These subjects and things aregnissm Ghosh,
weakly felt in Rushdie, and unauthentic (made by systems) inpte@ncritiques. The
guestion is: what other simple ethical axiom has determined thie whlcomplexity,
such that it should be used to falsify the generalization? Uaddiag of the complex
causes-and-effects, and chance, of history that lead to confrontatitms bend of the
river, would not help Salim, and may end up sacrificing Salim formake him
instrument of, some cause that is other than that which he knows ahécbohe would
consent. Salim’s “truth” is objectionable should it be available tadszl in another
context, say the ethical field which needs to keep from its higubject alternative
frameworks that recognize the situation of being used as suwh palavers are coming
to Salim obliquely for something—for money. There is no denial of thastence. In
fact, Salim’s response acknowledges their agency. Their aetiertesigned to get what
they want, without giving up anything: without transparency of madind exchange.
Amid talk of complexity and authenticity and neocolonialism and Pasiadism, then,

is there a danger that people have access to a calculusetiogiizes the idea of
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becoming instruments in the work of shoring up new Africa? Thedgof Ferdinand
drawn by Salim do not fit some ethical fields, certainly not aihes structuresthos
relative to liminal figures making demands. If, in that ethiieddl or in Africa, we find
ourselvesin the position of SalimNaipaul becomes even more dangerous. Naipaul is
dangerous because he shows a world of users, and what is ned¢essarvive that
world. He is objectionable by any standard that has alnesiiemed such a world using
the figure of the survivor. Objectionable, too, would be the universal from the spereoty
because the idea of a world of users hurts the cause of produeth®sily depriving
them of their main characters. Be forewarned as you move thtbeglomplexities that
invalidate Salim’s reductive stereotype, that you may find yduas&ing: do | have the
thinking and the wherewithal to save me from being used? Then agaiay ibe | who
have found that of which it is good to be an instrument, and the demandsipaedgou
and me are neither amoral nor malicious but just. The question you meigtitto ask
becomes: why should you be used by me to be instrument for my phnofigh you
would not be the subject of Salim’s prejudice, nor prey to Ferdinand’s trap?

Indeed, because Naipaul has Salim acknowledge the problem of tcamdlae
novel complicates any politics that acknowledges and evaluates agtcording to
conclusions drawn from the problematic. The politics of the problencutitiral
“untranslatability”, for instance, has two faults, one logical amme rhetorical.
Untranslabitily, or the inability for one frame of referenceaitalerstand another because
it does not have the conceptual tools and lived-experience to do soldgmddly to
cultural relativism. The only way to speak across culture, dvame is privileged with

having been authentically in both, is to appeal to a standard, usuaig}-ethical, or
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concept, usually power, that is claimed to transcend the problenoaiititiorf®. But,
unless one can claim independence from that to which all othesulajexted, such an
example logically invalidates the initial and enabling clainthe writer using the
problem of translation has exempted not the two (or more) cultupssased by the
untranslatable, butis position. This is the same contradiction that besets any thesdry
attempts to simultaneously use comparative categories andomasegof the
incomparable—a vase invaluable yet to be valued no less than equal to all others.
Rhetorically, discourse organized around the problem of translastaas from
taking stock of use, ironically just as the fetish of modernizatigiratdits from
understanding the displacement of villagers, and just as argumieots how to
understand Ferdinand’s motives distract from the skeptical assassinthe reality of
actions like his. How Africans feel about Independence we may not be ablecues
but this does not preclude knowing how the deep sentiments are being udathvaing
how Independence-to-Africans is being used at the site of adafeRBsstcolonialist
rhetoric. That every culture understands use differently, bitagk ways for people to
recognize when they are being used, should weaken any case agaigsuse that
argues from the problem of translating use. But it is the ecoable observation that
peopledo use each other, even when they have the best of intentions—best dsegnly
can understand respectively—which really disrupts the politics ihabased on

problematizing translation: analysis of use rivals translatibnalvledge where the latter

8 In Ghosh’sin An Antique Landcross-cultural interaction is facilitated by theiversal idea of Custom, as

the various set of rules that please various fathéfhe untranslatable deep belief of a foreigiucelis

translated through the (universal) respect forefatha father would not want his son to disbeligvéneir

culture. A Hindu father would not want his sonstop burning the dead. A culture that shuns thaetjwe
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ostensibly succeeds. Complexity returns to Naipaul when Sakwahsrieerdinand to get
out of town, and Ferdinand helps him for nothing in return. The Ferdinand wb® hel
Salim is conscious of being used by the system of the Big Machviaid promised him

a great Africa. There are users, and there are well-intgmetgule, and they may be the
same ones. The either/or essence of goodness is not as discasaide hope a
judgmental God can absolutely discern. Nor is history the telg@ogdemptive Go(o)d
might make it.

Naipaul's “realist historical novels” ruin the ability to slyasize any kind of
upward trend in history in a particular region, because he includasuaniyer of ways of
thinking “up”, and show that the trend has been “up” and “down”: good ard evi
nativism and openness, colonialism and nationalism, etc. It has beetfdawmi” “up”
“down” and “down” as the new “up”, “up” for some and “down” for others, “upf f
some because “down” for others, and “up” for others that causes *dommost®, such
that implausible is the conclusion of either Up or Down. In otherdsyoby giving
progressive and radical philosophies names and faces, he returns thieenhistory
which each is trying to escape. Bhabha lauds the sameggtnateen it is used by
Rushdie to re-iterate, replay, and reproduce with difference,séffeaggrandizing
monoliths of Empire and Religion. (Except that in Rushdie, even thenapdaavns of
snakes and ladders do not seem to repeat with the difference that endsmépetitis a

mystery that another writer cannot find recurrence operatingatoev would-be

must still respect the other, since fathers whotwarbe buried would not want their sons to stopyimg
them.
% Like the work of the historian Raymond.
1 Midnight's Children
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monoliths, in locations when monoliths have left or been brought low. rEiity to
signify “up”, when “up” means progress or transformation thatlfsiliome sort of plan
for the universe and mankind, reveals another implication.

Change is not in and for itself upward. Change may simply beahdition of
not the same or an inability to identify as same. “Fragmentais change. In fact, is
not the inability to identify as the “same” with any of the duwent unities the key
characteristic of hybridity? At the bend in the river ard steangers who are neither
Indian, nor tribal African, nor colonial African, nor moderns, nor bush, meek; nor
Italian, nor American, nor conquerors, nor English, nor soldier, nor trnaolepolitician,
nor et ceteraet cetera They manage to find a kind of equilibrium and that equilibrium,
though often tense, allows some of them to prosper, if only in sragh.wAt the same
time, the inability to identify the same, whether by individa@nitity, or with culture, or
historical age--for example characteristic of Ferdinand—saadet to happen, because
of the solution some seek. Hybridity is not necessarily symptoroa&an impotent lot
waiting for our intervention. In many cases—Iogically, in afitorical cases—people
haveacted; and i\ Bend in the Rivahe “outcome” of various actions lead to the rise of
Big Man President. So change also causes change indiredtigfien in ways that the
difference cannot be signified as upwardheben More turmoil and more of the same.
Naipaul’'s mode and plot allow for these “outcomes”: dysfunction, social equitiband
tyranny. The possibility of many vectors of historical catisahould make his novels

more “realistic” history than Lukacs’s historical novels allegogztistory’s Teleology.
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the Error of Comedy

Dagmar Barnouw sees Naipaul's career as the development ahddern
traveler, rather than the diminishment of a modernist noVeligEach encounter is a
moment of history. According to Barnouw, Naipaul understands the histooicthe
relation between observer and subjects, and carefully detapstteularities of a given
sketch, but he is also trying to find broader meanings from thasedvpoints of
contact”® Naipaul and his critics disagree about these broader meanings, and treePromi
of Meaning. He observes which configurations work and which do not, addesenot
hesitate to assign blame. “Naipaul’s view of cultural pltydlas been of successes but
also profound frustrations, of sharing and divisiveness, of gradual opeamyabrupt
closures: the emergence of restrictive ‘traditionalisms’agminst perceived threats of
globalization”® “Traditionalism” is one of those points of contestation. On the one
hand it acknowledges the attempt to create cultural coherencassediveness; on the
other it stifles certain kinds of concurrent cultural developmBatrnouw grants Naipaul
the same position that is privileged by Postcolonialists, butntfietween Naipaul that
Barnouw sees is able to come up with those calculations (of beaughysothers, for
one) that depart from what would be expected of what | would leallconventional
hybrid.

Naipaul’s position is that of the “inquiline” moving between civiliaas,

bridging the colonial and postcolonial experience. Though it made him

92 pritchard. “Naipaul’s Written Word”.

% “Introduction”.  Naipaul's Strangers Bloomington: Indiana U.P. 2003. x  03/06/2008 <
http://site.ebrary.com/lib/gwu/Doc?id=10026399>

% |bid. x
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vulnerable to hostile and on occasion stunningly thoughtless attacks by
postcolonialist critics from Said to Homi K. Bhabha and Derekcdtsl
there are clearly great advantages to this position. It helpgzhiNao
develop a particular kind of mobile social intelligence that altbiven to
see with the problems also the benefits of colonial rule, and with the
positive also the negative aspects of the “postcolonial condition.heln t
multiculturalist West he is an eminently contemporary, emblenfigtire
arguing the fallacies of late-modern cultural co-temporalitg ao-
locality—the Western “moral” illusionary achievement of having done
away, once and for all, with the strangeness of difference. Buildoe
understands the easy seductions of this assumption for some groups and its
serious, much needed promises for otff2rs.
In Barnouw’s characterization of—in his defense of—Naipaul lieg¢hson for
the “Postcolonialist” response. That Naipaul himself is an “enmtipecontemporary,
emblematic figure” in the multicultural West means that amg all of his reasoning may
be subjected to the cultural relativist critiques against nazatedn (or neocolonialism).
We have to understand, however, that the basic disagreements beameeavBand the
critics to whom he is responding, and between Naipaul and the thidtsnake use of
him, are the primacy of reason, and the inalienable good of thoséegualaimed by
either side. The disagreement also concerns what representatiat stories, what
hypotheses, are to come out of the post-colonial experience. Theerchapt been

investigating the reason for these fundamental differencesheAtery least, since both
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sides can agree to what Naipaul is—a product of Colonialism anghasieolonial
condition in the Caribbean—the divergence of Naipaul's reasons inrdsitresfull
potentiality to the in-between subject as she makes her wdne iwdrld. She may be
neither Naipaul nor Walcott.

That Naipaul points to people in “postcolonial” locations as partly culpable for the
conditions they face also suggests that postcolonial literatupgoduced by and in
response to the uncontested historical fact and looming idea ofeimdkspce. Although
much is written about ideas of Independence, the moniker and more imigotient
patterns of historical causality drawn by a collection diasitend to position what has
happened against that other monolith Colonialism. While Colonialissrculgable of a
great many things, it seems to have no advocate in the presargue against certain
declamations and neutralize allegories of belonging and goodness ivkerves as the
Cause and Source of problems. If as many claim nationaisesponsible for the strife
we see today, it was not written on an innocent “substance” by departing tplowes.
Rather, the coincidence of nations to religions, the repetition of thmyes are used,
suggests that old and extant adversaries discovered in the ideaoofist and the
fervor of what Independence promised the means to gain and horde. p&abnan
Rushdie can ridicule all the hateful parties he wants to; ridicldoum®t, before or after
decolonization, people hurt each other, all the same. Additionallyisteet attempts to
create Indian historiography (not just Indian histStypr to establish—although

represented as to discover—an Indian imagination that produces “atitheditn

% Dipesh ChakrabartyProvincializing Europe
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literatures [that] have their origin in the universal Indian peri?’, suggests the
continuing renewal of said promise. To advocate for responsible tdrazaton of
historical causes to today’s problems does not mean to argue faslorealism. It
means to be able to say that Independence is as much causepamthasresult of the
decisions of humans, as Colonialism was. Many people had to have ppkael pieces
and reanimated them. Independence promised much to motivate thelestimgg
independence, and that has been partly the cause of problems.

If at this point the argument of temporal priority is made—thatofialism
necessitated Independence and so, as the cause of cause, i4ponsible’—I would
simply note that such reasoning implies responsibility lies atehy with the First.
Something necessitated Colonialism, and something necessitated t¥iat.if. made, the
attempt to outfly the previous cause can also be made to servellufowthe sake of
argument, because it points out something strange—a gap of sort-ebdiagaul’s
stories and, say, Ghosh’s. In studying history, and produgihgs it seems much
depends on where the historian stops among times past, or in times dutwith certain
agents identified in the present. ArBend in the Rivefor instance, Naipaul decides that
some traces stop with the Big Man; some with his predecessue with the various
tribes; some with Colonists; some with Christian missionasesje with East Indian
traders; and some at some indeterminate point in the past, isthgy-that is, start—at

all. He is wrong only if all bad traces must point away fitiat which his critics are

9" K.D. Verma. “Preface”.The Indian Imagination: critical essays on Indiamitiig in English New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 2000. x
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protecting and all good traces to/from it. Bad post-colonial sesieire made by
neocolonialism; good ones on the mighty efforts of Postcolonials.

The discourse represented by Haidar Eid is dangerous becausesitalfs
apprehension of the promises of Independence and comparative aoalyg&sreasons
for failure. Its ethical demands are dangerous because theyalogesalysis where
Postcolonialism confronts its addressee. Independence was born of uasdblrage
and promised too much, and even those goods which were possible have not come
because people under the idealist fervor, by standards “neocolonialitochthonous,
built their “societies” hastily, unthinkingly, badly. Like parenkekering the returning
prodigal child, it makes excuses for failures by always logatihe source of ill to the
other called “Colonialism” or “neocolonialism”; this is rederopti Eid promises New
Africa, only he replaces Ferdinands with ideal (Postcolonialjunstnts. The allegories
of Colonial Struggle promising a great Africa are also inghgpaganda repertoire of
Robert Mugabe.

The argument with Naipaul is really an anxious proxy war. Tl lof
knowledge Naipaul advocates, | would say, comfisr Huismans, Raymond, Zabeth,
Ferdinand, the Big Man, even Salim, and certainly Fanon and tBaugh the subject
takes placebeforethe actual rise of any one of the single-minded anti-capitatist
development anti-rationalist histories theorized by the lastatwebpromulgated by their
supporters. It can only be said that Naipaul endorses Western domitiand only if
some moral authority dictates that the two choices availablk od @as is either that or
gladly and nobly embracing rage, blind faith, indignation, and changk @sh, and

becoming nothing more than instruments of struggle, before death.co¥tet is ironic
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is that Postcolonialism observes some of the same phenomeh&ithetil observes, and
begins as reaction to some of the same conditions to which Naipatd-+esectarian and
ethnic violence during and after decolonization, for instance—but theefaneeds to
repudiate the latter, to doubt the doubter, in order to regain some adsheance lost in
the struggle against ideology and cultural determiffism

The broader meaning that Naipaul manages to find is a function pbéiics as
much as they are “rationalist”. The meaning of forms, not jusitwhe forms mean.
Biswas’s repeated self-defeats are as “true” to Trinidadha post-colonial’'s lack of
rationality is “false”. He lives amid the fragments thaiuwd be Watcott's vase; he is a
few of those fragments. The dysfunction of decolonized territarias “true” as Salim’s
generalizations about the character of Africa are “faladigther it should be articulated
or kept silent, there is an Africa that can be signified as suchfreat Africa is more
apparent than the one all representations are supposed to allegtrithere is some
correspondence between the novel and the real world, then we mysttaet@s much
as the form determined the reality thereafter, the reatitgtbfore determined the forms.
What, then, decides whom to favor in the tension between Naipaul ammbtt¥alThe
critic who maintains an absolute view of determinacy—that eiteapaul’'s writing
makes Trinidad, India, England and Africa the way they arehay have made Naipaul
the way he is—cannot make the alternative in turn, not without suffeangritical
censure. The argument against Naipaul’'s comparative reprizesitavhile it may seem

to depend on the agency of representations to determine regdityseithe subjects’

% That an authority can say something is culturgetopeople to adopt the something, which of conrakes
it culture. Reading Shakespeare, for instanceganting stories that revise Western norms.
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wishes, because it is deduced from this axiom, actually assunfesrsatfar as it also
assumes that the fullness of culture or people falsifies theclzaracterized by Naipaul.
Therefore, we are free to weigh determinacy accordingrdiftenodels, and we are right
to posit that certain tropes chosen by Naipaul were “alrealdgsen by the history in
which he had to exigtndwere chosen from any number of other tropes by Naipaul to tell
the history of that which he observed. If his patterns for soarad for history and those
used by less controversial writers belong to the same turnuiis®, he cannot be less
“accurate”; his grasp of postcolonial realities cannot be inwalkpt by some sort of
evaluation which hides Naipaul as one of the possibilities produceékdebyame. The
mere idea of divergent, contingent possibilities from the same doasvatiiated the
dialectic of cause and effect in human history; it just puts doulthansuperhuman
intelligence running the show, and those sublime kernels that comizod@al
consciousness, used by critics and writers for their questionable human purposes.
Naipaul, too, recognizes the value of comedy, which is the kterayde for
social cohesion. He understands that comedy inspires the seitdsmess and benignity
SO important to constituting those vases Walcott likes to expodredwer, during his
writing career, Naipaul has learned that even the littleecynof Biswas not so unlike
the comedy of Jane Austen or Charles Dickens, require real sustenand is
continually under threat not from malevolent forces but dissolutionsials® repeatedly
survived, in some places and times even thrivedBidwas comedy is threatened by the
new economy brought by new investment, under American influencegthgolitics of
Independence, driven by its promises; and old cultures holding too torthetr

insupportable ways. The later novels contain less comedy becaipsellNeds greater
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threats, and because the condtions that support comedy are notladneys So-called
fragments do not cohere. And when they do, they are maintainecedtypgomises or
great force, or both, and both of which have consequences. These dnecatsy his

narrators constantly have to figure their positions relatvethers, and why many like
Singh and Salim find that in the final acts they get expelikd {he comedy of Venice in
Shakespeare’s famous play). The town at the bend in the rivenlyasegun to support
comedies of error, which need stable social life to jokingly ddstead, before the
soldiers and rebels wreck havoc again. History! Naipaul is Hirfesglelled” to make

the Postcolonialist dramas end promisingly. This is not to sayahuwuomedies have
ceased to play out—the novel's sense of human events should reassutkats &till,

the return of comedy, and its many returns, cannot be made to sapdogtvangelize

faith in Comedy.

415



TOWARDS A CONSERVATIVE CRITICISM

gather ‘round people wherever you%re

Visiting from Dhaka for the first time, the narrator of Ghosite Shadow Lines
ecountered a London quite different from the London he imagined. Aintke he did
not admit he had imagined London from unreliable sourcs. Nor doescbbectng the
discrepencies, conclude that products of the imagination, indeed al$eepations, need
to be verified whenever they claim to be true. Actually, theltaadons, and the many
other Londons of the novel, lla’s, Tridib’s, and Nick’s, “add” up to a teugherior to any
London than can be empirically validated. There is a “London” lwhimctions as a
reality check, the one that defies the little Bengali kidkpeetations, and the one
devastated by German bombing, yet there is also a “London” gfinatson that refuses
to be checked against reality. “London” has to accommodate both théoriarand lla’s
disparate and conflicting versions. In the phenomenological supesppsBhosh has
made an important decision. Effectively, a mechanism for contesiatsubverted so
that testimonies, especially those from the “imaginary”, cannoéjeeted by a rigorous
empirical evaluation that would conclude they are made-up, or deseptiVhile
ambivalence-multivalence may seem to be free “London”, it alses' a less easily
apprehended kernel. The kernel allows “London” to be repeatedlyedewsthout
alerting us to the new rules of discourse, and the changesréhey@pose to execute.

The same trope is used by Rushdie for his Londons.

% Bob Dylan. Lyrics. “The Times They Are A-ChanginThe Times They Are A-Changi€D. 1964.
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Characters are structured like cities, too. The many histdr&iags inln An
Antique Lang particularly those that are lost (by history) only to be found (by
interventionists), are similarly structured superpositions. Theatoas and lost-and-
found things | have been scrutinizing serve the Postcolonial productethag InIn
An Antique Langdnever does there appear a character about whom it might béneasd “
nothing, has not made anything of himself, so becomes nothing”, althougiotienity
is criticized for doing just that. It seems the nature of digtines are never allowed to
be tested, their value measured. They can be devalued, and recovengedchga
history, and restored to what they have always been. It seeamsamnot test if
propositions comprised of such kernels are true, since the kernelpgthdas partitions
that enable the differentiation necessary for language, bsethaarity of superposition,
can always be emptied, revised, and filled again. We cannot,emssetruthful
reconstruct London during the bombings of WWII, nor evaluate the ntidgadorer
Nabeel who disappeared into the turmoil of the Iran-lraq war. thiegs” that they are,
are protected. They are what Slavoj Zizek calls sublime objects of idé8logy

Yet it is not as if the truth function has disappeared: it @ayed to invalidate
the idea that the history of a people is their development towatwbnal self-
consciousness (not true!) and once again to invalidate the ideaftic#t requires
Western intervention (also not true!). It is deployed againstaheons of xenophobes;
for instance, when Rushdie deconstructs “ellowen deeowen” as a mettiogbtioes not

know its overseas histdf}}. Indeed, the superposition kernels are used to invalidate

19The Sublime Object of Ideolagy
101 The Satanic Verses
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erroneous representation, and define ethical problems. Nabeel is\cevidgainst
modernity. London demonstrates the inadequacy of unimaginative hisktorica
representation. But Postcolonial interventionists have managed to $3ymasodulate
away from—the de-authorizing function in their attempts to fix things.

In fact, the fundamental prompt for critical investigation—what @¢dug¢ amiss
when something is not what it seems?—no longer seems importantstioQseof
veracity can sound out of place in the assembly where knowledge,yhisiod
representation are produced. Questions of purpose seem less plrposef the
establishment of right purpose, as evident by Saleethasin Midnight’s Children and
the narrator’s inn An Antique Land Ought we not ask at the moment of intervention:
What is the true value, if any, subtracted by modernity in they stf Nabeel? What
makes cosmopolitan joy more or less valuable a principle of smgahization than the
modernethosof live and let live? In Rushdie’s global network mediatgdtory-telling,
how can true relations be judged from false ones, and attemptsctweatighe true or
establish the false be evaluated? Of those stories whiclanv®tcsomehow refuse or
change, why not? Can we refuse, or does the network, the Stdrglasemion over all,
like an Empire? Does not Walcott’'s vase distract from assggsand comparison of
different cultural formations, like the mantra everyone’s spesele as the final
argument against comparing skills, labor, intelligence, work ettaetpfulness? These
are questions of cause and effect, questions of value, questions of ;mative
conversations about post-colonial conditions, they may be asked rhétoraslif
already answered. Asking these kinds of questions can be it¢er@® impertinent,

even unethical, since the criticism that asks them challergg@gsentation of new
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responsibilities, conceives limits to what can populate the fieletluts, and therefore
renders less effective the productioretios

In the ethical field where subjects have been gathered, the meck“things”
are, because they already seem real or truthful or desimablsedf-evident, the more
authority has already been given to the discourse on those “thimgg’ more authority
given, the less opportunity for the kind of evaluation that can unedke real effects of
having to answer to those “things”, and reject some of the claiade rabout them or
their behalf. What is fixed by ambivalence, by the mamggimed Londons, by mimicry,
by loss-and-found, is the kernel. How bad might you feel reje@imgsh’s claims about
modernity, because it feels like you have denied the existencalmdeN or how bad
might you feel rejecting Rushdie’s claim about everyone’s dtergg part of everyone
else’s, because it feels like you have mutilated Salim’s hdpeRis fixity; thatis pull in
the ethical field. So after making much of ambivalence andendatation, hybridity
and uncertainty, power and authority, Postcolonialism also returns twdéeof things
that satisfy, that complete—to the ontical—to take advantage ajréhwty afforded by
the mode. A return is necessary to make intersubjective ierpes and mysteries
productive, such that “things” emerging therefrom might revolut®nizultural
perspectives and the new language that they inspire actuapoken. We might agree:
to each his own fantasies. The fellaheens believe in ghosts; yobeieve in the Good
that says fellaheens should be listened to; and | may understand both phenomena but have
other ideas about the community responsive to ghosts and unfinished busirefase
the community, the ethical body, because | want to hear whaglthkden, or his ghost,

specifically have to say, and critically evaluate those iBpguropositions. But if the
419



most intelligent and capable of us move beyond the discourse of “beybed’short are
we of the goal of those who want to use experiences and mystedkange the world.
For an author to direct thought and action, experiences—or stoepefiences—must
produce specific ideas, categories, representations, in a way that holds autharity f
longer than the experience and for more than just the people direatlyed. The
authority of ethics increases when the disappeared and ties-thdidbomdy to the order
of things.

There are discursive modes where words reference “things, lands't are fixed
by thinking they are so. A novelist can always fix spiritsth@ same way that he can
always prove the perspicacity of clairvoyants, possess prophdtsal forth witnesses.
The critic, too, can fix by invoking unfathomable fullness to forbidawerkinds of
evaluation®® He can say that the native’s Africa is genuine, and anytifimghich the
native disapproves is automatically wrongful representation &f s is the charge
brought against Rushdie by Ghosh and Haidar Eid and a host of otherscritid®
specters want to stop oppressive bulldozers; they never want undesetitements.
Hardly ever are they petty, stupid, lecherous, jealous, or bloodthirsifythey are they
are redeemed by some sort of meta-struggle. In other wordsamheyt anything that
might stimulate skeptical inquiry. Michel Foucault has alyeexplained how “things”
become fixed; it just so happens that the kernels to be filledstcélonialism are not

extant individual unities, like medical pathology, but fragmentsliegaries and the

102 aspecially ones that can value the kernels (thinkan being) at zero.
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epistemes to which they beldfi§ vases, to use Walcott's metaphor—different perhaps,
and perhaps justifiable, but “things” nonetheless.

The ethical structures of Ghosh and of Rushdie is meant to allogrqeitpeople
to rewrite (fixed) values, and centers on the imperative thatewdiais of concern to
them mustbe revised. From economic development to unfinished history, something
compels us to assemble in a field (a congress, to take the metsydmested by
Midnight's Childrer) that not only includes everyone who seeks admittance but
automatically elevates certain languages to privilegeaankority. The field is ready-
made for persuasion by mystics and other holders of mystery.teiydiffers from
unknown in terms of access. The assembly takes certain “thioggiranted. These
mysterious things, like the central imperative that give purppfieetassembly, brook no
contestation. Like the cultural fullness of peasant-life, or ualbéavictimhood, they
are non-negotiable. They are not to be treated like provisional coneepls
commodities, subjected to the errors assignable to those thirgg;far help from a
victim is not supposed to be analyzed as rhetoric manufactugg@nwote undisclosed
changes: you are supposed to just help. And, like the documents with Ghash
builds the disappeared slave, or Rushdie’s spittodmidmight’s Children they are never
destroyed. Because the modulations used by Ghosh and Rushdie can gireoént
access to, and use of, those critical ideas and things, approtdemnmgtritically requires

equal methodological and rhetorical finé$e

193 The Archaeology of Knowledg&ee especially the chapter “The Formation o&€xsy.
194 And equal irreverence.
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Being caught in the dialectic of revision by story (Rushdiepforevision by
history (Ghosh) is analogous to something described by Bruno E&tolm “Matters of
Concern”, Latour attempts to control controversy by pacifying @eb@he article begins
by invoking the violent, dissociating powers of war, and compares thdessit
propagation of controversies to it; those who benefit by the controVeasyur points
out, have in fact used war as a metaphor. Global warming sesvdge anain case
example of relevant and trifling dispute, and legitimate caoisadtion. Conservatives
interject doubt about both the reality of, and value of responses to,| giabaing.
Science cannot be sure, they say, besides, how do we know thé @xtearm, and
necessary response? Latour calls upon the etymology of “thing” ie &mopean
languages. Citing Heidegger’'s dichotomy between objgeggdnstand and thing
(ding)*®®, Latour argues that, in contradistinction to what we tend to thihkng' (ding)
is actually the verdict of an assembly that meets and judfjeisg is not always object,
object not always thing. An object like the space shuttle caantea matter of concern,

a thing, when it blows Uff’. Latour criticizes Heidegger for dismissing as object that
which is not beautiful or sophisticated enough to be part of any disousat the same
time, he criticizes those who make a mess of “things”, like tintsefoment doubt about
global warming and how we should respond to the phenomenon, when in facg we a
dealing with facts and objects. “Matters of facts are only yartial and, | [Latour]

would argue, very polemical, very political renderings of maiérsoncern and only a

195 “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam? From Mattef$act to Matters of Concern”Critical Inquiry.
30.2 (2004): 225 — 248. <http://www.journals.uelgjo.edu/doi/pdf/10.1086/421123> Hence referenced as
“Matters of Concern”. See also “The Promises ofstauctivism”. Chasing Technology : Matrix of
Materiality. Ed. Don Ihde. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana U.Z003. 27 — 46
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subset of what could also be callsdtes of affairs'®. So Latour keeps the distinction
between thing and object but redefines them as matter of factaattets of conceffi’

to emphasize relationship and movement back and forth: where global warmingad locat
depends, of course, on what one—by which | mean Latour—is trying to do. The
assemblage of thingdihg) is comprised of more inclusive functions than that which
determines facts, for they include myths, beliefs, ghosts, thbgeys” that are to be
found in antique lands and alternative modes. The article contint@sr’saexpansion

of some of the thoughts he forwardedWe Have Never Been Modenm which he
proposed that objects of science, like a microbe, be considered ais Wbt calledlas

ding: he is now orchestrating the creation of both object and thing.

For Latour, global warming is a fact that demands realist dismus What
concerns him is that certain governments will use uncertaintyitbdraw from
assembly, or make its decision, its “thing” non-binding: the govenhiwaich did not
sign the Kyoto accord, for instance. | have no quarrel with Laabout the fact of
global warming. For me, Latour’s attempt to control discussiondiling to assembly
that which is supposed to walk away with new “things” in mind maydesl to clarify
the nature of “things” that populate the ethical field, the powdnething that calls us to
assemble, and the purpose of the project to prodtices His assembly and the
production ofethos are analogous. The structure of his constructionism, which he

renders transparent because he is giving instructions, reveald# hyecessary when

1% hid. 232 — 233

197 pid. 235

198 |bid. 232 emphasis in original

199 for Heidegger, the difference is between the ahtiad the ontologicaBeing and Time
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criticizing the production of ethos to employ cascade of conditiestd.t Latour himself
gives us the opening, a gap. The gap is not what pits decdiustisic against
constructionist, for like history and historiography in Ghosh, they \warid in hand, but
what distinguishes Latour’s ethics from actions like those oful& government; in
other words, between the assemblies that do what he thinks isamghthat which do
not. The gap is the bifurcation of methodology that allows him latitude to debetbev
something is a matter of fact or matter of concern. ddus-ex-machines the mysticism
of the critic who seems to contradict himself but is alwayistriit belays the critique of
contradiction by promising that there will descend a force, anvariéon, which will
finally resolve and redeem what seems erroneous. It could beotte gThough |
contradict, | contradict for the good of mankind. Though | make thingsrmapke them
up for the good of mankind. The gap emerges in questions of who getsasseahbly
when and about what, who gets to st stallthose cycles Latour diagrams in the
article. Across the gap are the bad guys and bad decisiohsre\Wou would place me
depends on your concerns.

Neither do | quarrel with Latour over the dichotomy between thingsadjects,
or concerns and facts. In fact, the contrast between the two comdegpisngs, and
contrast between their main discourses, the scientific andh#terical, | have used
repeatedly to show hoaporia and the hypothesis of an unknown do not have to entail a
host of “knowns”; how hybridity does not necessitate another (not so morally ambivalent)

story starring the hybrid, and of course us. In other worddiaper | introduce
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controversies that might also be considered “artificil”or, since Latour also calls his
method “realist”, that are “unrealistic’. That may be, hate it is only the binding
powers of the assembly and the broad authority to dictate “thafte” assemblywhen
argument has been closd¢dat trouble me. | am troubled by the analogous power and
authority of the “things” that are supposed to be taken away fhenfi¢ld of othering
(e.g. Ghosh’s antique land) and intersubjective experience (e.g. Rushdie’s erg)ount
The ethical assemblies do not debate and then caucus votes of confwdeicbe
can keep things the way they are). Nor do they dissolve whegtltheand values of
sovereign participants diverge. There is no genuine argument from a capable
representative of Modernity in the antique land comparing systemasoffering peasant
a chance to convert, or suffer competition (which is where Ivieta). In fact, there
does not seem to be conventions for arguing at all, and everyone tgebmsaken at
their word: if X is important to them, then X is already a ghirCertainly all the radical
groups of current Indian politics appear mainly as perpetratorsolence, because if
they speak and speak well they may transform the debates(tBaim’s fear of Shiva).
In these assemblies there is no veto power, nor constitutionahtioni of assembly
authority. No quorum. No checks and balance on even the most well-intehided.
distrust—at least no distrust that the historical and ethidad tagsignify is not good for
us. No purse-string to leverage. There are no instances vdseraldy is unable to take
action because the “thing” is nothing (as happened to Saleem’sessengMidnight’s

Children). These assemblies are instruments of decisions already made.

10hid, 226
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More troublesome is the general tendency of the assembly, whialisachanges
“things” and always let new or recovered agents change thdrmare Ts never one that
meets to reaffirm thetatus quo There is a pattern the use ohssembly-thing, and that
pattern correlates to decisions already made—Latour’s. Themo&global warming: a
closed argumeft’. It would have been interesting to hear if tfue of damage to
littorals done by rising oceanic water levels (i.e. whoskestate gets flooded?) is fact
and unarguable, or concern and negotiable. Perhaps the land of theefsllabald
become drier, and their problems, increasingly dire, becone#’.“f@nce the assembly
has met, and a vote (always for change) has been cast, Latmenyisareful to stop
immediate contestation of the (new) things, which he accuses dlcoses the gap of
doing every time there is some sort of agreement on global ngrnide condemns out-
of-assembly redefinition of things and of relationshipghings, which are spurious or
malevolent controversies—artificial and unreal—since they styheesocial power of
assembly in the first place, and indirectly establish competisgnablies with powers of
their own. Other mystics (bad ones) oppose the power of addimgl tbpaasforming our
sense of reality.

There is the same pattern of ritualistic assembly, reregtj and dissemination,
involving the sublime figures allegorized by Postcolonial liteextamd criticism. There
is the same expectation of immanent meaning in the Postcosms@mbly of “things”.
While it may seem like we gather to discuss problems with madeg the fellaheens
(In An Antigue Langdpeasants in Chakrabarty’s Subaltern Studies), or of immigration t

London from the commonwealthTife Satanic VersesThe Shadow Lings the
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assemblies, the reading of the texts, the address by the discawe really there to
produce other “things”, other plots, other stories, other kernels, and nesadgstructed
reality, which then populate the ethical field. The storiesaten post-colonial places;
the conflicts cause by post-colonial conditions. The point of producing the
intersubjective experience is to establish new subject-objegpleres? one that, for
example, “prove” Modernity or nationalism utterly lacking. Thbical subject feels
there is something missing from modernity that should not be. Withose t‘things”
there would be no ethical problem. The master-author decides mkeitiod, concern to
fact or fact to concermas dingto das sach®r das sacheo das ding which modulation,
which othering, is in play, all in an effort to reach the desitetk<f-affairs. It is alright
to deconstruct the modern idea of labor as something that has to diftewatue of
Nabeel, but it is unconscionably irresponsible to retrain the drémaaratus and seek to
negotiate “Nabeel”. Nabeel mattea¢hg—he must. Call assemblyln An Antique
Landspeaks.Midnight’s Childrenconstructs.

The assembly-thingdas ding is the citable idea from the article accepted at the
end of fieldwork®®, the real consequence desired ppixis Assembly is storied
unfinished interconnections produced by the intersubjective experieheequeéstion for
criticism is: does the disappeared, or whatever brings it hd,rmake itself available for
the kind of scrutiny that can judge it to be nothing, or altogether @amgletely alien; or
does the discourse orchestrate the whole concert of facts andrnsortoe make

guestioning difficult? Does it orchestrate some facts and someems to béhe set of

12 As opposed to the point of conceiving intersulbjigt Husserl’s point, which had been to explaowhwe
can conceive of objects and interact with eachrajiven our phenomenological solipsism.
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facts and concerns? If you are a member of the opposition, aBostassembly can
seem to contrive controversy and indetermination just as conservageas to, to
Latour. Perhaps rather than things that are discussed in assambiyings that come
out of assembly, Latour'das dingought to invoke that which assembless Ding
Peering into the heart of power might just let us see things for what tilyanee.

Each of the steps above may be confronted with complications, some bfthic
authors do not recognize, even the ones they cause, and like lsfite®mpose a CT
scan image, each complication betrays more of Bhieg. Unfortunately, the
complications are themselves difficult to raise becalaseDing does not easily betray
itself. What we have, what the interventionist makes availabdepmly prefabricated
matters of fact and matters of concern. Postcolonial discouysetisat what we can
rightfully access is the fact that something can be neithertling nor another, i.e.
hybridity, and what we have to be concerned with is the allegatyirt criticism sounds
like an explanation of the production of cultural difference. Post-clditerature
provides the “material”. Some of the literature provides thiet @gsemblies, the right
modulation from deconstruction to construction, the right promises foder weadership
to take the stories as the interest of our time; some do not:righ€ things include the
sublime objects of the ideology of loss-and-redemption, discovdrgd the
anthropologist-novelist, which are collected into our archives (as)factl then elevated
to our field of ethics (as concerns); the unfinished business fronseasmwhich can
reconfigure historical facts into new business projected, of epasshistorical concerns;

metaphors like Walcott’'s vase which turns the cultural problems oangespecific

13 or the novel at the end of dissertation research2g



locations into a “fact” of culture; and allegories of differatiin, production, and
conflict, that imply a (final) consummation, a synthesis, to béeds When such things
are tested, discursively, philosophically, empirically, theressraof function das Ding
that saves them from being disprovened, deliberately reduced tofomany other
“things” (e.g. speculation, proposition, propaganda), or rejected a®pstous
instruments of unwanted transformations: from being nothing. Actudiretis
something that says: no! these things cannot be tested by any method of yours.
Chutney from Midnight's Children is one of these wonderful “things”.
Sometimes it is regular chutney. Humans physically mak8ateem runs a factory that
manufactures the various kinds he sells. It is ingested. Bsitaiso not like regular
chutney. It matters. It is meaningful. It carries theadasial powers of the maker. It
carries emotions. And it carries history—preserves histonyaxe than simply books on
a shelf. Rushdie’s character Saleem claims it to be tHe afthistory, and Rushdie, in
the copyright page of the Americafi' &dition of his latest novellhe Enchantress of
Florence claims the same accomplishment for his fictién As symbolic representation,
Saleem’s chutney is no different from the songs of JamilarsiGgéeem’s sister, which
become the jingoist expressions of nationalist Pakistan; ibeaanalyzed as such. But
the metaphor of chutney is supposed to transfer the properties of thke vethhe tenor:
history is made and consumed like chutney. Chutney-history is not atbézifi

explanations for recorded happenings in time, but delivers the truthifas@”. The

114 “This is a work of fiction.

A few liberties have been taken
with the historical records in the interests
of the truth.”
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mere availability of chutney should be enough: it is made for me, tand there should
be none of the fact-checking and certainly none of the scrutinyrthka¢s history, the
kind of history suggested by Rushdie, the History of connectednesse&puahsibility),
doubtful again. Chutney-history is allegorical, insofar as veryifspexperiences of
history (usually its victims) revise historical consciousness and make s&syhi

In very subtle ways, chutney-history (and allegorical history@rtexauthority
against which we, in modernity, would rebel and promote ideas, |&goail or personal
relationship to the Story, which we would doubt. For example, in Rushaie/gerse
there are always already though not quite fulfilled connectiomsatesl by Story through
which everyone bears responsibility to everyone else. The conneatenhsdfilled when
responsibility is met. Doubt about the reality of this universeoonpeting interest
means less effective production ethos Claims of connectedness, moreover claims
made through connections, like unfinished business between East amdoWwése
metropole and its other, could be analyzed, scrutinized, and dismissedras—or
unwanted. So concerns like the reasonable limit on social claahsvbuld have been
brought up in the assembly of chutney-history are by-passed eséth) history is
turned into a matter-of-fact thing (chutney), yet, or so that, aaceptof the fact
magically changes prevailing concerns. Certainly chutnetpilyi cannot suffer literary
analysis, because there are branches of study developed tot ssentealized cultural
authority, read high-minded concerns as texts (objects), and anlggpéy felt truths as
structures of effects. If we value all that we have builinf doubt, the many falvors of

modernity, to mimic the metaphor, then here is cause enough tonggutiBut if not,

The Enchantress of Fleygncélew York: Random House. 2008. copyright page.



then it should be remembered that, in the novel, magic chutney is miaterally and
never taken voluntarily.

The thing is chutney-history. The missing thirdpg Ding is also chutney-
history. The thing is the mystery tightly held by the other,dmgtney-maker, like the
meaning of cremation to those who use the method to dispose the deaduantb rit
lament death. Of course, all these “things” are figures ofthpelmIn An Antique Land
the dialogue on “cremation” creates a new matrix of relati@s®d on “things” that are
neither Hindu nor Muslim, yet seemingly accommodate both. dhisllegory for the
kind of open, non-competitive cultural exchange for which An Antique Land
advocates—that which it witnesses in both its encounter with other subjects miidloe a
land, and its work on the history of the slave. Theg that had expressed itself most
vividly against the dangers of colonial rule expresses itself inqmbshial conditions,
too: it redeems the loss of meaning, loss of value, loss of agspoveérs, loss of things,
loss of Nabeel, loss of Tridib, lost history, lost business (Rushkiied§, lost concern.
Truth with capital “t” is lost, if there is no way to manage function of the Real—
managed for the production ethos TheDing says no! there is not loss but history and
the greatest gain! And since recovery is a public procdskeak “things” all have to be
there,out there for us to find, and want to find.

If the changes which Latour codifies d&s sachéo das dinganddas dingto das
sachewere the stuff of history, thethas Dingwould be that which assures him he can
harness an historical process for the good. mhehinawould be whatever structure he
uses to justify this exceptional power over change, andi¢iswould be that which

assures the addressees that the promise of change is not simply theomefiiatour: it
431



erases thenachina We have to infer the machine in the example above, but it may be
thought of as the grave threat of global warming. By analdgy, Dingassures the
Postcolonialist that there is good served by deconstructing présergs”, such as the
idea of nation or the philosophy of development, and using colonial and postatol
history to construct new “things”, such as cultural networks andthveadlistribution.
Yet this is also cause for concern, for there is the poggililiat das Ding leads
Postcolonialism to synthesize lessons for the present fromrdrgwstarting points, or to
achieve very different ends. Hybridity belongs to the plots of@alsnial peoples, one
of which leads to the partition of India and Pakistan; another to thelqaeh economy
of Trinidad; yet another to the allegory of cultural production fornedlaby Homi
Bhabha. The plot of hybridity in modernity may be none of the above. Wiiet
achievement of modernity is the sublimation of desiredfms Dingto the point where
fragmentation requires neither a synthetic whole (that wouldublateon oraufhebung
nor an always already network connection; and where differenedslarable? What if
the happiness moderns pursue, the trajectories of their ethicsp laaddlism of a great
many concerns, and not allegories of wholeness or plenitude? oAdlegemain but as
literary objects.

Postcolonialism is a way to deal with modernity. It selém colonialism,
resistance, and post-colonial engagements with modernity fallegories; historically,
it is one of those engagements. But Postcolonialism, with itsnagatiable values, its
vocabulary, its methods, its ethical demands, is not the only wayofRae Postcolonial
engagement has to be with other perspectives, some of which demaegpnse to

intervention, what are competing concerns and where does responghii? On
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occasions, just as Latour laments about his own criticism, an intemrevill find there
is little desire for the promises he offers. The moderhigy tan formulate and value a
theory of evolution by natural selection will tend to seleciregany excessive demand
made in the name of a creator. The theory makes other explaratibesworld based
on how life developed, certainly other fiction, more easily disrhlssand undermines
self-worth when self-worth depends on centrality in creationismkewise are the
“things” of Postcolonialism, its liberatory signs, skepticallgtéel by a modernity that
can hold competing demands in tension without rushing headlong towards synthesis. The
modern ethical field is depopulated of those “spirits” that wouldesas instruments for
the production oéthos

For the realist V.S. Naipaul, there are only effective anabtent ways of doing
things, measurable as historical consequence. History is suauiekif one is lucky one
can be in positions to ensure survival, even success; history isufbdime, not
teleological, not redemptive. In fact, tBéng pursued as Independence does not always
create antithesis, but lead to harsh realities that cannotsiyaport anything that may
pass for synthesis. History in some post-colonial locations he&asansequence of
violently binding specific ties among different peoples in misdae efforts to fulfill that
promise which decolonization and nationhood had yet to fulfill. Attempting to syzghes
a meaningful model of culture or politics from post-colonial realiire post-colonial
places ironically perpetuate the problematic conditions. Thikeishistory of the very
things Postcolonialism is trying to export, and Naipaul’s representatmmsalls to argue
that post-colonial desires evident in allegories of differentiatiegration—for instance

the resolution to the problem of neither one thing nor another—exceedodermmeed,
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responsibility, and better judgment. Desire for das Ding maaedess the ambition for
social transformation must be limited—sublimated, to use the psyalytiaal term.
There is no good reason to reproduce conditions and crises that dak fpromise of
Independenced@s Ding: we can still understand hybridity as an historical phenomenon,
even feel responsible to the hybrid, to the extent that humans haveasscypolitical
rights, without suffering the crises that facilitates intervention and tranation.

The danger Naipaul presents is that his representations remais forrely on.
We can go to those postcolonial places, to Central Africa ioidad, and witness the
lack/fullness he withessed before we see any ghosts, and tefosecaught up in those
assemblies, those arguments over “things” like the meaning offrasa®\ mask or the
accuracy of “bush”, that would further political and historical causesnight otherwise
protest and refuse. We witness the effects of the promiseswvalution and
Independence, and conclude that the fervor “to be borne again”, with pst-colonial
literature still deals, is cause enough for not submitting taathkority of re-assembly.
In fact, a post-colonial can do this—has done this. Connectedness calsesnpr
because it establishes a dependency for ideas of self to beuadigtreflected in and by
that world over which it claims dominion as “truth”. Biswas the problems of the
feudal Tutsi and the modern Biswas are comicadi Bend in the Rivereven the idea of
Comedy cannot suppress the mortal danger they pose. As for somse wé better
understand the desire fdeus-ex-machin@n us, in other people, and in that which we
might other, such that another user of words cannot easily atcessdan double, be
doubled, without becoming that which either Rushdie or Naipaul, Bhabha or

Chakrabarty, Derrida or Latour describes, a feat that shouldnhéar as the reading of
434



literature. If Postcolonial interventions have exceptional powettan$lation, as though
language can achieve this great thidgq Ding, this can be modernity’s exception, and
what we would lose is fanatical devotion to social causes andicalcdependency on

their handlers who use the literary modes to bestow meaning, value, and truth.

The conservative criticism | propose considers every interventia@teasion for
contemplative study. It does not preclude action; only, action apacity purposefully
different from criticism. An intervention is a proposal to clegnigut whether it can
argue for and deliver what it promises is to be determinedici®m of it is conservative
only in the sense that, in deciding what to do, the possibility obdejing the present is
not automatically discounted by the mere fact that thereltim fneed for “intervention”.
The slogan “change” does not blind critical assessment. Andmeent of address, when
it seems the other is speaking, the addressee—namely us—doesaoroe libe good
subject of those who have already decided the moral value of wisate done. We are
entirely capable of deciding on the promises of the new, asemonists are capable of
deciding on the inadequacies of the old. If the old is such and such,whe m®
exception. In general, criticism recognizes the gap betweaeifisigion and reality*>
that the “theory” of civilization and the effects of “civilizan” are in dialectic, and the
more the discourse tries to erase the effects, the strongeeffdet of revolt and
retaliation. Conservative criticism specifically does not alkhe latest intervention,
whether the interventionist instrument is literature, literautycesm, or critical theory, to

erase the dialectic from which it comes and from which it mékesase. To do this, it
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deconstructs the interventionist's representation of sheus qup tests the new
categories being introduced to the field of ethics; assehsefull range of possible
effects should the discourse, not just the signs, gain authority; and should it faveo, del
hold the interventionist accountable.

So the measure of Latour’s constructionism is not just which speakevhich
assembly gets to speak, but also the difference between whas$ ta&foege and what
comes after shouldWe Have Never Been Modenurns into a—maybe the—
phenomenon. In other words, what happens with the proliferation of quasisobject
assemblies? Likewise the measure of Homi Bhahba's theocylnfre is not just the
allegory of cultural differentiation, with its teleologicalus of agency, but the full
range of consequences of institutionalizing obligations to figukes “ihe migrant”.
Conservatism does this before the proposition of change (espedidly irhetoric
positions change as already happened) has had a chance to chasgerigorous
requirements are based on calculated skepticism that, too, is paredexperience,
perhaps the experience of previous changes, for which | cannot provideitelys
definitive reason. We are not necessarily cynical: the \sriter question can have the
best of intentions, and still—or for that very reason—produce redtlsgsfail to realize,
and fail to realize that we simply disagree. | can onlytsaywhat is conservative in the
analysis of Postcolonial ethics, for example, the concept of haleranay also be rather
radical, under other, less desirable circumstances, and perhaps sgntetfight for.

The capacity to hold incommensurable, antagonistic, even alien phenomenaiam,

15 And why it is not phenomenology.
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without anxiety about securing the End and the Whole, and the prerogatieeide for
oneself, are features of modernity | hope you would not want to change, either.
Contesting allegories of “the historical and ethical rightigaisy” yield the same
kind of knowledge that deconstructing colonial discourse does, more sor“thesre”
because we learn the difference between indetermination asstarical phenomenon,
and indetermination as a figure, an idea, a clarion call, a \oftathics, in the (his)story
that would have us play our parts; and because we alsohiearandwhy the difference
is erased (in the Derridean sense) to prodhtlces “less” because we do not “know”, as
an interventionist would have us know, thegbnythat makes them [the histories of
slavery and colonialism] exemplary texts for our momeht” “Less”, too, because we
can decide, knowing howthosis produced, that the fetish for shoes can be left to the
fetishist but the fetish for the new—new values, new societtes;-raust be watched
carefully because it aims to incorporate us in its economytargbciety. Fortunately,
this particular deconstruction does not have to be violent because hicéit i& being
deconstructed does not have the kind of power, except in certain ios8{ub use to
stay in power. We learn the injunction against conceiving d tategory as a third
category is as deft a double-voiced strategy as Mark Antony’s funegst @ve enjoy the
expertise of announcing a difference to be inverted later, theaderas much as we
enjoy Rushdie travestizing Islam’s Satanic Verses. Wen ledry there is meagre
mention of the “oversea” of the oversea-history that is writtensatanic verses of
Postcolonial criticism (which Rushdie, to be consistent, should alsousantlearn); no

scrutiny of the authority to develop morals in the antique land, wheldereloped for
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the developed cultures; no competatgosthat says Chakrabarty is free to give away his
house to squatters, but he is not to give away yours or mine, orapnogtically
configure the kernels of ethics into which he redistributes wealth esseasawner.

| may disagree but have no quarrel with what these writers thi@ood. | only
intervene at the moment an implicit claim is made that this phenon or that
allegorically signifed Good is witnessed as real, immanenpeiaphysical, because the
testimonials serve projects that are quite ambitious. Madnaatprojects usually are.
Therefore, the purpose of contestation is not necessarily to pradatstatements, but
to provide a way of deciding where alternative statements haverbade; as such it
serves arethoswary of neighbors or strangers who think you or | should live intaioer
way, and supports the kind of liberal, secular, free-market mlitiat frustrate both
critics who are trying to establish new values based on the ggeraf change and those
who do so based on nostalgia for special historical periods. rigustaly useful to now
and again ask the question “how shall I live”, but asking should not nezhngcour
capacity to make decisions for what has been promised froputiait of hybridity and
the beyond; nor giving up the reasons why the answer might justshalf live as | am
living now, and improve where | can”. In any given moment, Bhabha miises
decisions, | mine, and you yours, and our sometimes competing and sesnetim
cooperating self-interests may be enough to prevent the fornwdtimobs that exercise
the will of charismatic leaders.

And das Din@ It is the promise of theory—theory that regulates explanation

rather than explain; theory that would “explain” observations byditring that which

16«Freedom’s Basis”. 57 emphasis mine. 438



cannot be explained (like ghosts and spirits, and God). It is the erofmeshics—ethics
that is fearful of those who may decide differently, of ottidwos The promise of the
New—new that is old news. The promise from “beyond’—beyond-for-hefbe
promise of Independence. The promise of Postcolonialism. The GneatuBknown
that uses realms like “anonymity of histoR/ or “beyond” to care for what some some
people feel is wrongly insignificant, so that their signs mayeployed as such. It has
had other names; it still does. But in skeptical criticism dtas Ding and easy to see if
one can tolerate disagreeing with witnesses. Borders are lyadtheahybrid, and the
hybrid is beyond the vices of production. Bhabha claims “the postcbtoaialation of
modernity does not... revalue the contents of a cultural tradition orptra@svalues
across cultures through the transcendent spirit of a ‘common huih&fijtput it does.
Or it must do more than conventional translation, at least. Thenmissrd—the word |
elided to mislead—is “simply”. Bhabha is right: the translatiomofiernity is not done
simply, in particular because the “spirit of common humanity” tbase saved from the
problematics of history and representation. It has to be evokedelbweo history, but
then erased (again). Tleng makes it all possible; it remains if the histories candgkpe
of thereality of survival and negotiation that constitutes the lived moment cftaesie,
its sorrow and its salvatioh*”. TheDing is there to assure that such a reality, with the
conflict already plotted, allegorically extrapolated from tiots€f against Colonialism and
neocolonialism, is real; real, too, is the humanity written in $eaihresponsibility to

incommensurable qualities of the other, like the kernel “dignitygaaly written into

17 \which saves Nabeel from annihilationlinAn Antique Land

H8«rreedom’s Basis”. 49
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documents that “prove” its existerit® TheDing archives Ghosh'’s disappeared, not MS
H.6 but the kernel of disappeared historical being, so that it maysbarnd found, and
protects the meaning of the anthropological-historical work agalmstt nothingness.
TheDing projects sorrow and salvation so that they are not sentiments of the observer but
“things” (das sachenof the historical moment and of History. Theng is erased
because it cannot remain for you, or me, or someone like Naipaul, to doamble,
“indetermine”, to “inadequate”, to slip, to slide, to contest. So Bhabhaso right
because the translation does not take us from antagonist langoa@agesmmon one but
to a language that conceives “common humanity” allegorically, dssign as-yet-un-
common values. This is the worth of disappeared Nabeel, reappkaredot cracking
chutney-maker and diabolical versifier. Postcolonial criticism eay it does not
“revalue the contents of a cultural tradition”, but this is prégidee case when the new
content it wants to create replaces the old. Dimg promises to be there, as confidently
as the fight against Colonization promised brave new worldstheislistory with which
began the method that aims to cajole us to make history Difigeenables the author to
erase his presence to make his words the Words of the Autherddhgerous because
its users aim to involve us in narratives that are against our better judgment.

| do think Postcolonial writers, because they do care so much, britegnce
phenomena to attention, and contribute to our store of knowledge. Where
Postcolonialism is transformative, it can also be informative. dMeuld listen to

witnesses, but listen wisely and critically. We posit thewillirrise again in a fortnight,

119 bid. emphasis mine.
120ike the United Nations'®eclaration of Human Rights
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and winds may blow from the West, but we still check the wea#rat, continue to
improve the accuracy of our forecast models. The supposition entailsore than
expectation of continued existence, and of course, simply that the buisevi So, too,
in a demystified world may we suppose ethics as something to beeuael tested.
Promisers are required to constantly and continually prove theraselvd we reserve
the right to opt out, to enjoy literature as literature. Unffieds businesss a matter of
concern. History is of concern, but not in the way that it would e imagically ate it
up. Let us take Rushdie, Ghosh, and Walcott seriously. Bhabha, too. apaulN
Now, let us also ask if we can evaluate if each ghost, eactespgbese verses and their
authors, are what they have been claimed to be? Calling fardha# protecting spirits
are ways of protesting an unfavorable balance of power, and the anxietyspirit
suggests a point of conflict in modernity, or with it; now, can wauate the reason for
protest, the kind of claims being made, and the consequences dseé¢hkt aspect of
modernity which differentiates between protest and ptaffer Ought a history that is
based on recognizing repetition not refuse the thought that it mightog repeating
things? And when a storyteller claims to tell the truth, bytwhathods are we to
determine that the text addressing us is not just one of many but one unlike anyather, t
he is not like us but always better? What truly binds us to gssnably, and that
assembly, but not the one over there? Are we really dissdtisith our respective

things that we need to go seeking others to complete the story? What can unbind us?

121 A difference, to be sure, that proponents of traygrful and reforms of modernity had to recogriize
order to bound modernity’s authority and bound ftdthers”.
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These questions do not demand the institutionalizati@mebody of knowledge,
one judgment, one assembly, such that, at intervention, everythingexthieretofore is
abandoned; rather, they belong to different functions that more oftemaheheckhow
symbols are used and knowledge produced. It assumes that though we riagknot
know, live as another thinks, knows, and lives, the best and worst of us are just as capable
as the next. Let us not be transformed. Let us keep what weédaaned, and improve
ourselves. As a matter of fact, we should have access to thatpatthevhich isnot
everyone else’s, our respective “thing” that merits as muclegiroh as that of the
fellaheens, or the humanity of cloven-hoofed Saladin. We should knowystermas as
they know theirs, and be able to use it just as well, perhaps. bitterby this logic that
we can take power back, which in the discourse with which weleakng, lies in the
hands of the mystics. What do we witness when we disagree with Bhabha's tax
plan, a plan justified by those figures standing in the field lotetthat had migrated
from allegories of the historical and ethical right to signif@riticism may interfere with
the ethical project of producing liberatory signs. Yet it rermdor the better since it
evidences our own modern capacity to decide for ourselves, irtespet whether

others believe our decisions fulfill their desire for a moral universe.
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