Criticism
Fourth Year-Second Semester
The 7th lecture:                                                                                                                          د.يمنى
Post-colonialism:
This approach started as branch of criticism in the 80s of the 20th century after the publication of Edward Said’s book ‘Orientalism’’ in 1978. After the publication of this book, we have a critical approach interested in discussing anything that is in relation with the colonial issue. This is the starting point. The other studies before that time were dealing with the idea of colonialism and colonial act but it was not clear and it was always dealt with from a humanitarian point of view but not as critical approach focusing on colonialism and what happens inside colonial. This started in 1980 of the century. If we are going to discuss colonialism itself, it started as long as the 16th century but in 18th and 19th century colonialism had a very clear system. The main two countries, England and France plus Germany, Belgium, Spain, Italy >> all of these countries are considered to be colonial countries but most of the studies are concerned with the French and the English system of colonialism because it attached with it great number of literary production.
What are we going to study in colonialism/ in post-colonial criticism? What do you think this kind of criticism would include in its discussion or in its focus? What kinds of subjects?
The power/ force of colonialism (the colonized countries) >>> this is one thing. What other issues or subjects related to post-colonial criticism? 
A student: the influence of colonialism.
The doctor: what is the influence? In what way? >>> The relationship between the colonizer and the native or the colonized. This is something very important. The relation takes so many aspects and shapes; it is not only one face. It depends on the time/ the period/ the history, the place itself and the culture of both. It involves so many things, not only one kind of relationship. The relationship is different. Language is very important. It plays an important role in the discussion of post-colonialism because language involves language of the colonizer and language of the colonized and how each part presents itself in a way that presents its role in the relationship and it also involves the name of places, the name of things and the name of people. It includes also the use of language. What else?


 student: religion.
The doctor: religion in general is culture. Culture involves religion, social system of living, dressing, folklore and everything.  So, culture in general is very important. Economy is important. This is the problem with post-colonial criticism. Its perspective is very wide and it cannot be confined into only one or two issues to be discussed. There are so many things included in this approach because number one: the kind of issues involved in post-colonialism and number 2:  because of the period of time. It includes at least two centuries of colonial relationship. So, time is very wide. And the place is also important. If we are going to study post-colonialism, it means that we are going to study different places (geography). Colonialism had been in act that involved nearly the whole world. At one time in the end of the 19th century, Britain was known to be controlling ⅕ of the world. Because of these factors (because of the time/ space/ geography) and because of the issues involved in post-colonial criticism, it is very difficult to give a clear definition or a very clear systematic kind of study involved in this atmosphere. This also comes as an advantage because it includes so many issues. It had enriched this part of criticism and enriched the study with the variety of focuses or interest, the variety of places. So, this is one of the advantages of post-colonial criticism. 
Language is a form of power and so the analysis of discourse is a key area in scrutinizing postcolonial writing and its context. Discourse analysis indicates analysis of verbal structures functioning within texts. The language expression and argument of texts that convey representations conditioned by culture and enabled by linguistic structure.   
To study post-colonialism, we have to refer to two main concepts which had helped in forming or shaping whatever goes in this critical approach. These two concepts are knowledge power and hegemony. These two concepts are strongly related to the organization or to the appearing of colonial criticism. Both thinkers who had discussed knowledge power and hegemony were both Marxist writers. Knowledge power is a concept dealt and discussed by a French philosopher called Michel Foucault. He is a very good influenced upon Edward Said’s writing (his idea knowledge power in particular). 
Knowledge power is a concept that is based on the relationship between knowledge and power. How knowledge can be a source of power? Or how knowledge can impose power and what kind of power that is involved in knowledge? 
Michel Foucault is not a colonial writer. He is a Marxist thinker/ philosopher. In the beginning his discussion was not involved in the discussion of the relationship between colonizer and colonized. We are not dealing with colonialism now; we are dealing with knowledge and power, how you possess power when you posses knowledge. For example, you are students of English literature, so you know English. You know how to speak English; you have an access of the English language. How are you dealing with this kind of knowledge you have that some do not have like members of your family who are not of command of English language? You have an upper hand in a certain way. For example, you can translate for them. Through you, you give them knowledge and information about something. You are the mediator between young mother and other people who cannot speak Arabic because you can do this and by this you posses a certain kind of power in this relationship.
Another example, the religious people have more knowledge about religion. This assumes a kind of power upon other people. We take whatever they say for granted because they know. We believe that they know. This is the kind of relationship between knowledge and power. It is not power that you kill other people; it is psychological kind of domination implied by having or possessing knowledge of something.
For Foucault, his discussion is based mainly on the idea that the suppression of white man to black man and women. This is mainly his discussion. White man dominated black men and women. In what way? It is not by killing them and not by beating them. It is by having knowledge upon them that give him this kind of power to dominate and suppress these other people. It is by owning knowledge. He claims to know about them and to know about life better than black men and women. By this he gained suppression. Foucault does not concern whether the knowledge is right or wrong; this is not the issue. The issue for Foucault is only knowledge whether it is right or wrong. We admit that this person have knowledge which give him an access towards dominating the other. This is the idea of Foucault in relation of knowledge power. It is not about colonizer and colonized. The issue is that the idea is there/ it exists that they possess that knowledge and then it leads to power. It leads to a kind of domination over others. His basic study is related to the suppression of white man over black men and women. This is how it started.
(Foucault’s view of the relationship between knowledge and power is not uncontested. In a very general way, we are aware that knowledge and power are related. In a number of Western languages we find proverbial expressions that even equate. Most people will be aware that in the past false claims to knowledge have served as instruments of power, of social suppression.
It does not take much effort to show that in many cases so-called knowledge reflects a relation of power between the subject (the knower) and the object (that which the knower knows or studies) rather than what we would call truth. )
The second concept is hegemony. Hegemony is a concept discussed by Italian Marxist Gramsci in the 30s of the 20th century. 
Gramsci argues that the ruling class usually imposes its domination of other classes on society not by force/ not by violent/ not by coercion but by hegemonic power. What does hegemonic power means? It is not to use violence and it is not to kill people or try to intimidate them but using hegemonic power. Hegemonic power is mainly represented by culture. It is using culture basically or common sense to dominate and control other classes in the society. Ruling class is people who are in church and how they impose their power and their domination over other class in the society. It is through dominant power. What do we mean by using culture or common sense? If we are not using any threat towards them, we are using other means to make them loyal to me as a ruling class to make them believe that I present what is right for them and for us. One part of culture is religion. So, we are using some of the ideas that are religious and that everyone believes in which then it should be presented in a way so that other classes would believe that this is something correct because it belongs to one of the ideas that we all share in religion, but the way it is used is to impose a kind of control. It is used everywhere. For example, in the beginning of the organization of our country, it has been the ruling class used religious principle as a basis of their country. We want a country based on religious basis using دعوة محمد بن عبد الوهاب and all the tenets included in this because their aim was basically to get rid of any impurity in our dogma العقيدة. This is the basis/ this is how it started. With using دعوة محمد بن عبد الوهاب, this would lead to get rid of all the mistakes that were rounding all over the land. It was a convincing cause for people. From that time until now, we have this connection between the country and religion. With everything we do religion should be present in one way or the other to make a kind of control but this control is not done by violence/ it is not done by intimidating others. It is our use in a way to convince people that this is the logic of us are religious people/ as Muslims to use religious tenets. Whenever we need it, it is there and present and we use it in order to practice certain ideas in the country. Violence is a hegemonic power using part of culture. Part of our culture comes from the segregation between women and men. This is something that involved in our tradition and culture as Muslims and Arabs. This has been the basis of so many actions act in our life coming from cultural ideas. This is how ruling classes usually dominate other classes by using culture or common sense. Common sense = things that we know that they right and no one actually had made a kind of examinations of these ideas. Common sense>>> which means everybody believes in them. We do not question them. Common sense= like to believe people who are older than you know better. This is something that we do not question. This is the idea of hegemony. If hegemony transferred with knowledge power into the colonial act, it would appear in a way that shows how the western man/ the white man imposes power upon other people by the fact we all believe that he knows better/ he is the rational person. The white man is rational. We all believe that the white men are more rational and they do not use emotions, so they always refer to scientific facts in their lives/ in what they do. They have more knowledge than us because they have a better system of education or a better civilization based on scientific basis. All these ideas would lead to what? The white man would believe that he had this authority upon other people to guide them and to civilize them in one way or the other to bring civilization in their lives and in their countries. This is the notion that this kind of knowledge power and hegemony would lead to from both sides. Most of the time post-colonialism starts with a kind of seeking to spread civilization to make better conditions for those people who are less fortunate than us because they do not know how to live their life/ they do not have a civilization/ they do not have a good language nor religion and ay scientific way of living their lives. They started to do these things with the country that they dominated to establish a kind of infrastructure in these countries (Infrastructure is to have roads, ministries, etc) and to create a system of education. Most of the time, the system of education is European. It is based on European basis and tenets. This is hegemony.
(Gramscy argued that historically the ruling classes have been able to exercise leadership not through direct coercion but by indirect means, through what he defined as the concept of hegemony. Under hegemonic control, people actively work towards their own subordination, which coincides with continuation of the dominant power groups (Webster, 2001:23).
He stressed in particular the role of culture as central to hegemony so that a whole range of communications from literature to the mass media contributes to this effect of allowing people to make sense of themselves and the world in ways which reinforce the dominant power relations of society. For such .... constantly circulating in society so that people are immersed in ideology in much wider and less explicit ways than more conventional views of ideology allow for.)
The main post-colonial criticism is Edward Said. He is the one who started this kind of approach and still his ideas are very important in relation to the wide spread of this critical approach. This approach started with the publication of ‘Orientalism’. Before ‘Orientalism’ Said had published different books which led to this kind of study which involved the relationship of the west and the east. Said in Palestinian American writer who lived in Cairo and then he moved at the age of 16 or 17 to the States. Since that time he preceded his study and he became a professor in comparative literature at Columbia University in New York. He career as a writer started with writing a book called ‘Beginnings’ in which he differentiates between two main concepts which is origin and beginning marking out origin is related to secret ideas. Then he moved to write other books, especially in the period of time of the publication of ‘Orientalism’. He wrote also ‘The Question of Palestine’ and ‘Covering Islam’ and ‘Orientalism. The other two books are related directly to problem in the Middle East but ‘Orietalism’ has a wider perspective showing the relationship in general that is based on what is called as branch of knowledge that is orientalism. He explained what is orientalism, how it initiate and what this orientalism led to.
Orientalism is a branch of knowledge interested in studying the orient. The orient is the native/ the other, not the white man. Those Orientals form their idea about the orient through the travel books, photography, adventure books, historical books, geographical books or sometimes by going there and living and seeing by themselves. All this kind of studies led to the formation of the character of the orient which in one way or the other became a stereotype. This character shaped in its interest, in its characterization, in personality, emotion and everything that is in relation to orient. By this kind of characterization or realization of the image of the orient, we have on the other side the opposition of this image which is the image of the occident. The occident is the white man. It is a stereotype which means that it is not all the time is right. When we say a stereotype or an image, it means that sometimes it has a basis related to facts. The image of the orient is not all the time fake or untrue or not based on facts. But it is based on facts but those facts have been shaped in a way that suits the need of the occident/ the white man. He needed to create such an image in that way. This made him go and search for facts and truth about that man that would suits his needs/ his vision of that person. This has resulted into a relationship based on us and other (the colonizer and the colonized, the white man and the other). One the other side we have the orient/ the native. This kind of relationship is based on differentiation between two parts/ two sides. There is no place for (we). (we) means all of us together but (us) means different from other side. This is how this kind of orienalism is based on. It is based on a long history of imperialism and it has been presented in a long literary tradition. The whole literature is based on this long history of imperialism. This is what Said introduced in his book. From that book, other critics started to write in similar issues. The main thing is his disagreement with modern criticism or functional criticism. He is totally opposing this part. Why do you think that Said did not agree on modern criticism basis or functional criticism? What does modern criticism believe in?  modern criticism, who are they? T.S. Eliot and others (form, autonomy of the text, to treat he text as autonomous creation away from any other external factors). If we are going to study such a colonial issues in literature, how come deny external factors?
If colonialism is the basis of the study of literature, this means that we have to relate the text to the world. The materiality of the text is very important. Materiality means circumstances/ elements and aspects related to the text. By this point, Said would change the view of the text from being still into reach, active and vital because if you are looking at the text as autonomous that everything that you need is included in that text, it means that it would limit the value of the text because you cannot actually take out more thoughts and ideas. But if you relate these texts into other factor and circumstances, this would widen the perspective of the text/ it would give more value to the text because it relates it to real life. This is what Said is focusing on to relate text to real life by circumstantialities of the text. What are these circumstantialities? It included historical circumstances, political circumstances, economic circumstances and everything that was surrounding the text during its creation. Those circumstances would affect us now when we read the text in the present time because we also relate this text to circumstances that we live in. We see that text in relation, not only with what was happening, but also what is happening now. So, it makes the text vital, change and more related to the life we live. This is the aim of literature. It should not be secret. It should not be alienated from our life. Literature is a representation of the life of people. Life of people cannot deny this important agent of colonial action/ colonial relationship. This is the basis of his idea.
To explain more the qualities of criticism, he discussed two concepts which are filiation and affiliation.
Filiation and affiliation:
Filiation is the relations that connect people and those relations are based on biological ties or blood. We are related to each other by biological ties or by blood ties. How are we related by blood? A big family, race. This is how we are related to each other from Filiative point of view. What does that include? What kind of relationship that would exist between people based on filiative ties? How do you describe our relationship between each other? What kind of attitude it contains? We are close to each other. There is also respect, love, belonging and loyalty, the feeling that I belong to those people. Do I have any kind of will in this kind of relations? I belong naturally without my will and accordingly I behave according to this closeness with those groups of people. This kind of filiative attitude or filiative ties had formed very important issues in the life of people sometimes in a good way and sometimes in a bad way. In a good way >>> when people were seeking their independence from colonial act, they actually used this filiative ties to enthuse people to come together in front of the stranger/ the foreigner (The foreigner is the colonizer) and it helped a lot in forming the idea of nationalism. Nationally originally came from Europe. Other people used this national attitude bringing the people together and using these qualities of filiative ties like we belong to each other, we came from the same race, we have same language and we have same religion the same culture. It helped in the struggle against colonialism/ imperialism. But if we totally depend on such kind of relationships, this would lead also to a kind of irrational relationships even in the same country. It happened, for example, the problem of the Kurdsالأكراد . It is a big problem because the Kurds wanted to have independence because they have different language, different land and different history. They want to distinguish themselves from other. The problem also exists in Algeria with Berbers and how they seek independence role from Algeria because they come from different origin/ different race and they speak a different language. This sometimes threatens into more division of people based only on filiative ties. We suffer here from this. We suffer from العصبية. Most people have this problem but the Arabs have it more than the others. We really live and nourish under this notion of thinking, especially, you can notice how tribes here are trying in all their power to distinguish themselves from other tribes. This is a very big problem when we deal with each other based on these filiative ties. It will not help into having more developed thoughts or intellectuality because we will be stuck and very closed. This is filiative ties that had been discussed by Edward Said.
One the other side we have another kind of relationships which is affiliative ties. When people are gathered together based on intellectual, political ties. We are related not only because we have the same blood but because we share with each other similar ideas and similar political tendencies. This makes people move on from the close perspective of filiative ties into a wider perspective of affiliative ties. We come group with other people, not because we are related with each other. It is only because we have same ideas and tendencies towards life. For example, Marxists/ communist people share same ideas but they are not related to each other. We have Arab Marxist, European Marxist, American Marxist, and Asian Marxists. All these people are related to each other because they believe in the principle/ the same political or intellectual ideas. So, they come closer to each other. 
Said had been able to be a friend with Noam Chomsky.  Noam Chomsky is a linguist and he is a Jew. He was able to create a kind of friendship with that man because both of them have the same believe towards politics, towards the relationship between the Arab and Jew in Israel/ in Palestine. They seek peace regardless of their filiative ties. They do not share religion. They do not share blood relationship. They do not share language with each other but they share ideas. This is what led Edward Said to come to the conclusion that any critic should behave as amateur. If you are amateur, it means that you are not professional; you are not taking this as profession. For people, for example, because I work in this university, then I have to represent what the university needs me to do, not what I want to. I always represent what should be represented, not what I should believe in. This is how wanted critics to act. >>> to act in amateur way which means that they take their criticism not as a profession. It means that when they discuss the relationship between the colonizer and the colonized, they should seek standard of justice, of morality and of equality and not the standard imposed by them/ by their countries or by their governments. This is not the way that we should deal with criticism.
The problem sometimes that as governments, critics or as human beings/ ordinary people, those affiliative ties start to act as filiative ties (the same way filiative ties work). When the affiliative ties which are based on intellectual ties started to work in the same routine and the same process as filiative ties which are based on blood ties, how they start to work in such a way? You tend to agree with all the ideas that those people are believing in, even though you know that it is not right. By this instead of being free, you are acting the same way you act from filiative basis which means you just try to defend those people even what they do is something wrong. This is happening all the time with writers and critics. Rudyard Kipling is a novelist and a poet. He is an important writer. He wrote novels describing the relationship or based on the Indian landscape. One of the major famous books is ‘The Jungle Book’. You know ماوكلي. Mawkli is the ‘The Jungle Book’. Mawkli is not Indian. He is European. He is a white boy who had been abandoned by his parents when he was a child in India and he was raised by animals. What are the characteristics of Mawkli ? How can we describe him? What was he doing? He has language and plus of language he can communicate with animals.
A student: he is uncivilized. He behaves like animals. 
The doctor: in what way? what was he doing? He was adapting himself with the environment. What was he doing in this process of adaptation? The story of Mawkli series is about Mawkli  with the natives who are the Indians. What was he doing with them? He was not attacking them. He was helping them all the time. When they were in danger and they have problem and when they have difficulty, there was always Mawkli to rescue them and help them which means that he is, not only brave and courageous, but also he is clever because he can solve the problems better than them. The Indians are incapable of solving their problems. Mawkli was able because he was courageous and he is smart and he acts as if he is the owner of that land. You thought that he is an Indian but he is not; he is a white man. But he was acting as if he is the owner of the land. This work has been written late 19th century/ beginning of the 20th century. When we go back to read history, what was happening in reality is something different. At that time, in 1857 or something like this there was a mutiny in India. People at that time revolted. There was a great massacre and lots of Indians were killed at that time because they wanted independence. The English translated this into some group of Indians. They did not work in the army or something similar to that. There was nothing about revolting against the British rule. The way Rudyard Kipling was picturing India is totally different from what was really happening. This is the problem with criticism/ with writing literature. This is the way Said is arguing. It is the problem of not being honest, not being moral enough to show the reality of things. Kipling was related to English government/ the ideas that represented by the English government which had been practiced from filiative point of view showing that there is no problem/ showing that everything is okay. This is an example of showing how filiative and affiliative ties change. In our culture we have a very important example of how people would change from filiative ties into affiliative ties when they believe in something. This happens in early days in Islam when people in Meccah who believed in Islam and who converted into Islam. They left their families, their lands, and their money. By their families, we mean>> sometimes a husband, sometimes a wife, father, a mother, brothers and sisters or children. Arabs believe in the ifiliative ties. They live in this kind of atmosphere. They took their power from the filiative ties/ from being proud of being related to that tribe or that one. Willing to change and kept away from all these into a new land, a new religion, new people, new relationships is really something that worth consideration. This is the best example showing how people can change and move from filiative to affiliative ties. This is a very clear example.
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