
Criticism (3)
Fourth Year

Jan Mohamed is a professor and a critic and he is living in the United States. The article first wrote in 1986 after Orientalism. The first initial of Orientalism was in (1978) started a whole new trend. After Orientalism many books and article were written and were imitative of the theory of Orientalism or the theme of literature about how the colonizer is representing the colonized. 
  * The article is dividing the colonial writings into two approaches. 
     He said that there is some duality= opposition of colonizer versus colonized or the white versus the non-white. This duality is like central in our post colonial theory. Post-colonial literature is written hyphenated or with being hyphenated like post colonial. If I have a post colonial novel it might be written by the representative of the colonizers or by the colonized. This term can be written either by the white or the non-white. 
     In this article we can find the term colonialist literature. JanMohamed is trying mainly in this article to discus colonialist literature; define it, its characteristic and features. Colonialist literature is the part of literature written by the colonizers only. 
    By the general term post colonial may be I mean a writer comes from the east or the west, and if they are writing after colonialism and they are interested in describing the colonial experience then they are post colonial. The term colonialist literature just tells the view point of the European or the white or the colonizer writers only not the natives.
        He does not think that colonialist writing can ever did a true representation of the natives or the indigenous people or the owners of the land. The whole article is like having this main argument. It is impossible for a white, a colonizer or European or someone who represents the values of Europe or the west to give an accurate representation of the other = racial, non-white, the colonized, the African or the Asian. Whether the writer wants to represent them or maybe he is raciest and does not care about them, but in both cases he cannot represent them. JanMohamed will give us an explanation why it is impossible but it is mainly based on psychology. 
   This article is a little bit difficult than the Orientalism article because it requires to have knowledge about psychology and the terms of psychology. The other is a term used in psychology. The self and the other.  The self is you as an individual and the other is anybody else outside you: it can be the racial other, the cultural other or the religious other. 
    JanMohamed is applying these terms of psychology to the colonial situation. He says when we have a colonial situation there is a colonizer and a colonized, there is somebody come from the west usually Europe and there are the natives or the original people of the place or the indigenous population. For the European or the colonizer writing about colonialist, he is the self and his culture is the self and these people (the natives) and the other cultures are the other. 
   If writing about post colonialism then the native or the colonized is the self and the colonizer is the other. 
*** Meeting the other, you are seeing him either identical or different and you are going to apply your values to them and ignore all the other cultures and even do not bother themselves by understanding them. 
The structure of the essay: he starts by giving a definition of colonialist literature, then he starts talk about what happens when the west leads the east and how there are two options either feel identical or different but then he explains that whether you do this or that, it will be impossible for you from psychological side to give a correct representation of the other.  
As an individual, all the time you have the equation between the two oppositions of the self and the other. 

Manichean: 
     It means the duality and opposition between good and evil. This minifying thing used to be a sort of religion at the third century after Christ. Nowadays some people say that as a term it died in religion but it still in the school of thought. These people who believe in the Manichean philosophy or doctrine know that the word is doubled by two complete versus good versus evil or light versus dark or god versus demon or the bad spirit.
For the colonialist writer, his culture and his people are the good or the light and the angelic side and the other is the evil or the dark or the demonic side. A good example is heart of darkness. 
Why is he using the word allegory, he did not say the Manichean doctrine or religion. 
He said “there is an allegory concerned in any colonialist literature, 
In dealing with any colonialist literature, you are dealing with a Manichean allegory. 
· Allegory is a sort of symbolic story.
    By using this term, he said that as a colonialist writer instead of regarding yourself as the self versus the other and instead of having this racial other, you are meeting an allegory. I am not saying that he is different because he is from a different race; I am not talking about race. But I am saying he is different because he is evil or dark or a demon or a monster, cannibal or savage. 
     As a western writer, if you said “I am the self and the African is my racial other so it would have been Manichean without allegory as you are having the two oppositions.  In the literature sometimes, the racial difference is not the one stressed inside the novel because the difference is the difference between good versus evil or angel versus demon or light versus darkness. Light can be the idealization or the light color of the skin and darkness can be the savagery or the dark color of the skin.
African American literature is a Manichean duality. If you allegorized the thing using symbols and writing a novel about evil (represent African) and good (represent American), then it is a Manichean allegory.
 Allegory is used actually when you are talking about something instead of what you actually mean. For example you are talking about good versus evil, and actually you are referring to races not to good and evil. There is transference. Transferring one thing to another, as a colonialist writer, your Manichean is races but you are transferring racial Manichean to good versus evil Manichean.  
Here the article is discussing colonialist literature; defining it said that it is built on the psychological Manichean duality that we all have which is the self versus the other. The self is the European self and the other will be the racial other. The literature which is written by the colonialist is most of the time, not focusing on this direct opposition but is making transference or an allegory and taking about the opposition between good versus evil. This is the explanation of the title.
· The difference between colonialist and post colonial literature: 
“Colonialist literature is an exploration and a representation of the world as the boundaries of civilization”
       It is the same, like center and margin, but instead of saying margins you are saying boundary. For a European writer, when he writes a novel about India or Africa, he is writing about the margins or the boundaries of civilization. He is coming from the civilized center talking about the uncivilized or the savage margins.  He is trying to explore. 
Exploration is a famous metaphor in the colonialist literature. Many colonialists were at the beginning explorers trying to explore new and strange (from their view point) territory.   
Always in literature there is an exploration whether it is a practical exploration of territories or I am trying to explore the people and the cultures. It is a mess presentation (mis-representation) not an accurate representation of the world of the boundaries of civilization. 
A world that has not (yet) been domesticated by the European signification or codified in details by its ideology. 
- We have a new term. I have not yet domesticated this world.  It  means that I am calling it a savage or a wild, a barbaric world, a world that needs to be domesticated or themed as if it is a wild or savage world.  
As a colonialist writer writing about this world, you feel like this world had not yet well domesticated and when you write about it your writing will be part of the domestication. Writing is one form of authority. The word author comes from authority as the writer has the authority to write you as if he is shaping you. 
    This idea of colonialist literature as exploration or a representation or trying to show these undomesticated cultures and the savage people, it was an act of power and authority. You are having a pen in your hand and the colonialist have a gun or weapon in their hand, the same power relation is between the pen and the gun, so they are more powerful than you as they can write you and you cannot write them.  I can kill you with my gun and you cannot kill me so all the time literature is part of the power relation that there is a powerful and the weak side, the superior and the inferior. 
“That world is therefore perceived as uncontrolled, chaotic, unattainable, and ultimately evil.”
Because the world is undomesticated so it is chaotic: does not have any order or system, uncontrollable: the white man feels as he cannot control it and by writing it he is trying to control it. Writing is a measure of controlling. 
Motivated by this desire to conquer and dominate, the imperialist configures the colonial realm as a confrontation based on differences in race, language, social customs, cultural values, and modes of production.”
All the time when you are writing, you have a motive to conquer and dominate. Sending a force of the British army so soldiers, writers, machinery (man of religion) all of them are trying to conquer this (new) world but in different methods.   
All the time the European man while writing his novel, he is thinking of conquering as he does not put himself on the same side as the natives. In the novels always the colonizer is in one side in confrontation with the other side with the self versus the other, the white versus the non-white. 
 “Faced with an incomprehensible and multifaceted alterity”
Otherness= the fact that you are different to me or you are other to me. alterity  
   When the writer goes to this different part of the world is faced and confronted with incomprehensible (something that you cannot understand) multi aspects alterity, the alterity of the othernesss that he faces has many aspects as there is a religious otherness, cultural otherness, social, and political otherness and actually they are incomprehensible that we do not understand them. 
A writer is trying to write because he is trying to understand because when he understands he is able to control. Knowledge is a power. 
“The Europeans theoretically have the option of responding to the other in term of identity or different”  
· What happened when they faced with the multifaceted and incomprehensible alterity? 
   You are European writer or a colonialist writer and when you go to the colonized you are faced with alterity that you cannot understand and it has many aspects to it. You have a choice or option between identity and different. 
If you take the option of identity, you will write in one way considering the other is a human as you are a human. 
If you take the option of different saying that the other is oppose to me so you are going to write in a different way.
“If he assumes that he and the other are essentially identical, then he would tend to ignore the significant divergences and to judge the other according to his own cultural values.”
     If the colonialist writer chooses the first way that he and the other are essentially identical as we are basically humans. I am from certain society and he is living in another society but we are humans. He chooses to ignore that there are many differences in cultures and in all the aspects of society, so he is going to write in a good way but actually we will discover that this is not the case. Why? Because, All the time we are judging these people according to our own values, all the time you are making a comparison between your religion or thoughts and the other`s religion or thoughts. All the time you are going to say if course my religion and my thought are better.  
Making a comparison sounds very good and egalitarian= asking for the quality between all races and people.  
Making a comparison is not a good way because all the time I am trying to compare you not understand you. I am not giving an excuse for their different history and how they become the way they are. The human are changing and developing but the colonial look at the Africans as a fixed entity like the mountain or a river. They had a certain way of life and they have old habits which are not good at all when compared to the European values and they must either change them or may be killed them or get arrested. This is what happening if you are equal or egalitarian and a good writer who seeks points of identity between you and the other. 
     The other option will be even worse or from the point of view of writing, it will be also a mess representation.   
“If, on the other hand, he assumes that the other is irremediably different, then he would have little incentive= (motivate) to adopt the viewpoint of that alterity: he (colonialist writer) would again tend to the security of his own cultural perspective.”
Irremediable=adj. coming from remedy as a treatment or medicine so the opposite irremediable so it is impossible to be treated and you can do nothing about it. 
The other option that there is nothing at all between us that is similar not even humanity. You are not even humans. Many novels like incomprehensible evil, heart of darkness, natives is described as cannibals, monsters. If we take this alternative so you are looking at the Europeans as the only humans and the other is a sort of terror. Robinson Crusoe is one major example of colonialist writing. 
· The two options that a colonialist writer have: 
*** If you are egalitarian writer, you are ignoring the values and see them essentially identical as humans.
*** (Or) you are not egalitarian at all and see the natives (other) as totally different as monsters, evils, a source of terror, chaos and you do not even think that they have society. They are not essentially humans.  
“Genuine (very new) and thorough (very complete) comprehension of otherness (alterity) is possible only if the self (psychological term) can somehow negate (make negative) or at least severely bracket (put between brackets) the values, assumptions, and ideology of his culture.”
It is psychological, as if it is a rule. 
If you are a writer and you have the best intension in the world, you are a colonialist but you do not intend to misrepresent. You intend to give a new and a complete understanding of these people. In your novel, you are trying to give accurate knowledge about them so your readers will understand them when they read them novel.  
It is psychologically impossible, to put yourself in the position of the other unless you first erase your own position or character. You already have your own position and identity, you cannot enter into another`s self unless you erasing your identity. Here he is applying psychology to the colonial situation. 
The writer is already has his own culture and values and in order to comprehend the others completely so he must delete or put between brackets your culture and values and forget that you come from a European culture and start to think according to the African culture and values. But you can never do this or totally comprehend the other because it is psychologically impossible. 
Then he starts to give us some examples like Nadine Gordimer, Isak Dinesen who wrote a famous novel called Out of Africa. These two writers are examples who really tried to comprehend the other and to write their understanding in their novels. But they cannot do this correctly or completely as the good critic can find the conflict between the lines.   
“As Nadine Gordimer`s and Isak Dineses`s writing show, however, this entails in practice the virtually impossible task of negating one`s very being, precisely because one`s culture is what formed that being.”
They could not because if you want to erase your culture, then you need to erase yourself and who you are. If you erase your being how you can take the position of another person. 
The two options are going to lead to two classifications in the colonialist literature. 
JanMohamed is classifying the colonialist literature into two categories either imagery or symbolic.  
The novels have no rules and so while writing a novel I do not care if JanMohamed is classifying the literature. The result of this is that the same novel can belong in certain aspect to one category and in another aspect to the other category. 
Charles Dickens is an imagery writer of colonialist literature whereas another person is a symbolic writer. Some parts of a novel can belong more to the symbolic and others belong more to the imaginative. And sometimes it had a sort of confusion between both. The point is to understand the categories and apply them in abroad lined way. 
The important thing to understand what’s meant by the term and that there is an imagery or a symbolic thought of the colonialist literature. 

“Accordingly, I would argue that colonialist literature is divisible into two broad categories; the “imagery” and the “symbolic”. The emotive as well as the cognitive intentionalities of the “imagery” text are structured by objectification and aggression. In such works the native functions as an image of the imperialist self in such a manner that it reveals the latter`s self-alienation………to say “native” is automatically to say “evil” and to evoke immediately the economy of the Manichean allegory.”
He divided the colonialist literature into two broad categories because sometimes they are subdivision. This is a theoretical division. 


· How he defines the imagery colonialist text?
  It is a text that has emotive and cognitive functions or intentions as the writer is intended to express a certain feeling (the emotive intentionality) and he intended to know the other and let readers know the other which is the cognitive intentionality. 
Cognitive= related to knowledge.  It to know something and you write about then your readers are going to know about it when they read your novels. 
The imaginary text has these two types of intentions; the cognitive and the emotive one. Whether it is the emotive or the cognitive intention they are structured or built on objectification and aggression (both are psychological terms).  
Objectification: to be an object like the material object or the object of love and hatred. 
In the colonialist text of the imaginary type there is an objectification of the other whether the other is the native or the indigenous people or the other culture or the other alterity.  
   Objectification means that there is a categorization and that there is a superior and inferior. I can never objectify you unless I am more powerful than you. The term of objectification involves a power relation in itself with a superior versus an inferior or a powerful versus a lacking power. 
Aggression: العدوانيه it is a psychological term but also it exists in the English language. It has the nature of violence and hatred.  To be aggressive= to treat somebody in a violent way that is full of hatred. 
The writer is having two objectification and aggression.  
We still have something out the native function about what he does in the imaginary text. (It is a psychological point)
* The native functions as the self image of the writer in the sense of the alienated self image. 
For example there are certain things that you do not like about yourself but you do not like to admit that you have such qualities. So you project these qualities to others and denying them to yourself. 
This is the image of the native who is the violent, the thief and the liar. The British Empire was exploiting the resources of the people so the thief is the British Empire not the natives. This is the meaning of projecting something. By having somebody as yourself image and you do not like yourself much so you are denying these qualities from yourself and throw them to the other. This is one part of how the native is there. 
In the imaginary texts, the native is ultimately evil, and this what takes us to the Manichean allegory. The native is always the evil so I am as the white the good part of this duality.  
“Writers of “symbolic” texts, on the other hand, are more aware of the inevitable necessity of using the native as a mediator of European desires.”
The European desires in the colonial situation are domination, conquering and controlling. The second type of the text cannot say that natives are totally evil. 
The other text is thinking that the natives are the mediators or the means that will help us to achieve our desires therefore we cannot ignore them or say that they are not humans at all. 
“Grounded more firmly and securely in the egalitarian imperatives of western societies, these authors tend to be more open to a modifying dialectic of self and the other.”
 The author of the symbolic texts, believe more than the other writers in (egalitarian imperatives) the rules of equality. Those are the people who believe in the enlightenment of the west in the fact that all humans are equal. They are writing symbolic texts. They still have in their texts the self versus the other but they are trying to change it. 
(How they are trying to change it?) 
“They are willing to examine the specific individual and cultural differences between Europeans and natives and to reflect on the efficacy of European values, assumptions, and habits in contrast to those of the indigenous cultures.”
The two options either to see that there are certain similarities or no similarities at all. The symbolic texts belong to the option that I can have identical and I try to understand you. 
* In the imaginary text, the other is the ultimate evil, and represented to have nothing at all to do with you and totally different from you. You are objectifying the other and showing aggression against the other. Even while you are using the emotive and the cognitive function, you are pretending to be a person wants to understand and to convey and communicate your knowledge to the readers, the other, to you, is an object of aggression and the other to you is a self image about all what you hate about yourself and you projecting it on this other. 
* In the symbolic text: you are the body who believe in the egalitarian rules of the European culture, you are the enlighten person who sees that every human being is equal to every other human being. You are trying to see what about if we compare our values with the values with the other and what we will discover. You are very much interested in describing the conflict as in A Passage to India, the protagonist had an Indian doctor friend and the protagonist in the state of conflict having my religion is better than this one. All the time in the symbolic texts the focus is on the conflict of this colonialist mentality. 
“Symbolic texts, most of which thematize the problem of colonialist mentality and its encounter with the racial other, can in turn be subdivided into two categories.”
The symbolic texts can be divided into two categories: syncretism. 
Syncretism: to take parts of the western culture and try to have a combination with parts of the eastern culture. 
According to JanMohamed the difference between symbolic texts is that something one accepts to that syncretism is possible but others show that it is totally impossible. They say we can try but we are not going to have a new culture which is both western and eastern at the same time. Some novels end with a note of optimism as we can have a syncretic conclusion. We do not need to be in conflict. We do not need to be in clash of civilizations. They seek to have syncretism or neutral civilization. 
Others who are symbolic as well, said that we have tried and we think that we cannot. 
While we are reading we suppose to think about the novel whether it is mainly symbolic or mainly imaginative, it is the both together, or the novel seems to be uncertain which position to take or that it says that syncretism is possible or impossible. All these are theoretical positions, we can apply them to novels, but we should not be strict. We have to remember that a novelist is not writing in order to explain JanMohamed view point.  
**** Read about Out of Africa and Nadine Gordimer. 
Heart of Darkness
During his journey to Africa, Marlow heard about man called Kurtz and he admired his personality as all the people in the ship like him. The novel starts on the river in London, the centre of the British Empire and he is comparing it to the Roman Empire. This Marlow starts to tell his story. You have a story within a story, as we have the main narrative and the narrative inside many narratives.  They are in London and Marlow is telling his own story about the Congo River in Africa. 
His story is about Kurtz who is an ivory collector, a music composer and everyone loves him. They started to enter different stations.
They discovered a hut which fired and suddenly the natives attacked them. When Marlow saw Kurtz he finds out that he is totally different from what the people describe. Then Kurtz dies but before dying he gives Marlow a photo of his fiancé and a paper. In the death bed Kurtz was saying “horror, horror”. Later on when he reached London he meets Kurtz fiancé telling her that Kurtz was pronouncing her name before dying. 
This shows us that Kurtz loves his country and that when he goes to Africa he became different from the man that fiancé thought he was. Marlow is the major character of the novel. Kurtz is a mysterious character. 
Heart of Darkness is considered a novella. 
It is a novel about the colonial situation from the very beginning. When they are even in London in the metropolis they talk about the roman empire and how the roman people when they came to colonize England centuries ago, they talk about England as the heart of darkness as the England at that time were savages, barbarian and uncivilized.  Now the British Empire is the centre of new colonial reality and it has many colonies most of them are in Africa and they are the uncivilized world.   
When you are reading this novel, there is a post colonial approach as the writer referred directly to colonialism through the fact of Roman Empire versus its colony which was Britain. 
They were in England but they did not go in they went to the imagination through the narration or the story of Marlow. They are situated in Africa in the Congo and they call it the Belgian Congo as it is part of the empire of the small European country of Belgian and they think that it is part of their own property. 
Some critic say that heart of darkness is about the African and some are saying that it meant all the human situations. It is unconventional novel, that is not easily to be categorized. 
Joseph Conrad is a colonialist writer although some was criticizing this fact.  
· In general, psychologically thinking, when you find something which is aimed to you actually, there is sort of double reaction: You can be terrified or attracted.

In the colonial situation, both reactions are there. For the European there is terror and there is attraction. If there was not attraction, he would not be there. He is attracted, maybe he wants to understand and he feels that they are different so let me try to know them. At the same time, he is terrified. Sometimes the terror is very unheard.  Kurtz says at the deathbed, “the horror, the horror”. 

· You have two major characters who are Europeans: Marlow and Kurtz. 
Marlow is the narrator of the novel who is telling the story. All the time you are having two white men or two Europeans, one of them seems to distance himself from colonialist enterprises, Marlow telling us the story as if he is part of the colonial enterprises. 

Kurtz is the colonialist by its long. He is living there and he treats people very violent and exploits the resources. 

So Marlow writes about Kurtz as if he does not understand him or he does not particularly like him especially after he meets him. This makes people think that Conrad is not on the side of the colonial enterprises as he is criticizing Kurtz.

Marlow himself, what is the reason that he went to the Congo as a captain of a ship that belong to a European company which is destroying the wild life of Africa and exploiting it. Marlow himself is the colonialist. This double position of the two main white characters is one of the reasons that the novel can be breaking.

* Sometimes we say if the novel criticizes Kurtz so much so it is against colonialism. But when he criticizes Kurtz he himself is part of the colonial enterprise.

* There is a mess nature theme in the whole novel and hypocrisy of imperialism. 

Some characters are colonial merchants, but other times Marlow say no, you are exterminating the people. That is why the novel is not clear and has a double position whether it is with or against colonialism.  

Marlow and Kurtz and the company in general are looking to the natives or the Africans as only objects.  The natives are not allowed to say or tell their own story show you the type of literature that this novel belongs to. 
                                                                                    End ...

