
Criticism (3a) 
Fourth Year

Kim by Rudyard Kipling:-
   Kim is the protagonist of the novel. He is a white child born in India. He has a British father and the father was a part of the colonial enterprise as he was an officer in the British army that was set by the British Empire to colonized India. The mother is also white. They as a family described as being poor whites. Although his parents are both whites and they come from the west and they can be seen as colonizers of India but they are not similar. The mother comes from India and the father comes from Ireland. In the novels you can find a sort of interconnections. For example; Ireland was colonized by England and England was part of Europe and Ireland is another part of Europe. They are two neighboring islands. Although both islands are white, Europeans and western, Britain has colonized Ireland for almost 9 centuries. The father was from a nation that was colonized by the mother`s nation so there was a sort of tension between them. The Irish father and the British mother have many differences between them because of colonialism. 
Many people of the British army were Irish soldiers who were used by the British to colonize faraway places. Literature shows us life in all its complications. Kim became orphan after his parents died and brought up by Indian nanny. He was a mixture of a number of cultures of British, Indian and Irish. The first words he uttered were Indian words because he was brought up by the Indian nanny. Many people believe that the boy is Indian and they did not take care that he is white. Later in the novel his British identity is going to become clear. He is going to be used by the British government in India to become a spy. Kipling was called as the Horus of the empire say great things about Queen Victoria and writing great poetry for the empire. All his texts or books are post colonial texts. 
Mahbub Ali is another character in the novel. He is a merchant or a horse trader and he is a rich native and a spy. He is according to Kipling view point is a good native who obeyed the British authority and giving them information about his people and his country. From the view point of an Indian or a free fighter, Mahbub Ali is a bad native.  
- “Good natives” and “Bad native” are from the viewpoint of the colonialist.  
· From the view point of the novel and the colonialist writers, the spies are the good people or the good natives, and the freedom fighters are the bad people and described as cannibals and evils.  
Colonel Creighton is a British Army officer and spy. 
- All the time; the British army sends soldiers and missionaries. 
· Some of the missionaries:
Teshoo Lama is a man of religion.  
Father Victor is a Roman Catholic priest who takes part in the education of Kim. 
Most of the natives are spies and taking part in what is called the great game of the espionage. 

· The plot: 
The story is about an orphan son of an Irish soldier and an Ireland mother. His name is Kimball O`Hara he is known as Kim. He joined lama in a journey. He works later as a spy. 
· The themes: 
* The quality and unity: 
   Some of the writers believe that this novel is calling for equality and unity but this is away from the postcolonial theory. Kim at the beginning was very much attracted to the religious of Buddhism and sometimes he asked why we would not have a new religion that has a union between Christianity and Buddhism, but this does not happen in real life. He might believe that he serves his country as he never says I am a spy but he believes that he does patriotic things for his country. 
***Note*** read these information with a critical viewpoint. 
* The colonialist attitude: 
     Kim is written by Kipling who was born in India but from western parents. He lived most of time in India. When he wrote this novel, he was mainly a poet who wrote just one novel which is this Kim. His loyalty was to the Britain although he loved India very much. He felt proud to be a part of Queen Victoria and the British government. He never stopped asking himself what I am and the British army is doing in India with the army exploiting and abusing the resources of India. There was something called the Indian Mutiny, mutiny is a British name = a revolution but the people of this revolution have no right to make this revolution. In 1865, the Indian were having a revolution and they want to through the British away but the British were very violet with them and a lot of people were killed. Kipling never writes about this or defending the human rights although he writes the Jungle Book but other writers were attacking the attitude of the British government. Kipling makes use of India, he may love it as a place of jungle, a place of spiritualism and the Buddhist religion that call for peace, equality and love for everybody but in real life and in his writings he did not practice them. In his writings you will find that all the good natives are spies, he never feels that it is wrong to be a spy as if you are doing espionage (spy work) for the sack of the British. 
The great Game: is a sort of competition between the British Empire and the Russian empire. They want to divide Asia; the lands, the resources and the people between them. There was a battle or a competition between British and Russian spies. Some of the Indians were working for the Russians and others were working for the British. This part of the game is an essential part of the novel. The big empires do not care about the people of the place and their rights as humans and as the owners of the place, they just think of it as a game. 
* All of this is a part of the military attitude which is to feel that you are superior because you have the military power so you can simply go anywhere and rule the people of any place and you feel that you are civilizing them and make them better. 
***
The novel was published around 1900, for many years before Edward Saeed, people were reading this novel as a children story and as a story of adventure that does not have any relation to colonialism. A cute and orphan little boy in India and he have many adventures; some of them are in Himalaya when he go to lama the spiritual guide who taught him about Buddhism and other adventures are about espionage being trade to become a British spy. After the article and the post colonial theory of Edward Saeed, people start to think in a different way. You try to see the novel attitude and how the writer represents the white and the dark people. 

The Manichean Allegory by Jan Mohamed:
Jan Mohammed is from Asia. It is an article not a book. It is written in 1985. Saeed wrote his book in 1978. This is one of his articles that was written after Saeed.
· Economy (there is an economy between us):  exchange, I give you something and you give me something back. 

·  Allegory= to give you a story about something and I have other meaning such as كليله ودمنه. 

·  Manichean: it relates to certain form of religion after Christianity that started in Persia and spread but nowadays it died.
 The Manichean school of belief divided the work into two conflicting powers: the power of good or white or the great spirits and the power of evil or darkness or the demons. The writer uses the word Manichean in this sense of two opposing powers. 
He is talking about colonialist and post colonial literature as if this literature is exchanging the reality of the empire or the colonial experience. According to Jan Mohamed, when the writers of the west or the empire or the colonizers write about the colonized world of Africa and Asia or Latin America, they were causing an economy or an exchange. Instead of the reality of this world, they would be writing about a world in which there are two opposing powers; the colonizer; the people coming from the west; the white and the colonized; the people coming from the east; the black. 
· Colonialist literature or post colonial literature or the literature written by the colonizers or the Europeans about the colonial countries.  
- Post colonial literature is after colonialism it includes both may be I am an African writer or a white writer writing post colonial. 
- Colonialist literature so it is only the literature written by a colonized.  
“Colonialist literature is an exploration and a representation of the world as the boundaries of civilization A world that has not (yet) been domesticated by the European signification or codified in details by its ideology.”
If you are a colonialist writer then you are exploring and trying to represent and to show the image of uncivilized world that is at the boundaries or the margins of the world.
Margins= the faraway places or the boundaries.
The center= Europe or the west. 
“That world is therefore perceived as uncontrolled, chaotic, unattainable, and ultimately evil.”
This is another important concept for the colonialist literature. If there is something you do not know, you feel afraid of this thing. If you are a writer from the center and you are writing about the margins, so the margins to me are unknown, uncontrollable; I feel I cannot control them, and unattainable; I cannot attain them and make them mine. Because these margins are uncontrollable and unattainable, I see them chaotic; do not have any order or system. I also see them as terrifying and sometime I see them a place of attraction. Most of these articles depend on psychology. You feel that there is something that is totally different from you and that there is the other. You can have two conflicting emotions; you can be terrified and you can be attracted. Terror and attraction can occur spontaneously and at the same time. 
He is a post colonial critic, but he is talking about the colonialist writers. 
The boundaries or the margins for the colonialist writers are places of terror and attraction, they are places that we cannot control, and we do not understand and we feel very chaotic so we are writing about it trying to explore it. Our attempts to explore these places are not accurate. These places are seen as ultimately evil while the center or the west is the ultimately good. 
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.”
The motive of a colonialist writer is to dominate and to conquer. As we said in Edward Saeed, Knowledge is power, if you want to rule the orient, you must know everything about it. Here is the same. If you write about India so you will know about it so you will be able to dominate and conquer.  By writing a place you can conquer it. When you are writing, you may be able to invent it and write it in the way you see it, not in the way it really is.  Writing is one form of power. When the imperialist or the colonialist is writing about the colonial realm or the colonial land or territory, he represents it as a place of conflict between people different in everything; place, language, custom and everything. This is the Manichean allegory; I have one race and you have another race, I have one language and one religion and you are totally different, my society have different customs and rules and yours are completely different. There is a Manichean confrontation between different races.  
“Faced with an incomprehensible and multifaceted alterity, The Europeans theoretically have the option of responding to the other in term of identity or difference.” 
  A colonialist writer goes to a colonial place (India) is faced with alterity that I cannot understand and have many sides or aspects. Because it is incomprehensible, it becomes the source of two things; terror and attractions. The colonialist writer can say either this alterity has a certain sort of similarity to me or to say this alterity is absolutely different.  A colonialist writer might say although we this alterity is ultimately different, but we are similar as we all are human beings or he can say no we are the opposite and that they have nothing at all common to us not even humanity. 
There is an irony; because whether you choose to focus on the identity or the similarity or to focus on the differences we will discover that the result at the end is always the same. 
“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 make the first choice and says that we are essentially identical as we are humans, but you will be judging these people according to your own cultural values and that your values are the right one and the values of these people are wrong and they must change them in order to be similar to you and to be civilized. 
The same case is when you talk about social rules. Each society has certain rules. If a colonialist writer go to the margins and make the first choice, you will find that they have a society and social system in that society and they have rules. While you are studying, you will judge them with your own values and you keep make comparison between your values and their own. So even if you choose the option of identity or focusing on the similarities, according to Jan Mohamed your writing will not be fair because you forget one essential thing is that if you are different in values this does not mean that you and your values are the superior and the other and his values are not inferior to you. On the contrary you can be equal while you are different. All the time all the colonialist writers even the ones who seem to be more humane, they never succeed in treating the other as equal, because they judge all the values, social systems, the laws and the history according to their own not according to the others. Your history resulted in the system of life that you are having now.  
“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.”
The colonialist writer who makes the other choice which is the other is totally different and that he has nothing at all to do with us.  The other is not even human and that they are cannibals and monsters who eats human flesh. Many novels talk this other choice.  
“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.”
   The article is depending on psychology, he is taking the psychology of the human being how when any human being finds something totally different, he is attracted to this thing and terrified to it.  This is a very psychological sentence.  He says if you want to have genuine; true, real understanding of the other, you must do something which is two possible; either negate or cancel or delete all the values about your culture in order to try to put yourself in the position of the other  and this is something that nobody can do. Some writers tried to do this and he gives us some examples of the colonialist writers who tried really to understand the other and to write about the other from the viewpoint of the other, and in order to do this they tried to put all the cultural values of the west between brackets and to cancel the fact that they are white. He says that this is impossible and we can never do this. You can try and these writers shows that they have tried, but they could not do this because it is humanly impossible.   
  This is why he says that the white cannot represent the un-white because to do this you have to forget and delete your own being and this is humanly impossible. 
“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.”
For example as Nadine Gordimer and Isak Dinesen who are two white, western and female writers who had tried to choose identity or writing about the other and to delete themselves. One of them has written Out of Africa which is a movie. Nadine Gordimder is a Nobel Prize winner. Jan Mohammed shows us that they tried to forget who they are but they could not.  

“Moreover, the colonizers invariable assumption about his moral superiority means that he will rarely question the validity of either his own or his society`s formation and that he will not be inclined to expend any energy in understanding the worthless alterity of the colonized.”
He is saying if you are a colonizer you believe in your moral superiority and that you are much better than the colonized and that this other is going to be inferior from your viewpoint. 
“By thus subverting the traditional dialectic of self and other that contemporary theory considers so important in the formation of self and culture, the assumption of moral superiority subverts the very potential of colonialist literature.”
    If all the time the colonialist writers have this assumption of moral superiority, all the time, they believe that they are morally superior. We are better, we have a better religion, social system, political system and stronger than them military and politically. We are in their country not attempting to exploit their own resources but to civilize them and make them better people and to convert them to Christianity. This assumption of being superior is the one that destroys the potentialities and the abilities of colonialist literature. Whether the colonialist writers choose the identity or the confrontation and they believe in your moral superiority, they will never succeed to give a true representation.  
   In psychology you have a duality between self versus others; the self is you whether you are individual or a race and the other is the opposite to you. In the colonialist literature you have the self from the point of view of the colonizer and the other is the colonized. Instead of saying that the difference between the self and the colonized is a different of races of white and black, I made the difference moral and religious and this what is meant by allegory. Really we have a difference between white and black; they say it is a difference in many other things. There suppose to be a duality but they turned it into allegory. They make the duality of white versus nonwhite just like good versus evil, or superior versus inferior or order versus chaos or the civilized versus the barbarian (the savages). This is the Manichean allegory; they remove the allegory from the racial thing which is the essential of the Manichean duality to other things that are not racial.  
· Duality= one thing opposes to another; white versus black. 

“Accordingly, I would argue that colonialist literature is divisible into two broad categories; the “imagery” and the “symbolic”. 
   Jan Mohammed divides the colonialist literature into two categories; the imaginary category and the category of the symbolic. The two words of imaginary and symbolic are taken from psychology as they are used in a psychological sense. In one novel you can find aspects of both.
“The emotive as well as the cognitive intentionalities of the “imagery” text are structured by objectification and aggression.”
The imaginary text: the writers of the imaginary texts intend or want to write about feelings or emotion and knowledge. They want to explore things and know them. The motive of a colonialist writer can be motive; expressing feeling or cognitive; communicate knowledge to you. Both these intentions in the imaginary text are built on the structure of two things; objectification and aggression. 
The colonizer considers himself as the subject and he is writing about the orient so the whole orient is the object. We are not subjects in the writings of the colonizer but we are objects as he is writing us. We are not writing ourselves. 
Objectification= the colonialist writer is objectifying the other making it an object of my emotions or my knowledge. The other is not the subject, the colonialist writer is the one who feels; love, anger, terror, fear; and the one who wants to know and the colonized is the object of my emotions and my knowledge.  To objectify someone so I am treating this person not as human being who has the will and the ability to act but I am treating him as an object. 
Aggression: emotions of violence and hatred. 
All the time, there is an objectification and an aggression when the colonialist imaginary text is doing its writing. There is a desire to treat these people as objects and a desire to feel aggression against them. 
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. 
- In the imaginary texts, the native functions or represented as the alienated self image of the writer or to his culture. Whatever he does not like about himself or about his culture, he wants to remove it away from himself and his culture and adding it to the natives. 
In describing the attributes or the actions of the natives, issues such as intention, causality, extenuating circumstances are completely ignored; in the “imaginary’ colonialist realm. To say “native” is automatically to say “evil” and to evoke immediately the economy of the Manichean allegory.”
      When the colonialist writer is describing the attributes or the qualities and his actions; the way he acts, of the native, he describes them as evils. 



· The summary: 
     This is an article written by a post colonial critic who reads literature thinking all the time about colonialism; colonizer and colonized, and the representations and the misrepresentation of the colonial realm in literature. Jan Mohammad combines the two cultures, he is a Muslim but he lives in America. The colonialist literature is the literature of the colonizer of the European and this colonialist literature tries to explore and describe or represent the boundaries and the places that are not civilized from the viewpoint of the writer. 
    He says that when you go to a certain place you are confronted with the other and this other can be a source of attraction and a source of terror at the same time. You the colonizer want to dominate and to control this other by many ways; military, political and cultural or the writing way of having authority. If you are a writer so you use your writing to dominate, conquer and to become authoritative. The author= the one who has authority over his writing.  
There is a choice whether you are considering the other as physically similar or having points of similarity or identity, or as totally irremediably different that is always there. If you take the first choice saying that the other is similar to me so you will try to compare your culture, social systems, religion, and language with his own ones. The problem is that all the time you have this sense of superiority which makes the comparison not fair. 
If you make the other choice saying that the other is totally different you will say this other is the monster and cannibals who eat human`s flesh. All the time you see the natives as Evil so you will try to understand the other as he is different to you. Jan Mohammed says that the two choices do not result in any genuine understanding of the other. 
Jan Mohammed says that we cannot blame the writer and we are not judging the writers saying that they are good or bad because it is psychologically impossible for any human being to try to understand the other completely and to put himself in the position of the other. because in order to imagine that you are the other, this means that you are going to erase or delete your culture and by deleting your culture you are deleting yourself which is what Nadine Gordimire or Isak denizen try to do in their novels but they failed as it is humanly and psychologically impossible. 
Then he divides the colonialist literature in two categories; imaginary colonialist literature and symbolic colonialist literature. In the literature there are no rules and one text or novel can has the two aspects of imaginary and symbolic. 
Imaginary text is when the colonialist writer look at the other trying to say your feelings about the other (emotive), or trying to know the other and transfer your knowledge of the other (cognitive). The emotive part and the cognitive part are based on two main principles of objectification; treating the other as object and aggression; having the aggressive and hostile attitude towards the other.  Being having these things in your representation of the other then the native is going to be shown as something which is totally opposite to you and something that is uncontrollable, incomprehensible or ultimately evil.  



