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NOTE 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Randolph L. Wadsworth 
Jr. for his contributions to Critical Exchange as Managing Editor. 
Begiuning with CEx 15, Professor Wadsworth completely redesigned 
and reformatted the journal. Recently, we changed computer 
equipment and Professor Wadsworth has again spent many hours 
redesigning and reformatthg CEx. He is leaving CEx to be Managing 
Editor of VOCAT. We are all in hij debt. 

At this t h e ,  I would like to welcome three new members of the CEx 
editorial staff: Andrew Lakritz, who will take over as Managing 
Editor, Susan Jarratt and Arthur Casciato who vrill assume the 
responsibilities of Associate Editors. 

James 3. Sosnoski 
General Editor 

INTRODUCTION 

Barbara Harlow 

Most of the gestures toward "opening the canon" of 
western literature to hitherto excluded groups of works and writers, 
gestures which have marked a specific and important practice within 
the United States academic and disciplinary system, have thus far 
been directed largely to the dom J n  of what is commonly referred to 
as "literature." Publishing and the translation industry bear witness to 
this phenomenon. Novels, poetry anthologies, short story collections 
are beginning to be made available in sufficient abundance to allow 
for curricular implementation of ccurses on "third world literature" 
and even African litersture or Latin American literature in trans- 
lation. Very little, however, in the way of "theoretical production" 
from the non-western or non-hegemonic world has been made 
similarly available and the literary works become as a consequence 
the raw material for the theory factories and manufactures of first 
world critics. "Theory," that is, still remains in some way as if the 
proper domain of the western critic and intellectual. 

The papers introduced here were originally presented at a panel 
under the aegis of the Society for Critical Exchange at the annual 
meeting of the MMLA held in Saint Louis in November 1985. 
Although each paper examines a different geo-political arena, each of 
them raises the critical question of the relationship between theory 
and practice, but poses as well the further challenge of the com- 
plications to such a relationship introduced by the distorted relation- 
ships of power in the contemporary historical context. Mary Layoun 
in "Indigenous Third World Cultural Criticism(s)" suggests the general 
discrepancies and adequations elaborated in the variant textual 
practices of writers and critics from both first and third worlds. 
Marilyn Jimenez, in turn looks at the "hesitations of theory" in the 
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work of Edouard Glissant and his insistence on the need to acknow- 
ledge the historical specificity of Caribbean theoretical practice. It 
is this specificity which Neil Lazarus examines in his paper "From 
Nationalism to National Culture: Intellectuals and Social Responsibility 
in Postcolonial Africa." Lazarus focuses on the social contradictions 
and ideological dilemmas faced by writers in the newly independent 
African states. 

All three papers demonstrate importantly the internal dynamic of 
theoretical questions in the third world and their global context, 
suggesting perhaps that the very formulation of "third world theory" 
may itself be too polarizing. Is there in the "theorizingu a different 
agenda, different priorities, a different sense of urgency from those 
which impel theoretical developments in the West? Here it may be 
necessary to speak of "strategy" rather than of "theory." 

It is hoped that this preliminary foray by SCE into the question 
of "third world theorizing" will provoke further critical attention to 
these issues and continued challenge to the "theoretical" dominance of 
western criticism in the global arena of intellectud practices. It is 
in this context that SCE will sponsor two panels at the 1986 meeting 
of the MLA in New York City on the topic of "Theory and Strategy 
in the Third World." 

Barbara Harlow 
University of Texas at Austin 

INDIGENOUS THIRD WORLD CULTURAL CRITICISM(S): 
AGAINST HEGEMONY OR A 

PJEW HEGEMONY? 

Mary Layoun 

Using language to deprive another of language 
is the first step in legal murder. 

Roland Barthes 
Mythologies 

In constructing a starting point from which to discuss the 
problematic of "third world theorizing," I'd like to cite, in addition to 
Barthes' provocatively thoughtful statement above, two frequent, if 
slightly less thoughtful, questions. Actually, they are declarative 
statements disguised as questions: 

Does the third world produce any ma1 literature? 

and: 

Is it possible to discuss these texts in terms of a critical 
theory--isn't description all you can do? 

In fact, these pseudo-questions suggest what is at issue in any 
consideration of theory in and of the "third world." That is: hegem- 
ony and the ideological construction of "real literature" and the 
refusal of theoretical or critical (though not literary) legitimacy for 
works outside the Western canon. The inevitability of description for 
what is then bracketed as exotica is almost as blatant an ideological 
statement of prejudice as is the assertion and maintenance of an 
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isolated category of "literature" itself--"real," "third world or 
otherwise. And so, there will be no arguments presented here for 
the legitimacy of yet another field of intellectual and literary study, 
another object of desire--"third world" literature. 

On the contrary, what I would like to suggest is that we should 
not necessarily only be about the task of legitimizing third world 
texts (and cultures, societies, and nations) by arguing for their 
inclusion in the Western academic canon. In fact, I think we should 
remain rather distinctly skeptical of what we are doing in American 
academia by teaching "third world" literahue or some variation 
thereof as a separate field of academic study. For I have more than 
a few doubts about the cultural recuperation1 of the third world as 
text for the (first world) reader. Instead, the question is whether 
and how we can avoid creating an objectified (and moribund) "area of 
study," setting up the literature and culture of the Other (the third 
world) as a field of knowledge for the hegemonic (intellectual and 
political) play of the subject. For what does it mean to "know" a 
culture from the outside? Is it, of necessity, to dominate it? If this 
sounds suspiciously like an argument for the validity or necessity of 
the native informant, that is not what I mean to suggest. But it is a 
suggestion that our intellectual endeavors and our relationships to 
knowledge aren't innocent and pure. 

How, then, can we formulate and practice a methodology which 
doesn't utterly object@, doesn't make a spatial and temporal network 
of relationships into a petrified site for intellectual and political 
domination? Parenthetically, I assume the connection between the 
political and the intellectual or cultural is not any longer considered 
to be a leap of intellectual faith--not after Edward Said's provocative 
study of the workings of orientalism: Michel Foucault's elaborations 
of the relationship between power and knowledge? Terry Eagleton's 
suggestive polemics on criticism, literature, and ideolog# or Fredric 
Jameson's considerations of the narrative as a socially symbolic act.5 

For what is our "object" of study or contemplation anyway? 
What is the "third world" and its culture about which we theorize? 
In fact, in relation to such questions, there is a nicely ironic 
ambiguity in the title of the panel for which this paper was written-- 
"third world theorizing." The subject of the theorizing is unspecified: 
Who is that subject--the third world itself? Is it us, as, for the 
most part, members of academic institutions rather distinctly outside 
the third world, in spite of national or ethnic afftliations and 

origins? Is the theorkingfrom the third world or about it? If we 
demarcate third world culture as a separate category and disassemble 
or deconstruct texts, societies, cultures, nations, continents, or globes 
into tiny (linmistic) pieces, presumably to better understand them, 
when and for what purpose and by whom are those tiny bits re- 
assembled? Unlike the wealth of scholarship on Western Europe, 
England, or America in which studies of and theories about culture 
predominate, there are relatively few cultural studies of the third 
world on which to draw and those that do exist have been, at least 
until recently, more descriptive case studies than anything else. But 
there are suggestive attempts that have been and are being made in 
economic, political, or sociological studies: the work of people such 
as Immanuel Wallerstein, Eqbal Ahmad, Samir Amin, Johannes Fabian, 
Anwar Abdel Malek, Nikos Poulantzas, or L. S. Stavrianos. For all 
the frequently cited limitations of dependency theory or of structural 
Marxism from which many of these writers draw, their emphasis on 
global interrelationships rather than isolated area studies is useful 
and provocative. Works such as these also suggest the urgency and 
potential in crossing over the narrow confines of disciplinary 
boundaries. The work of these writers, as well as the work of the 
more "literary" thinkers referred to above, traverse the boundaries of 
history or philosophy, of the literary or the political, in a similar 
fashion as the literary texts with which we deal exceed national and 
cultural boundaries. 

Six months ago when, in a rather decidedly uninspired moment, 
I came up with the title of this paper, "Indigenous Third World 
Criticisms: Against Hegemony or a New Hegemony?," I intended to 
present the situation of cultural and literary criticism in the Japan- 
ese, Arabic, and modern Greek context. The plan was to present a 
mostly descriptive negative critique of both first world and third 
world critical theory on the third world novel. So I outlined 
something of the problematic of cultural criticism in this country as 
it confronts the text (critical or literary) of the Other: 

--the resistance of a good deal of that criticism to the chal- 
lenge presented by, among other things, Edward Said's Oriental- 
ism (in spite of the limitations of some of Said's formulations); 

--the persistence of what Henry Louis Gates, Jr., in his intro- 
duction to Black Literature and Literary Theory, calls the 
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"anthropological fallacy" that deems texts not much more than 
anthropological testaments and as such literarily (literally?) 
transparent; 

--the recuperation of certain select texts, authors, and perhaps 
even cultures, into the Western canon, a process which entails, 
by defmition, the attempt to neutralize, to negate, those texts 
as oppositional, as Other to a dominant cultural order; 

--the insistence, already referred to, that non-Western texts can 
only generate description but not a legitimate literary or 
cultural theory. 

And there are, on the other hand, the various situations of criticism 
outside of the fvst world, which aren't much less problematic: 

--the difficulty of conceptualizing a framework, cultural, critical 
or philosophical, other than the repraduction of that formulated 
by the first world; 

--the insistence on the reduplication of traditional cultural 
characteristics like orality or the narrative structure of the 
folktale (particularly in the African or Arabic novel) as some 
sort of an alternative or solution to the contradictions of that 
transplanted genre; 

--the measuie of literary/textual value by the correctness 
(however that might be defined) of the perceived political or 
social solutions a text proffers; 

--the insistence on authorial autobiography, on the author's 
account of his/her own history, as the final measure of a text 
(particdarly in the case of the Japanese writer/novel); 

--the suaestion of some kind of innocent purity possessed by 
native critics (i.e. the implication that it is primarily women 
that should deal with women's literature, Palestinians that 
should deal with Palestinian literature, black Africans that 
should deal with black African literature and so on. . . .) 

Next was a description of the initial and to some extent 
persistent contradictions of the modern novel as an immigrant genre: 
the problematic notions of the primacy of the individual bourgeois 
subject, of the assumption of a h e a r  narrative trajectory, of the 
concept of an authoritative narrative voice, of the presence (or 
absence) of history in the text, of the valorization of national 
literature (and frequently the realist mode of the novel in particular) 
as the embodiment and validation of national identity and aspirations. 

And, finally, a brief discussion of specific novels as examples of 
the contradictions of the migrant genre and/or as illustrations of the 
attempt to deconstruct and re-define the novel of the Other; to 
create an alternative and meta-individual Subject from within (and 
without?) the novel; to re-situate the boundaries of the text and its 
relationship to history, to intervention, and to power. So, in the 
novel, Men in the Sun, by the Palestinian writer Ghassan ~anafani: 
the negative critique of, and textual foreclosure on, the isolated and 
fragmentary memories and impotent and equally isolated narrative 
present of its four migrant workers exiled from Palestine, suggests, if 
implicitly, a re-definition of the individual, of national identity, of 
social interaction. This is done not just through the story of the 
novel, though the text does that quite movingly, but through the 
very shape of the novel itself. The four Palestinians of 
Kanafani's Men in the Sun are not just metaphorically trapped in a 
past which they can only partially re-call, which they can only 
partially understand; they are textually trapped as well in the 
episodically separate chapters of the novel. There is no passage 
between one character and another, between one chapter and another, 
between past and present, that might by extension generate a future. 
There is only episodic narrative juxtaposition. The narrative 
structure of Men in the Sun exerts an almost rigidly determining 
influence on its content, on the textual fate of its characters. The 
text creates an opposition between individual subjects-their mem- 
ories, dreams, and fears--and a narrative form which isolates and 
separates them and, while not condemning them, decisively kills them 
off. This textual insistence on the power of a structural force (here 
the structure of the novel itself) in determining content suggests 
itself as a textual metaphor for (a displaced fear of) the position of 
the individual subject in the "determining" structure of history. One 
of the narrative's clear, if implicit, projects is precisely to suggest 
the urgent necessity for the construction of a new subject which can 
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become an active agent of or in historical structure. And in a 
clearly utopian gesture for a people deprived of a nation, the text 
suggests that "new subjectivity" as a trans-individual and trans- 
national one. 

There are other examples, too many to detail in such a short 
space but no less interesting. And they are all marked, to a greater 
or lesser degree, by simiiar attempts: to come to terms with history 
and the subject and to attempt alternatives to certain individually 
and structurally defined conceptions of nation, society, and self. 
There is Emile Habibi's The Strange Life of Sa'eed the Ill-Fated 

7 Pessoptimist, in which ironic fantasy attempts to create a narrative 
space to speak, or gesture towards, forbidden desire--that which a 
hegemony, decidedly more dependent on state force than civil 
alliance, would efface. Or Dimitris Hatzis' The Double ~ook,8 in 
which constant narrative movement across the temporal and spatial 
boundaries within the text becomes a metaphor of sorts for the 
similar movement of the novel's narrator(s), a Greek migrant worker, 
across national boundaries. It is a metaphor that gestures rather 
explicitly beyond the hegemonic confines of dominant notions of the 
self, the other, and the nation. Or Football in the First Year of 
Man'en by the Japanese novelist, Oe ~enzaburo? a text which, in its 
particular fabrication of narrative meaning, exposes the contradictions 
and impossibilities of such textual (and extra-textual?) fabrication. , 

But the issue didn't quite end itself there. Obviously, the 
framework of the initial argument hasn't been abandoned since I have 
just run through it. But I'd like to shift the focus a bit to a few 
ideas that underlie the argument outlined above but that aren't quite 
explicit in it. One is Antonio Gramsci's concept of hegemony as, not 
just the exertion of dominance by force, but as a system of alliance, 
and compromises that (through intellectuals such as ourselves among 
others) continually re-affirms the dominance of a particular class.1° 
Another is Fredric Jameson's tracing of the utopian impulse in 
narrative.ll And finally, there is Louis Althusser's elaborations, 
after Marx, Lenin, and Lukacs, of the workings of ideology.12 To a 
certain extent, the concepts of hegemony and ideology as they are 
used here are congruous and overlapping. Both are "world views," 
formulations of value, which attempt to impose an interpretive 
network of meaning over the "material" or "real" world, securing and 
maintaining, at the same, time real power for a specific group or 
class. The process as a narrative one is suggested by Althusser's 

formulation, with distinct Lacanian overtones, of ideology as the 
"representation of Imaginary relations to the Real." But these 
totalizing narratives (of hegemony or ideology) are, in fact, not so 
much the site for a tremendous homogenization process as they are 
the site of continual contradiction and struggle. There is then a 
utopian impulse that can be seen to underlie the movement of hege- 
mony and/or ideology. It is that sense in which hegemony can be 
seen as an attempt at utopian wish fulfillment, as the utopian desire 
to establish a representation of collective unity, of collective 
agreement on meaning and value, of an agreed-upon definition of 
identity, and, of course, of a quite real power.13 This notion of the 
utopic thrust of hegemony (or ideology) is implicit in the delineation 
of hegemony itself as the very site of struggle, of conflict and 
contradiction. It is a conflict not just within the dominant schema 
itself, not just among contradictory definitions within a dominant 
(and seemingly complete) framework of meaning and value, but as 
well among competing and contradictory schemas that always remain 
incomplete and fluid. It also implies the extent to which a radically 
re-situated or re-defined hegemony could conceivably be constructed 
on broadly-based, collective agreement. 

In this respect, one of the most crucial aspects of Gramsci's 
definition of hegemony is that it describes the dominant power of a 
specific class, not only through its ability to threaten and employ 
force, but through a strategy of agreement, alliance, and compromise, 
however limited. Clearly, then, hegemony is not only that which the 
ruling class exerts when it rules, it is also the more-than-passive 
involvement of the classes or groups structurally locked oct of 
decisive power themselves. Nonetheless, within variously defined 
boundaries, a hegemonic class maintains its own dominance but allows 
certain limited gains or reforms or compromises to the classes and/or 
groups which it dominates. The workings of this system of 21':- ~rlnce 
and compromise that at the same time maintains one class's dom- 
inance are effected through the educational and civil apparaiw of the 
state as well as through the activities of the presumably independent 
intellectual strata. It is in this sense that I suggested earlier th:: 
possibility, in fact the high probability, of our own complicity i;l a 
discourse of hegemonic power which we might, at least theoretically, 
actually oppose. It is, for example, the limitations of challenging the 
myopia of Western liberal humanism in the terms of humanism itself. 
Limited concessions or reforms might be conceded by the dominant 






















