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ABSTRACT

This essay discusses the contributions of postatalistudies for renewing the contemporary
social theory. At first it considers the charaaikthe critique addressed by post-colonial studies
to social sciences. After that, it analyses the-poknial epistemological alternatives,
considering three interrelated concepts: entangledernity, "hybrid" site of enunciation, and
decentralized subject. The conclusion is thatpitesof its severity and suspicion among some
authors that post-colonial theory can destroy epistogical foundations of social sciences, an
important part of post-colonial critique is ratlagldressed to the theory of modernization. Here,
post-colonial positions present affinities with@tjons, which have already been presented by
"conventional” social scientists. Other aspectsacby post-colonial authors do not destabilize,
necessarily, social sciences; they can even etirah.
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Post-colonial studies do not properly constitugrgle theoretical matrix. They form a variety
of contributions with distinct orientations, buepenting as a common characteristic an effort of
outlining, through the method of deconstructing #ssentialisms, a critical epistemological
reference to the dominant conceptions of modertitifiated by those authors qualified as
intellectuals of the black or migratory diaspordundamentally immigrants originating from
poor countries and living in Western Europe andthNémerica -, the post-colonial perspective
has had, first in the literary critique, above iallEngland and the United States, as from the
1980’s, its pioneer areas of diffusion. Thereaftewas expanded both geographically and to
other disciplines, making the works of authors asmH Bhabha, Edward Said, Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak, or Stuart Hall and Paul Gilrogcurrent references in other countries,
inside and outside Europe.

Based on the evidence — trivialized, one has to lsaythe debates between structuralists and
post-structuralists — that every enunciation cofma® somewhere, the post-colonial approach
elaborates its critique of the process of productibscientific knowledge, which, in privileging
models and subjects that are peculiar to what kas llefined as the national culture of the
European countries, would reproduce, in other tetheslogic of colonial relationship. Both the
experiences of social minorities and the processesansformation occurred in the “non-
Western” societies would continue to be treatecbase of their relations of functionality,
similitude, or divergence with respect to what basn denominated as the center. Therefore,
the prefix “post” in the expression post-coloniaked not simply indicate an “after” in a linear
chronological sense; it represents a reconfigurattd the discursive field in which the
hierarchical relations acquire meaning (Hall, 1997@olonial, in its time, goes beyond
colonialism, alluding to diverse situations of oggsion defined in base of gender, ethnic, or
racial boundaries.



Delimitating the precise theoretical domain intoieththe post-colonial studies are inserted is
not an easy task. Perhaps neither an accomplistuaigle since the post-colonial studies are
precisely aimed at exploring the boundaries, proguea reflection over and above theory, as
wants Bhabha (1994). Notwithstanding, it is nofidifit to admit the close relationship between
post-colonial studies and at least three contenmpdrands or schools of thought. The first is
the post-structuralism, specially the works of @Erand Foucault, with whom the post-
colonial studies have learned to acknowledge tlseudsive character of the social. The
reception of post-structuralism, however, is na #ame in authors like Lyotard and other
exponents of the post-modern trend, which is arskémportant reference to be distinguished
here. In fact, the opening towards post-modernismes considerably according to the
approach that is taken into consideration. In ganene accepts talking pbst-modernityas a
condition, that is, an empirical category that diéss the decentration of contemporary
narratives and subjects. Thest-modernisnis, however, rejected as a theoretical and palitic
program, since for post-colonialism the social $fammation and the struggle against
oppression shall occupy an important place in ésearch agenda (Appiah, 1992; Gilroy, 1993,
p. 107). Finally, it is the case of mentioning thdtural studies, chiefly in the British version
developed at the Birmingham University's Centre @ontemporary Cultural Studies. It is
perhaps reasonable to say that the distinction destveultural studies, in the British version,
and the post-colonial studies is only chronologiédter all, since Stuart Hall, a figure head of
British cultural studies, from the mide 1980’s omgg turns his attention from issues related to
classes and Marxism to themes as racism, ethnggtyder, and cultural identities, a complete
convergence is verified between post-colonial anthiral studies (Morley & Chen, 1996).

The purpose of this essay is not to outline theegkagy of post-colonial studies, but to discuss
the importance of their contribution to the sodeilences and, in particular, to sociology. What
it is about is discussing, first, the charactethef critique addressed by the post-colonial studies
to the social sciences. And then, the epistemadbgtiernatives presented by those studies,
considering three interrelated blocks of questidhs: critique of modernism as teleology of
history, the search for an “hybrid” post-colonidé<f enunciation, and the critique of the social
sciences’ conception of subject. The conclusiorwtoch | arrive is that, in spite of their
incisiveness - and of the suspicion of authors MelLennan (2003) that the post-colonial
theory implodes the epistemological basis of theadsciences -, much of the post-colonial
critique is not addressed to the social theory adale, but especially to a theoretical school,
the theory of modernization, and their criticismns aimilar to those raised by social scientists
who have nothing to do with the post-colonialisnth€ problems raised by post-colonial
studies do not necessarily destabilize the sociahses, but, on the contrary, can even enrich
them.

The Social Sciences and their Binarisms

It is not without reason that the classic book afleBtinian literary critic Edward Said,
Orientalism(1978), is considered the “foundational manifesibthe post-colonialism (Conrad
& Randeria, 2002, p. 22). In his book, Said deliasaa perspective that had begun to be
outlined in the pioneer efforts developed by Mactm psychiatrist Frantz Fanon (1965 [1952]),
when he sought to describe the modern world as sgdhe perspective of the black and the
colonized.

The orientalism referred by Said characterizesrticp@ar form of perception of modern history,
and has as starting point thepriori establishment of a binary distinction between@eident
and the Orient, according to which it is to thattphat represents itself as the Occident the task
of defining what is to be understood as the Ori&hus, the orientalism constitutes a way of
apprehending the world and, at the same time, rigslty, it consolidates itself in base of the
production of knowledge oriented by that origineddvy distinction.



The inspiration animating Said — and an importamhiper of post-colonial authors, as it will be
shown farther on — is the Foucaultian critique lid human sciences’ “episteme” (Foucault,
1972, pp. 418ss.). What it is about is to show thatproduction of knowledge is subjected to a
circular and self-referring principle, so that timew” knowledge built on a determined basis of
representation reaffirmsad infinitum the premises inscribed into such system of
representations. The orientalism thus characteamesstablished and institutionalized mode of
production of representations about a determingibmeof the world, which is nourished,
confirmed, and actualized by means of the very #saand knowledge that it (re-)createShe
Orient of Orientalism although vaguely referring to a geographical @laather expresses a
cultural boundary which defines the sense betweelusl and a ‘them’, within a relationship
that produces and reproduces the other as infaticthe same time that allows for defining the
‘us’, the self, in opposition to an other sometimepresented as a caricature, sometimes as a
stereotype, and always as an agglutinative syrglodsill that the ‘us’ is not, nor wants to be.

Stuart Hall (1996a) seeks to generalize the casieeobrientalism, pointing out that the polarity
between the Occidenthe Wes} andthe rest of the world is in the constitutive basis of the
social sciences. Hall’'s starting point is also tfwion of discursive formation, derived from
Foucault. Treated in these terms, the discours®tizonfused with ideology, understood as a
false or falsified representation of the world. fidfere, it is not the case of discussing the tenor
of truth of discourses, but the context in whiclkeyhare produced, i.e., the “truth’s regime”
within which a discourse acquire meaning, conggutself as plausible, and assumes practical
efficacy. These truth’s regimes, or “regimes ofresgntation” in the variation preferred by
Hall, are not closed, and show themselves ablaaafrporating new elements to the network of
meanings in question, maintaining, however, unadtem original nucleus of sensdde(n pp.
201ss.):

Availing himself of Said’s idea that discourses leehives” or sources of common knowledge
in their constitution process, Hall enumeratesniaén resources that, throughout the process of
colonial expansion, nourish and form the West/RiEstourse, namely: classical knowledge,
biblical and religious sources, mythologies (TR&loradg sexual legends, etc.), besides
travelers’ reports. Out of these sources, the pi@arbetween the West — civilized, advanced,
developed, and good — and the rest — savage, edtauhderdeveloped, and bad — are
constituted. Once constituted, these binarismsrbedwols for thinking and analyzing reality.
Hall investigates the works of mid eighteenth cenfounding authors of the human sciences
(basically Adam Smith, Henry Kame, John Millar, aAdam Ferguson), showing how the
polarity West/Rest, contemporary of the enlightentnimstalls itself within these sciences.

According to Hall, the discourse West/Rest is monohant only within the limits of those first
works of the human sciences. It becomes one diotiredations of modern sociology, that take
the social norms, the structures, and values faunthe so-called Western societies as a
universal parameter defining what are modern siesieThus, under the lens of sociology, the
specificities of “non-Western societies” start fipaar as an absence or incompleteness in face
of the modern pattern, which is exclusively inferfeom the “Western societies”. For Hall,
good examples of the incorporation of the binarist@st/Rest by modern sociology would be
categories as patrimonialism, in Weber, and Asianmdenof production, in Marx, which, in
distinct forms, phrase the internal movement ofiet@es defined as non-Western in an
implicitly comparative grammar that takes as pattee European societies.

The polarity West/Rest is also found in the badighe historical narrative adopted by the
modern social sciences and, especially, by sogpol¥ghat it is about is a great narrative
centered on the “Western” Nation-State that redumedern history to a gradual and heroic
westernization of the world, without taking intocaant that, at least since the colonial
expansion of the sixteenth century, different “temgities and historicities have been
irreversibly and violently interconnected” (Hall997a, p. 233)° This, obviously, does not

mean that the author believes in power symmetry eaquhl possibilities of mutual influence



between the “Occident” and the “rest of the worldt’.implies, however, that the parts
represented as opposed and separated, i.e., awrigtkl, in fact complete each other
historically and semantically.

The methodology of implicit comparison and the kiofl historical narrative of modern
sociology cause that everything that is diverséhe rest of the world” is decoded st non-
existent, as a lack to be compensated by mearnsci sntervention suited for each context in
each historical epoch: colonial domination, aidderwelopment, humanitarian intervention, etc.
With this, Hall of course does not intend to atitd to the modern social sciences the
responsibility for colonialisms and imperialismse ldhows, however, how the disciplines of
such field reproduce the colonial perspective iarishing and legitimizing the dominant model
of representation of the relationship between Eeirapd the rest of the worl.

The post-colonial epistemological alternatives

The “deconstruction” of the polarity West/Rest ddoges the common term unifying the
different authors associated with the post-coloritaine of reference. It is precisely the
identification of the colonialist bias in the praseof production of knowledge that, as asserted
above, best defines the prefix “post” of the terostpcolonial. After all, from the chronological
point of view, this prefix refers to ex-coloniestiwradically distinct post-colonial conditiorss.
Therefore, it is worth examining the post-colontak form of “deconstruction” of the polarity
West/Rest historically constituted within the cottef the colonial relationship, but that
perpetuates itself even after the extinction ofonwlism, as a manner of orienting the
production of knowledge and political intervention.

The task the post-colonial authors propose therasal/ not a modest one. Firstly, it requires
showing that the polarity West/Rest builds up ia thiscursive level — and legitimates in the
political sphere — an irreversible asymmetricaatiehship between the Occident and its other,
conferring to the former a kind of superiority th&tot circumstantial, historic, and referred to
a specific domain — material, technological, etee &ttribution of superiority is ontological and
total, immutable, essentialized, since it is pafttloe very semantic constitution of the
relationship’s terms. The second step implies shgwhat the polarity West/Rest is innocuous
from the cognitive perspective, since it obscurdmtwit is supposed to elucidate, that is, the
internal differences of such multiplicity of socjghenomena that are subsumed into that generic
other, as well as the effective relations betwéenimagined Occident and the rest of the world.

Such effort of deconstruction of the (colonial) disms has been following diverse courses
within the domain of post-colonial studies. And]esst since Spivak’s important essay (1988),
the expectation of the emergence of an epistenmbgierspective giving voice to the (post-)
colonized was undone. The author shows that tlereete taa subaltern subject with an own
voice is illusory. What she verifies, with the exaenof India, is a heterogeneity of subalterns
who do not have a pre- or post-colonial authentiocscience, but “precarious subjectivities”
constructed within the context of colonial “epistewiolence”. The meaning of such violence
is correlative to that coined by Foucault - in réfeg to the redefinition of the idea of sanity in
Europe at the end of the eighteenth century -héoeixtent that it disqualifies the colonized’s
knowledge and forms of apprehension of the wotkeklsig her or him, so to say, of her or his
capacity of enunciation. Thus, instead of claimangosition of representative of the subalterns -
that “listens” to their voices echoed in the heliogurgencies against the oppression -, the post-
colonial intellectual seeks to understand the delomlomination as restrainment of the
resistance, through the imposition of an episterhat tbeforehand turns “silent”, i.e.,
disqualifies, the discourse of the subaltern.

Conscious of the impossibility verified by Spivadgst-colonial studies seek alternatives to the
deconstruction of the antinomy West/Rest, which ivdage distinct from the simple inversion of



the colonial site of enunciation. It is not theasakerefore, of giving voice to the oppressed, but
— as defined by Pieterse and Parekh (1995, p. db2p-decolonization of the imagination. This
implies a critique that would not be simply antlamialist? since historically the struggle
against colonialism would have occurred still withthe colonial epistemological frame of
reference, through the reification and freezinghaf supposed difference of the colonized, in
nativist and nationalist constructions. The posowe@lism ought precisely to promote the
deconstruction of these essentialisms, in dilutirgcultural boundaries bequeathed as much by
the colonialism as by the anti-colonial struggles.

Entangled histories

The deconstruction of the dichotomy Rest/West masge the first place, through the
reinterpretation of modern history. In effect, thest-colonial re-reading of modern history
seeks to reinsert, reinscribe the colonized ingonttodernity, not as the other of the Occident, as
the synonym of backwardness, of the traditionak ddick, but as an essential constitutive part
of what has been discursively constructed as modéms implies deconstructing the
hegemonic history of modernity, making evident thaterial and symbolic relations between
the “Occident” and the “rest” of the world, so asshow that such terms correspond to mental
constructions without immediate empirical correspEnce. This is the project pursued by the
Indian historian of the University of Chicago, DgieChakrabarty (2000). Under the motto of
“provincializing Europe”, the author seeks to radiice and transcend the liberal universalism,
showing that rationalism and science, rather tharofgean cultural marks, are part of a global
history within which the “Western” monopoly in theefinition of the modern has been
constructed as much with the help of the Europegreiialism as with the direct participation
of the “non-Western” world. That is, the nationadtbries of the non-European countries are
presented as narratives of construction of ingbitist— citizenship, civil society, etc. — that only
make sense if projected over the mirror of a “hyeed Europe”, to the extent that they ignore
the effective experiences of the populations okéhoountries. In these national histories, the
imagined Europe is the dwelling place of the truedern subject, of whom even the most
combative socialists and nationalists seek to coaistthrough imitation, a national similar (for
a critiqgue, see Santos, 2004).

The intent of giving plausibility to the idea ofshories that, in spite of being narrated as
national histories, present interpenetrations aadeciprocally determined, takes shape through
the concepts of “geteilte Geschichten" (sharedhest) and “entangled modernity”, coined by
Randeria (2000), a social antropologist of the @rsity of Zurich. With such concepts, the
author seeks, on the one hand, to express thedépendence and the simultaneity of the
constitutive processes of contemporary societias, @an the other, to underline the dichotomic,
disjointed representation of the historic intergett in modern representations. The German
term "geteilt" bears the sense of the expressisharéd” and “divided”, i.e., it is referred to
histories that are shared in their unfoldment,divided in their presentation and representation.
It is important to notice that, in emphasizing thierpenetrations of modern history, the author
neither seeks to obfuscate the power asymmetrigsacterizing such relationship nor asserts
that everything is intertwined in the same measoreproportion. What it is about is
contextualizing the transformations observed imiach of interdependent relations between the
different regions of the world, so giving sensdhe asymmetries and inequalities constructed
within the common modern history.

The insistence in the idea of an entangled comisitlof modernity carries a double intention.
Initially, one seeks to show the epistemologicaldiess that the West/Rest binarism bequeaths
to the different disciplines. That is, in treatitigat “other” of the Occident, in an evolutionist
and hierarchic form, as a vacuum of sociabilitypee-stage of the European self”, disciplines
as the sociology end up taking by new, and regulfom contemporary globalization,
processes as “the weakening of national sovereigidyprocesses causing labor’'s informality



and flexibility, the dependence from remote evettts,cultural hybridity” ([dem p. 45) — all of
them, in fact, very well known by the (post-) cdkdrsocieties.

At the same time, the emphasis in the intercrossedtitution of modernity seeks to cast light
on the role of colonies as a field of experimeptatfor modernity. If, at least since the
publication of Karl Marx'sCapital, the importance of the colonial expansion for fitrenation

of capitalism is well known, the post-colonial erapls in a shared history seeks to draw
attention to other dimensions of that interdependefonrad and Randeria (2002, p. 26) refer
different studies which show, in this perspectivew the (modern) idea of reforming the social
order by means of the “strategically oriented wetion” is engendered in the second half of
the nineteenth century, first in the colonies, anly then imported by Europe as a possibility of
“modernization”. Examples of such process are thejepts of urban restructuring, first
experienced in North Africa and, then, applied narfee, as well as the technique of identity
verification through digital impression, initialgut into practice in Bengal.

The site of post-colonial enunciation: a praise dhe hybrid

Instead of searching for facts and connections lwbimuld reposition the (post-) colonized in
modern history, other authors, more convinced ef plossibilities of the post-structuralism,
concentrate their (post-colonial) effort in theatenship between discourse and power, seeking
to find a locus of enunciation that could escapenflessentialist ascriptions and transgress the
cultural boundaries traced by colonial thought. Tridian literary critic Homi Bhabha (1994) is
who more pertinaciously pursues this strategy.ilterest is turned to the spaces of enunciation
which are not defined by the polarity inside/outsitut are situated between the divisions, in
the intermediate space between the borders thiaedafy collective identity.

In contraposition to the constructions of homogediidentities that seek to imprison and
localize the culture, one finds the idea of thdedénce, contextually articulated, in the lacunae
of sense between the cultural borders. Differerere does not have the sense of biological or
cultural heritage, nor of reproduction of a symbdlelonging conferred by the place of birth, or
the dwelling place, or even the social or cultimgkrtion, etc. The difference is constructed in
the very process of its manifestation. It is noteamity or an expression of an accumulated
cultural stock. It is a flow ofd hocarticulated representations, within the space &ebnthe
lines of the totalizing and essentialist exterm@ntities — the nation, the working class, the
blacks, the immigrants, etc. In these terms, even remission to a supposed legitimacy
bequeathed by an “authentic’ and *“original” tragliti is to be treated as part of the
performatization of the difference — in the lingidssense of the act of enunciation and in the
dramaturgic sense of tlmeise en scén@ hus, such claim of legitimacy needs to be undets
from the discursive contextualization into whiclisiinserted:

Terms of cultural engagement, whether antagonisticaffiliative, are
produced performatively. The representation ofedédhce must not be hastily
read as the reflection of pre-given ethnic or calturaits set in the fixed
tablet of tradition. The social articulation of feifence, from the minority
perspective, is a complex, on-going negotiationt thaeks to authorize
cultural hybridities that emerge in moments of dnisial transformation. The
>right< to signify from the periphery of authorizedwer and privileged does
not depend on the persistence of tradition; itesourced by the power of
tradition to be reinscribed through the conditioos contingency and
contradictoriness that attend upon the lives oé¢hwho are »>in the minorityz.
The recognition that tradition bestows is a parfiain of identification. In
restarting the past it introduces other, incommeatsde cultural temporalities
into the invention of tradition. This process esgas any immediate access to
an originary identity or a received tradition. (Bha 1994: 2)



The affirmation of the difference, as describedmabha, cannot be understood as social action
in the terms normally used by sociological theqgr@sce the action cannot be inscribed into a
theoretical narrative. In other words, one doesfmat in Bhabha a decipherable relationship
between action and structure, or an alignment kextaelf and society that could be de-codified
into a generalizing sociological model: “There das no final discursive closure of theory”
(Idem p. 30; see also McLennan, 2000, p. 77). Evenidba of subject must be understood
outside the canons of the social sciences. RigbroBkabha avoids the remission to the idea of
a subject that would be defined by the link to acplin the social structure or that would be
characterized by the support of a determined saélezs. The subject is always a provisional
subject, a circumstantial subject, constrained betwa speaking subject and a reflexive,
“spoken” subject. The second never reaches theeigriemd can only succeed him. This,
however, does not imply the impossibility of resigte to domination.

The possible subversion is related to the slippiindpe sense of signs. The idea, borrowed from
the post-structuralism, is that signs have inextilalespossibilities of signification, and that
they only may gain a particular sense, yet prowmaioand incomplete, in a determined
significative context. Not any particular discuesicontext plainly exhausts the repertory of
meanings attributable to a sign; the creative acigothat which subverts, redefines the sign,
from an enunciatory locus displaced from the closgstems of representation. According to
Bhabha, it is not the case, therefore, of an ietetion informed by a competitive system of
representation, but of a bordering locus, in sonmay wutside the totalizing systems of
signification and, therefore, capable of introdgcinquietude, and revealing the fragmentary
and ambivalent character of any system of repratient The effectiveness of the intervention
is also always contingent, open, undefined, aroaatiithin the subject’'s area of influence, but
out of his control.

The locus of enunciation between the systems otsemtation is defined by Bhabha as a “third
space” and corresponds to the context “in whichsipetial contingency of national and racial
borders is combined with [...] the temporal contingeof the indecidable” (Philips, 1999, p.

68). That is, the third space is not referred tixad locus in the social contexture, but to a
moment in which the constructed and arbitrary attaraof the borders become evident. This
happens when signs are dislocated from their dgatthtemporal framework of reference and,
so to say, are still in movement, i.e., not yetciii@ed into another totalizing system of
representation. This displacement characterizestiraent of “hybridization” of the sign; and,

although operated with the participation of thejsct) it is a fortuitous, aleatory, contingent
interaction.

The idea of hybridism adopted by Bhabha has itgimsiin the analysis of the linguist and
theoretician of culture Mikhail Bakhtin, who disgimishes an involuntary “mixture of two social
languages within a same assertion” and the “diafdgionfrontation” of two languages in the
form of an “intentional hybridism” (Grimm, 1997, B3). Bhabha denies the intentional aspect,
showing that the phenomenon of hybridization is dependent upon the will of the subject.
Besides, in the colonial relationship, the hybmdian serves not only to the reaction to
domination, but also to the affirmation of the vgrywer of the colonizer. According to the
author, differently of what has been postulatedhsy“Western post-structuralists”, “purists of
the difference”, the power is not uniquely produtgdmeans of transparency — of the rules of
classification, of inclusion and exclusion, of thelonizer's and colonized’s identities, etc.
Chains of meanings are fused in the colonial m@tatiip, which hybridize the claimed pure
identity of the colonizer. At the same time, if th@lonized on a certain aspect merely imitates
the colonizer, he also dislocates, hybridizes s@fnthe colonial domination, empting them of
the domination’s symbology (Bhabha, 1995 [1985R4).

From the use coined by Bhabha, the concepts ofrithign” (and “hybridization™) become
generalized in post-colonial studies, although iggirin each author distinct nuances (for a



comparison, see Papastergiadis, 199T). spite of the different uses, the concept alldars
operating two fundamental movements. The firstdscadnstructivist: in revealing the hybrid
feature of every cultural construction, one seeksismantle the possibility of an homogeneous
locus of enunciation. Any locus of enunciationfiem the start, an heterogeneous place, so that
the claim of homogeneity always implies an arbjtriaierarchization. The second movement is,
if one may say so, normative: the hybridism defiae®smopolitan global condition. What it is
about is the reference to a culture and a hybriddaas an allusion to a worktumenever and
above racial, national, ethnical, etc., barriefs:.}' an intemational culture, based not on the
exoticism of multiculturalism or the diversity ofiltures, but on the inscription and articulation
of culture’s hybridity" (Bhabha, 1994, p. 38). The®smopolitan ideal confers a positive
connotation to the multiplication of possibilitieg perception of the world from a locus outside
the spatial and symbolic context of the imaginedncwnities, which comes along with
globalization. This “invitation” to hybridizationsi in general inherent in contemporary
biographies, and it finds its emblematic repredemain the figure of the migrant. The
cosmopolitism as hybridization is, thus, inscribieto the horizon of possibilities as an
alternative to modernist universalism:

The later [modernism] combated ethnicity in the saaf universalism, the
identity of all people and thus of their individuaghts. The former [post-
colonialism] does the same in the name of mixtume laybridity, a claim to a

humanity so fused in this cultural characteristlzat no >ethnic absolutisme« is
possible. This is what | have referred to a cosritigm without modernism

[...]. Cosmopolitanism without modernism is not witihtanodernity as such,
but without the rationalist, abstract and developtalést project of modernism
(Fridman, 1995, p. 76).

Over and beyond its role as remission to a locusnofciation that imposes itself between the
cultural borders and as a cosmopolitan ideal, #ren thybridism acquired, in the field of
sociology, with an essay of Nederveen Pieterse5,12@03), a macro-analytic use as a category
for the study of globalization. The author consid#irat current analyses in that field seek, in
general, to associate globalization and moderaitg, end up becoming an annex of the theory
of modernization, translating globalization as ast@mization of the world. Those authors
claiming to escape such vision of globalization;Tasrborn, Amin, Pred, and Watts, point out
that each society “reworks” modernity, definingith@vn modernizing paths. They invariably
fall, however, into a polycentrism that continues affer a static and one-dimensional
representation of globalization: “the multiplicati@f centers that, notwithstanding, remains
based on the centrism” (Pieterse, 1995, p. 48)oAting to Pieterse, all these approaches do
not take into account something that is fundameintdhe process of globalization, which is
precisely the globalization of diversity.

The author postulates that globalization shouldibé@erstood as hybridization, what implies a
process of multiplication and interpenetration bk tavailable modes of organization —
transnational, international, macro-regional, naip micro-regional, municipal-, as well as a
combination, in the different social spheres, ofiec logics of coordination, besides the
emergence, in the cultural realm, afnglange globalThis idea corresponds to a generalization
of processes of cultural interpenetration thatpasicular cases, are described by expressions
such as creolizationnestizaje orientalization, cross-over culture, and that putelief the
hybridization of the parts involved and the pernmremergence of new blends. This does not
imply assuming that the parts assembled inniééangeare pure, originary. In this sense, the
hybridization that occurs in globalization corresgs to a blend of blends.

In order to give plausibility to his argument, Brste counterposes to the idea of culture - as a
set of orthogenetic and endogenous properties afrganic and homogeneous community, in
general associated to a determined geographic placthe concept of a trans-local,
heterogenetic, and heterogeneous culture, developdidfused networks. While, in the first



case, cultural interchanges are viewed as a gtatinomenon always referred to a center, in the
second the interchanges are fluid, de-centeredirandcultural. Globalization would represent
the process, obviously non-linear, conducing togeaeeralization of this second type of cultural
relation, which would thus lead not to homogeniatibut to diversification, not to cultural
hegemony, but to cultural interpenetration, navessternization, but to theélange globali.e.,

to hybridization [dem pp. 61ss.).

Although innovator, the use by Pieterse of the idéahybridization as a category for the
analysis of globalization presents serious problémas he partially acknowledges: “What is
missing is acknowledgement of the actual unevenresammetry and inequality in global
relations” (dem p. 54). To me, however, the inexactitude of t@cept does not seem a
problem of theoretical refinement, as if it weresgible to make it more precise by means of
new researches, as Pieterse seems to believe. robkem is a methodological one. In the
operation developed by Pieterse, the concept ofidigation accumulates so much functions
and definitions that it ends up becoming synonyrwioét it should explain, as reveals the very
title of his essay: “Globalization as HybridatiofEventually, the author de-centers as much the
concept of modernity as that of culture, but does de-centers, on the contrary unifies, the
logic of production and reproduction of modernitydaculture: such logic is a hybrid logic.
Although understanding the critical sense thatappeal to the idea of hybridization can have
for authors like Bhabha or Pieterse, its use aarafytical category is, in my view, a mistake.
The multi-use concept functions as a mill thattfirseaks and then fuses the nuances and
differentiations that should precisely come to fighrough the analysis. Starting from the idea
of hybridization, the analyst is led to a circul@asoning: he starts with the premise that
modernity (ies), cultures, people, globalizatiomself, are hybrids, and triumphant, after an
enormous effort of de-construction and metonyntiesgoncludes that modernity (ies), cultures,
people, globalization, himself, are, Eurekal... ffiyb

From the difference to the subject

The conception of difference, as formulated by Bisalas well as by Stuart Hall and Paul
Gilroy, results from the post-structuralism and renspecifically, from the notion dafifférance

in the sense attributed by Derrida. Considering thé not possible here to elaborate more
lengthily on a debate still much alive - and witavdlopments in so diverse fields as the
feminist theory, the international law, and theattyeof culture -, it is the case of noticing that,
in coining the neologisrdifférance as a debasement of the Freddférence Derrida indicates
the existence of a difference that is not tranblatato the process of signification of signs, nor
organizable into identity polarities — l/other, Wy, subject/object, woman/man, black/white,
significant/signified. Such binary distinctions ardiassifications constitute the Western,
logocentric mode of apprehending the world, andnfone basis of the modern structures of
domination. They create, yet, the illusion of coetg) totalizing representations, which do not
leave residues. The incompleteness of represemsatimwever, lies in language itself, since
significant and signified never correspond eachewtbntirely. Thedifférance refers to the
surplus of meaning that has not been, nor can dpafisid and represented into the binary
differentiations.

This is not to suggest a new binarism betweena pamplete reality, as the prior pre-linguistic
being, on one side, and its partial, reduced listiurepresentation, on the other. There is not a
reality prior to the discourse. Social reality @nstructed by language, and in this sense, the
différance can only be constituted on the orbit of the disseu The notion oflifférance
precisely breaks with the idea of a pre-existintptmyical, essential difference, which could be
discursively presented and represented. Thféerance is constituted on the act of its
manifestation, on the very sphere of representstialifferences and differentiations. The
subject is de-centered as well. It is formed onrtfzbile chains of signification. Rigorously, it

is part of those chains. It is not prior to thedaage, nor constitutes an entity and an



independent identity, nor even that which, as anddcthink, acts over thdifférance seeking
to fulfill the “surpluses” of sense it expresses;)constituting the totalities. What it is about a
not subjects inscribed into a structure, but chahssignification in which subjects and
structures have similar status of floating sigrihég acquire or lose their signification — always
incomplete — in the semantic game of the diffeeith (see Dietrich, 2000).

In his debate with Lévi-Strauss, Derrida (1972)vehidhat the fact of attributing an open,
arbitrary, and indefinite character to the lingisisgames marks his rupture with the
structuralism. To this author, the idea of gamed.évi-Strauss involves a certain “ethics of
presence”, as if it could be a remote origin, asease behind the sign that, in some moment,
could be actualized, made present in the langubg®errida, two forms of conceiving social
sciences are defined here: the first searchesremate origin, for the truth behind the illusions
of the representation; the second accepts thecipation in the uncertain game, from a floating
position. This second, to which he adheres, is atesttuctivist, always searching for the
metaphysical residue present in generalizing disem) be they of differentiation or
universalization.

The radicality involved in the idea diifféranceand in the dilution of the opposition between
subject and structure operated by Derrida is, aiecgrto my understanding, interpreted or,
perhaps better, operated in a distinct way by Baabh one side, and by Hall and Gilroy, on
the other. Both uses are based on the post-stalistarin order to escape the idea of the fixed,
essential, difference, be it imposed or self-attel. Difference, here, is an “enunciatory
category”. In effect, the post-structuralism has,bioth cases, a central importance in the
deconstruction of polar discourses opposing antdl’an “other”, an “us” to a “they”. This
applies as much to the colonial-imperialist as lie nhationalist discourse, or even to the
multiculturalist discourse, despite its good intems. In all these cases, the difference is
celebrated as a homogeneous identity, as an ill@dwsameness, since what is established here
is a correspondence between socio-cultural ingeritido a pre-discursive structure and an
enunciatory locus determined in the linguistic afitcal game. With this, the difference is
tamed, homogenized, imprisoned within a new boundasing precisely its unforeseeable,
uncertain, contingent character, from which, adewy to Bhabha, Hall and Gilroy, result their
subversive possibilities. Instead of identity, #hesithors prefer to speak of identification, as a
circumstantial position in the networks of sigréfiion (Hall, 1996b, pp. 2ss.).

Bhabha, however, seems to take up to the last goaeees the contingency of the linguistic
games in which the differences are constituted aedotiated. To me, it does not seem
authorized the reception of his positions made rigllectuals linked to social movements
(immigrants, feminists), who seek to infer from #ngthor a theory of social transformation, in
which a subject “negotiator” of differences is pato relief with the end of the political
resistance and of the subversion of the relatidrdomination. The freezing of an enunciatory
locus as subversive ignores the contingent charadt¢he agency, a fundamental piece of
Bhabha's argumentation. As | have already indicatkd re-signification of the relations of
domination, the possibility of political resistanise for Bhabha, irremediably subordinated to
the principle of causality: the resistance canmoailvolitive act of the subject, since it occurs in
the interactions. In the following passage, thisifan is once more emphasized:

The process of reinscription and negotiation — itieertion or intervention of
something that takes on new meaning — happensendmporal break in —
between the sign, deprived of subjectivitiy, in tlealm of the intersubjective.
Through this time-lag — the temporal break in reprgation — emerges the
process of agency [...] (Bhabha, 1994, p. 191).

Papastergiadis (1997, p. 297) is right when hendahat Bhabha's preoccupation is not with

salvation, remission, but rather with a chronidehe processes, “through which the tactics of
survival and continuity are articulated”. In fadhabha wagers on the multiplication of
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differences, understood as processes of hybridizdtiat are articulated between the cultural
borders, and sees in them the possibility of sulmgtotalizing discourses, hegemonic or not.
That is, the dissemination of the hybrid situatienshich accompany the migrations of people
and signs — has a positive sense to the extenthiyatcreate the conditions of possibility for the
articulation of new differences. This explains thehor’s attention towards the immigrants, the
national minorities, etc. Their importance, howewvisr not that of the reflexive actor that

confronts the dominant discourses. Their transfogmeffect is related to the opening of

possibilities for the construction of new sensesyioled by the presence of the immigrant. That
is, the spatial and temporal displacement of tih@ssihybridizes, potentially, the contexts of
signification, introducing uncertainty, ambivalenceoise, and doubt into what seemed
coherent, “pure”, precise, ordained. Such wagewever, does hot imply “re-centering” the

subject, giving him a role of social protagonis, fasterer of the hybridization. The process
escapes the actor’'s control. There is not a tejgold the hybridism, nor a reification of the

conscience of an actor that could put it into gffé¢hat the author affirms is that the migrations
of signs enlarge the contexts for the productiorhybrid chains of signification — just as a

possibility! The presence of “foreign signs” carsallead — and effectively leads — to the
petrification of the cultural borders, through t@nstruction of the figure of the “outsider” as

the “other” of the dominant identity itself — the-salledotheringprocesses. To what extent the
migration of signs will produce more hybridization more ascriptions is something that, as
already mentioned, the migrant subject can infleeibtt not control. The subject is a sign in
the chain of significations.

As a counterpart, Hall wants to go beyond the &@xgames of inscription and re-inscription,
seeking to construct, in base of the idea of deéeted subjects, a political sociology of cultural
negotiations.

Hall seeks to distinguish three conceptions ofettbfhe Cartesian subject or the subject of the
Enlightenment — self-referred, with a self-centeightity constituted by reason -, the subject
of sociology, and the de-centered subject, denamihas post-modern. The subject of

sociology is constituted in its relations with "sificant others™:

"who mediated to the subject the values, meaniagg, symbols — the
culture — of the worlds she/he inhabited [...]. Tléjsct still has an inner
core essence that is the real me, but this is fdraned modified in a
continuous dialogue with the cultural worlds ougsidnd the identities
which they offer” ( Hall, 1992, p. 275).

G. H. Mead, C. H. Cooley, and the symbolic intacagsts would be the central figures in the
development o such conception of subject and igenthich became classic in sociology. The
conception of de-centered subject results fronecsifit theoretical developments, which, on the
whole, produce the image of an individual that dogshave a permanent or essential identity.
The idea of a complete and single identity reviasaddf a fantasy in face of the multiplication of
systems of representation confronting us with “wilakering, fleeting multiplicity of possible
identities, anyone of which we could identify withat least temporarily’ldem p. 277). In this
context, the sensation that we have a unified igecdming along with us throughout our lives
is provided to us by a “narrative of the self”,dbhgh which the whole of our experiences is re-
signified from a thread of coherence and continuity

Hall's conception of a de-centered subject can béetstood as a development, in fact a
mitigation, of Foucault's theoretical project abtl subordination of subjects to discourses. In
order to arrive to his own formulation, Hall (199fp. 41ss.) reconstructs Foucault’s reflection
with the purpose of showing that the latest workthe author indicate two different senses of
such subordination. The first is associated to th®ment of construction and

institutionalization, in different epochs, of thésdplinary discourse which, by classifying

people, constitutes the different subjects. At shene time, however, discourses produce a
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“place for the subject”, to the extent that thegwspace for an individual positioning. That is,
the discourse acquires sense once we positionleessand, in such way, we become subjects
in face of the truth regime established by a datezthdiscursive formation. Such positioning is
not confounded with autonomy and intention of tlject. Even so, according to Hall, it
allows for identifying a moment, in the processpodduction of the self, marked by the self-
constitution, by the subjectification.

That moment, in the sphere of the discursive pridoof the self, represents the basis of the
notion of de-centered subject postulated by Halhatit is about is analyzing the relation

between subject and discursive formation, so asndlicate the mechanisms leading the
individuals to identify or not to identify themselsy with determined positions,

“[...]as well as how they fashion, stylize, producedaperform« these
positions, and why they never do, or are in a @nisiagonistic process of
struggling with, resisting, negotiating and accordating the normative or
regulative rules with which they confront and regalthemselves.” (Hall,
1996e, p. 13).

The key concept used by Hall in order to desctileepsitioning process of the subject within a
discursive formation is the idea of articulationalyzed in the two senses the word possesses in
English, i.e. the sense of speaking, articulatbgng articulated, and the sense of connecting
two elements that, in determined circumstances, ommgstitute a unity, as the “articulated
truck”, in which the driving cab and the rear wagoay constitute a circumstantial unity.

The principle of the possible but not necessaricwddtion can be observed as well in the
process of constitution of individual subjects wiemanently re-position themselves in face of
the discursive formation, as in the productionafective subjects. The theoretical task, yet not
accomplished, is precisely to show under whichueitstances discourses and subjects are
formed, i.e., are articulated. Within this scop#heory of articulation represents

“[...] both a way of understanding how ideologicaémlents come, under
certain conditions, to cohere together within adisse, and a way of asking
how they do or do not become articulated, at sjgectfnjunctures, to certain
political subjects. Let me put that the other wthe theory of articulation
asks how an ideology discovers its subject rathan thow the subject the
necessary and inevitable thoughts which belond;tid énables us to think
their historical situation, without reducing thos®ms of intelligibility to
their socio-economic or class location or sociasifpon.” (Hall, 1996b, p.
141).

The reference to collective subjects should notgesgthe idea of groups pre-discursively
constituted, that is, constituted from objectivatenial conditions, and that would be, so to say,
in the waiting of a discourse able to decipherrtbemmon condition and to constitute them as
subjects. Subjects and discourses are formed imaltaneous manner or, in other words,
subjects can only be articulated in base of disasirArticulation, however, remains for Hall a
concept strictly analytical-descriptive applying aoy form of relation between subject and
discursive formation, that is, it does not quaéfypriori whether a determined position assumed
by the subject reproduces the relations of domonatr has the sense of re-signifying the social
relations.

In Stuart Hall's work, there is not a normative uscoutside the discourse or prior to the
political game, from which one could valuate thsifions assumed by the subject. There aren’t
either normative constants that could function asasares for assessing what turns to be
“desirable”. Yet, or precisely for this reason, #ralytical instruments developed by the author,
when applied to the study of concrete contextewathot only for describing phenomena, but
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also for contextualizing them politically and notimaly. Therefore, in order to assess whether
the sought identification reproduces the hegemoategorizations or articulates itself to new
differences, Hall make use of auxiliary categordsch, to a certain extent, permit valuations
in the political and normative sense. Here, arethwvaroticing the concepts of politics of
representation, trans-coding, and new ethnicitispecially constructed on the light of the
experience of anti-racist struggles in Englandhalast four decades.

Actually, Hall distinguishes two moments in thetawdl resistance against racism. The first
coincides with the phase in which the tdstack has been coined as a common reference both
to the experience of marginalization and the dontimacist practices in Great Britain. The
strategy of resistance, in that period, combines dtruggle for the access to the right of
construction of the blacks’ own representations #red contestation of the “marginality, the
stereotyped quality, and the fetishized naturenefBlacks’ images, through the contraposition
of a ‘positive’ set of images of Blacks” (Hall, 188 p. 442; see also 1996d). The focus of the
resistance to racism, in that first phase, is @efitby Hall as the field of the relations of
representation, in opposition to what predominateshe second phase, which he calls as
politics of representation. This idea refers to thiscursive constitution of the social, and
implies understanding representation not only agxression and public presentation of pre-
constructed realities and relations, but as a tatise moment of social relations. Politics of
representation refers, therefore, to an intervertioned to influencing the very terms in which
the social is constituted (Hall, 1997b, 1997c).

This second phase characterizes the moment in wvilgchnti-racist resistance interacts with the
discourses of post-structuralism, post-modernisycipoanalysis, and feminism. In such phase,
one observes what Hall defines as “the end of ianoe”, i.e., the acknowledgement that the
categoryblackis a political and cultural construction, “whichrmot be based on a set of racial
categories trans-culturally or transcendentallyedix and that, therefore, does not find any
support on nature” (Hall, 1996¢c, p. 443). The efithe centered subjectblack people- as a
positive totality forces the anti-racist movementface the problem of the difference and the
différance in the terms above treated. That is, if the tdoisns of representation organize the
world into binary, fixed, and ontological differesg— black or whiteblack or British-, the
anti-racism cannot be restrict to the search ofoaitipe representation of who, in these
polarities, is considered inferior; what is neededthe dismantling of the system of
representations itself. Hence, the wager on thetigmlof representation, what implies
acknowledging and plainly assuming the heterogeraitd the decentration of the subject,
seeking the multiplaifférancewithin the binary difference (black/white) and oeping the
intersections between race, class, gender, aniceihoup. It is precisely in the articulation of
these differences — all them mobile, changeablestoocted on the moment of their discursive
manifestation — that the subject of the anti-ragiststance is constituted as a “new ethnicfty”.

(Im-) possibilities of a post-colonial sociology

Searching to translate in sociological terms th&tqolonial reflection — fundamentality in base
of Homi Bhabha's work — and evaluate its impactrdhe theoretical production in the field of
the social sciences, McLennan (2003) arrives aarahivalent outcome. On the one hand, he
shows that the post-colonial studies hit the Aekillheel of sociology in three different forms.
In the first place, they delegitimize a certainistmgy of development, showing that it still
insists on the representation of an “other” asriofeand lacking civilization. In second place,
they hit the multicultural or pluralist sociologyhen they show the implausibility of the idea of
an impartial space of representation of pre-exgstultural differences. In third place, they have
an impact over the whole of the disciplines of sloeial sciences attached to the generalizing
style of theorization, showing their incapacity foapturing the social dynamics: “[...]
Postcolonial cultural studies, by highlighting merhativitiy and liminality rather than structural
positioning and rationalist assessment, offers@ewtanvas and a more inclusive sense of the
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richness of social experience than sociologidefn p. 82). At the same time, however,
McLennan shows that, in case of having some awcaptitension, the post-colonial theory
would be a prisoner of the same dilemma imposexbémlogy. After all, theorizing implies, in
some moment, reducing experience to the prioraied conceptual categories of the chosen
analytical frame of reference.

I would like to propose an approximation betweestgolonial studies and the social sciences
somewhat distinct from that suggested by McLenhauill restrain my observations to the field
of sociology, leaving to the reader more familiathvthe respective areas, the task of reflecting
about the relations between the post-colonial theord other fields of the social sciences,
especially anthropology and political science.

First of all, one has to abandon the reactive agfdrgsive posture assumed by sociology and
take the radicality of the post-colonial discourseanti-generalizing, anti-establishment, and
“threatening” sociological modernism — not in ierrhs, but as a performative strategy of
constructing new institutional spaces. The intehese is to overpass the rhetoric mist, so as to
identify which effectively are the new impulses tpest-colonial studies may bring to
sociology. It is not the case, therefore, of confiry “theoretical styles” or epistemologies, but
of singling out some points of tangency and poksés of translation. With such purpose, |
resume the route of presentation of the post-cal@pistemological alternatives, starting from
the three formerly distinguished moments, which #re critique of the teleological reading of
modern history, the search for a hybrid locus afremation, and, finally, the “articulation” of
the decentered subject.

Sociology is undoubtedly vulnerable to the posto@l critique of the teleological vision of
modernization. Notwithstanding, it seems to me thatparticular target of that critique is not
sociology as such, but a particular branch of thecipline — the macro-sociology of
modernization. The critique of the theory of modeation — a school of though that lives its
golden phase in the United States in the 1950's1®8&0D’'s — remounts at least to the end of
1960’s, when one attacked precisely the ethnocentraracter and the endogenicity of such
sociological orientation, and the supposition tthet “modernization” of the economy would
automatically result from changes in other spheessthe democratization of politics and
cultural secularization (Knébl, 2001).

Projected over the discussion around the theoryodernization, the generic post-colonial
critigue of the modernizing teleology of the hunsamences, and of sociology in particular, can
be better focalized, thus losing part of its shagsn One understands that, even remaining
justified and important, it deals with problems mdalirectly related to a particular theoretical
orientation, and is referred to insufficiencies tthaithin sociology itself, have long been
identified and by-passed in some way. In this semsa&ceptions as that of an entangled
modernity do not enlighten a zone of obscurityadislogy, nor are formulated in base of, so to
say, an external position immune to the “truth megji of sociology. Despite their rhetoric
radicality, they concur, within sociology itself ittv macro-sociological categories turned to a
non-evolutionist description of modernization, asubjected to validation criteria peculiar to
that discipline. That is, to the extent that th&ive for some form of academic resonance, post-
colonial studies do not have how to escape deegéhgir interlocution with other intellectual
orientations disputing the same theoretical tejrémus abandoning their anti-establishment
posture.

As yet, this task remains unaccomplished. In effggtto this moment, the post-colonial interest
in the contributions which, within the very field sociology, seek to overcome the macro-
sociological reference frame of the theory of modstion - as it is the case of authors like S.
Amin (1989), I. Wallerstein (1997), or G. Therbd995, 2000) -, has not been more than a
summary discard in one or other marginal referegfiieterse, 1995; Conrad and Randeria,
2002; for a somewhat more circumstantiated critigee McLennan, 2000).

14



The second moment of the above mentioned postiabloritique deals with the search for a
hybrid site of enunciation, i.e., a locus in théeeimediate space between the cultural borders.
The idea of a third space over and beyond the ralltorders, although susceptible of being
constructed as a moment within the literary texhgBha offers different examples in such
direction), seems to me destitute of any socioklgielevance. That is, there are no third places
in the social topography; all enunciatory placemadiately define borders. In this sense, the
praise of the hybrid is a discourse - as the natism, the avant-gardism, or the nativism - that,
in being enunciated, establishes new identity berdin determined political and historical
circumstances that discourse may have the effeshoiving the contingent character of the
constructed cultural unities — the nation, the ietignoup, the social movement. This, however,
is not inherent to the very nature of the discomrséybridism, but to the articulations that such
discourse permits or stimulates under specific tmms: the same praise of the hybrid that
allows for an elite of cultivated immigrants in @teBritain to construct its tribune for
criticizing the arrogance of the Englishness, odégonstruct the claim of unity and purity of
the “German people” (Ha, 1999), may serve, asstlheen the case in Brazil in the 1940’s, as
cement for the nationalist, homogenizing, hetertphoideology of miscegenation
[mesticagei

As analytical category and, more precisely, as maociological category for the study of
globalization, the concept of hybridism is equaligdequate, since it is always reposited, in a
circular movement, as synonym of the processesdhted to explain.

One can conclude that the term hybridism does restgmt any interest for sociology. This may
investigate the hybridism as discourse of the acttur the extent that such discourse, under
determined circumstances, introduces doubt wheverhessentialist certainties, and empowers
cultural minorities. As normative or analytical egory, however, the ineptitude of the concept
is evident.

It is finally worthing to resume the importance tife post-colonial contribution for the
discussion between subject and difference or, rpogeisely, for providing a basis to a micro-
sociology of the cultural articulations. As | sotiggh show, the post-colonial studies have here a
theoretical importance that surpasses their pdatiareas of research, such as the studies on
national minorities, ethnical relations, or racidm.effect, in that phraseology exempt of the
“rhetorical excesses of the literary post-strudtsina’ (Gilroy, 1993, p. 110) and stimulated by
the imperative of political positioning - as sought by authors like Hall and Gilroy -, the
discussion on the decentered subject leads to movative theorization of the relationship
between difference, subject, and politics. The @nsthirace a path that prevents both the
misunderstandings of post-modern currents, whidregethe complete fragmentation of the
subject, and the praise that reifies the “Westerbje&xt”, as developed, for example, by Alain
Touraine (1992) or Habermas (2001).

They construct, therefore, an analytical framewthlat permits to study the relationship
between subject and discourse and, at the same tomaentify the space of creativity of the
subject. Such contribution of the post-colonialdgts remains unique and, surely, helps the
social sciences to finally meet again their creatigor.
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NOTES

! Since its publication, Said’®rientalism mobilized important criticisms. It is worth memiag the
objections of methodological nature emphasizingl'Salifficulty in constructing a critical locus imime

to the problems — circularity, non-representahildtc. — that he identifies in the orientalism (&slit &
Ahluwalia, 1999, pp. 80ss). Said himself reformegatind refines his former positions in his subseque
works, particularly in his discussion on culturaperialism (Said, 1993).

2 The emphasis on the openness of the West/Resensysf representations, suggested by Hall,
differentiates him from Said, since for the latthe accent falls on the non-logical character @ th
orientalist discourse. Both authors, however, atmda the self-referred character of the system of
representation that is being criticized. In otherds, for Hall as well, the incorporation of newerkents
into a determined discursive formation always rdpes the internal semantics that is dominant withi
such formation.

% This and all the other citations from German, 8pdnish have been translated by the author, witfeso
stylistic freedom, into Portuguese. [N.T. — in thigglish version, such citations are retranslativos
the Portuguese.].

“ Although his alternative to the Euro-centrism, dgh®n the theology of liberation and the Marxism,
distinguishes him from the post-colonial authotse theologian Enrique Dussel is producing in Latin
America a kind of critique identified with the pexsilonial perspective. According to the theologian,
modernity contains amad intra rational nucleus that is universalistic and cosaotitgn. Ad extrg it
nourishes a mystic representation of itself, whigh summarizes in seven constitutive elements, as
follows: 1) modern civilization defines itself asperior; 2) superiority obliges, as a moral requiegt, to
develop the uncultivated; 3) the road for such atiue process shall follow the European path; 4thas
barbarians resist the civilizing process, one shordsort to violence if necessary for assuring
modernization; 5) the task requires victims, ardinaa ritual of sacrifice, the modernizing herwasts
his victims with the aura of participants in theleeming process; 6) “for the modern, it is thebbaan
‘fault’ (the resistance to the civilizing procesghat allows for the ‘Modernity’ to present itseffot only

as innocent, but also as the ‘emancipator’ of i ovictims faults”; 7) the civilizing character of
modernity imposes inevitable costs to the “backwdfdpeoples (Dussel, 2000, p. 70). The vigor of
Dussel’s critique of Eurocentrism can be estimatethe context of his polemics with Habermas’ and
Apel’s discursive ethics, Vattimo’s post-modernisand Taylor's communitarianism (Dussel, 1998).

®> One of the problems in dealing with the post-c@bms chronology, as a perspective generically
associated to the decolonization, is the imperaldition of a post-colony, the United States. Migno
(1996) seeks to synthesize the discussions ondihéstion, establishing a relationship between the
theoretical production and the different post-c@briconditions”. He understands that post-modernit
was the particular form of critique that could ketflourish in the United States: “[...] if modernity
consists as much in the consolidation of the Eumopkistory as in the silent history of peripheral
colonies, post-modernity and post-coloniality (pemtion of literary construction) are distinctesdf a
process of contraposition to modernity from differeolonial heritages: 1. heritages from/in theteeof
colonial empires (ex.: Lyotard); 2. colonial hegés in colonies of settlement (ex.: Jameson, in the
United States); and 3. colonial heritages in c@erof sound settlement (ex.: Said, Spivak, Gligs4pt

14).

® In a pioneer and influent essay, Shohat (1992yvshihat if the post-colonial assumes the form of a
“third-worldist’ anti-colonialism”, it runs the sk of reaffirming the binarism center/periphery,
strengthening what it supposedly had to combat,the Eurocentric representation of modernity.

" Simultaneously with the post-colonial authors, @aCanclini (1990) begins to use the term “hybrid
cultures” in referring to Latin America. Differegtlfrom the political importance attributed to the
hybridism by those authors, for Garcia Canclini teomporary hybridism in Latin America is
characterized by the absence of a political seifishistorically, the cultural combination was ustxt
legitimizing domination or with emancipatory purpss the hybridism today is just an allegoric and
disordeined mixture, a rather esthetical than jalitexpression. Another important distinction begwn
the post-colonial studies and Canclini’s contribatis found in the degree of elaboration: whilettie
post-colonial studies, the hybridism, despite rshfems, is a key concept — sometimes more, sorastim
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less coherent - within a theory of culture, in Qamdybrid is an expression of a rather generie,us
without theoretical ambition and consistency.

& Initially constructed in base of the anti-racistuggle in England, the idea of new ethnicitiesses to
be used by Hall in order to deal with the new fomhgultural articulation that go along with theceat
migratory movements and the displacement — poteatideast — of the cultural borders centeredten t
national States. Of course, this does not mearathttie claimed new identities have the charactehe
new ethnicity, defined by the acknowledgement ®¥&ry transitoriness, contingency, and heteroggnei
The process that make vulnerable the cultural breréqually produces movements claiming for pure
identities, stabilized by the definition of a syrfibdoundary “we/them” and by the obfuscation dfthé
other axes of differentiation (Hall, 1992, pp. 3094997d).

° Dealing with cultural studies, in a lecture of 09®all, 2000, p. 42), Hall makes clear that histpee is

not, of course, one of disregard for theory. Whas iabout, according to him, is to seek a coeriste
with the irreducible tension between theory andtigst “What it is about is not an anti-theory, bbe

conditions and problems for the development ofeatétical work as political project”.

Translated by André Villalobos
Translation fromRevista Brasileira de Ciéncias SociajsSao Paulo, v.21, n.60, p. 117-134.
Fev. 2006.
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