THE LOCATION OF CULTURE

which qualities of dyramiswn, of growth, of depth can be recog-
nised. As against this, [in colonial cultures] we find characteristics,

curiogifies, things, never a structure. @
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OF MIMICRY AND MAN
The ambivalence of colonial discourse

Mimicry reveals something in so far as it is distinct from what might be
fted an iteelf that is behind. The effect of mimicry is camouflage. . .. It i
k2 question of harmonizing with the background, but agairat a mottled
background, of becoming mottied ~ exactly Like the techrique of camou-
foge practised in human warfare.

Jacques Lacan, The tive and light', Of the Gazr.'

nderring
o e British Constitution. Bt if the creeture so endowed hus somvwetimes
forgotten ity real significance and undar the fancied importance of speakers
#d maces, and all the paraphernalia xnd cecemanies of the inwperial legis-
latare, has dared %0 defy the mother country, she has %0 thank herself for
“demmmamﬂﬂyuhm
Hﬂymummuamawwww
hh@ﬁwﬂmawwdmm-h
o colonial dependence. To give 0 a colony the forme of independence is
‘Mﬁmﬂmh;mﬂyha@hihwﬂ
Temtan 2 independent station.

Sir Edward Cust, “Reflections on West African affsies . . .

addresad w the Colonial Office’, Hatchard, Londan 159

The dizourse of . " -
: post-Enlightenment English colonialism often spesks
o toague that is forked, ot false. If colonialimes takes powes i the
L“’wiﬂhh-unswcnhdwmy.'ﬂb’“
o the Divine often produces 2 text rich i the tmditions of
M"""“_ =, irony, mimicry and repetition. e this comic tum from the
; ."ﬁdhwmuhhm&mf““
o] B3 48 ome of the most elusive and effective strategies of
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Said’ describes a3 the tension between the synchronic pancptical vision
of domination - the demand for identity, stasis - and the counter
pressute of the diachrony of history - change, difference - mimicry
represents an irowic comprmise. 1 { may adapt Sarmvuel Weber s form
is the the marginalizing vision of castration,* then colonial mimicry
L_m‘ﬂ'awbmd,mom,mwgam
of 5 ainwst the some. but mot quite. Which is to say, that the discowrse
of mimicry is constructed around an ambivalence; in ordex to be effective,
m"'"""'“_"‘d produce its slippage, its excess, its difference.
..""*‘“"YE Mm;mdm&mlmm

) ."""mm' an indeterminacy: mimicry emerges a
&?wﬁfﬁMﬂmhiwamthM
of oo ety e g of & double articulation; a complex strategy
e pilaion and diacpline, which appropristes the Other 3
eves, & difference o Ty is also the sign of the inappropriate, how-
fuction of _wmwmmmmw
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which was only superseded by James Mills's Hislory of Indiz as the
most influential early nineteenth-century account of Indian manners and
moeals. Grant's dream of an evangelical system of mission education
conducted uncompromisingly in the English language, was partly a
belief in potitical reform along Christian lines and partly an awareness
that the expansion of company rule in India required a system of subjecr
formation - @ reform of manners, as Grant put it - that would provide
the colonial with “a sense of personal identity as we know W' Caught
between the desire for religious reform and the fear that the Indians
might become turbulent for liberty, Grant pazadoxically imphies that it
is the ‘partial’ diffusion of Christianity, and the ‘partial irfluence of
moral improvements which will construct a particularly appropriate
mamqu.wnmgumaapmdm
through which Christian dectrines might coliude with divisive casie
practices to prevent dangercus political alliances. Inadvertently, Crant
m:mawﬁahmdwdalwwhﬁl
hw&aﬂyﬁut‘wﬁﬂﬁum'wiﬂpmdmmmwm
of ‘the witetion [y emphasis] of English manners which will induce
ﬂmlhmimhlmbjeds]mmmdermpmmﬁw'.‘cnm
mocks his moeal project and violates the Evidence of Christunity - 3
mhﬂmm—whﬂlmmymhrmdhuﬂm faiths.

The sbsurd extravagance of Macaulay's Minuie' (1835) - deeply
mmmdby&uhs&mrsmvm‘-mhﬁlmd
Oriental hxnhgmﬁlindui&ﬂndaﬂhmo(m’vingoh'ufor-
" 3 tradition of Europesn humansm
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Nmy.qmmlymmwumhaMLMpmwhﬂ
mppouedlym-kuitinﬁhble.hﬁnﬁaynpufsraﬂuﬂmmm—prms
and in that diminishing perspective emerges Decoud's displaced Euro-
pean vision of Sulaco in Conread’s Nostromo as:
the endlessness of civil strife where folly seemed even harder to
bear than its ignominy ... the lawlesaness of a populace of all
colours and races, barbarism, imemediable tyranny. . . . Ameriaa is
ungovernable.”
Ox Ralph Singh's apostasy in Naipaul's The Mimic Men:
We pretended 1o be real, o be learning, to be prepaning ourselves
@mwmmdhmm&mmmd
it, with all its reminders of the corruption that came 50 guickly o
the rewe.?
MDmnd-_rdethdﬁhuuwy:GuMandm
they inacribe the colonial text erratically, eccentrically across a body
Pﬁth_dumhwm,mamﬁwumrdmwh
oxpresentational. The desire to cmerge 25 “authertic through mimir) |
a process of writing and repetition - is the final irony of partial
preaeniation

Wha | have called mimnicry is not the familiar exercise of dependent
wm“- through narcissistic identification 3o that, as Fanon has
choerved. M:Mmﬁmmmmmfwaﬂyh
white o mepresent his self-esteem. Mimicry conceals no presence
y@“mmabmwmmu'@k
ization-thingification™ behind which theye stands the esaence of the
m@ﬁc—hmdmhiﬂmmwﬁdh
M&?Mdmﬁmw:bWMaw
Wy. And it & a double vision that is 2 result of what I've

colonial a8 partial imitator, Macaulsy’s translator, Nai smmal
;m.m&mﬂahmm;(ﬂ;p;‘:uwd
the New World, these are the appropriate objects of a colonialist chain
:ﬂwmdmmmmma‘
iy ‘?‘!!-d_-@;&mwmda_m:g:
domirant discon _""’iﬂlh'llthgy“ wodality amd normality 3

Mk‘-nd*hm" the colonisl uiﬂ‘
”“M'Fﬂvﬁdmﬂp:;m'smil"
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of otherness, that shares the acuity of the genealogical gaze which, as
dm’smm:ghwmmmmmm”

] wamnt to turn to this process by which the look of surveillance returns
uhdiaphc‘mgpud&ndisdp&nd.wmwmm
the cberrved and ‘partial’ representation rearticulates the whole notion
diﬁrﬂﬂyuﬂaﬁmﬂshﬁmm.htnﬁb&mmm
mmmphryhishuylibEﬁcShkﬁ'sTbEngﬁt Uzilitarians and
bﬂlduwhdguﬂ!mmbusgamdmbmﬁmﬂydi&
avows it in a contradictory utterance:

Cuhﬁdyk\dhphydmmdpuﬂmﬁshmudm“

thﬁud&ngliﬁ:dvihsaﬁuxlnmmywaysitrudaadismb-

h;hu.anupudcpow«phcedatﬂnpeﬂph«ywﬂkmm

distort the natural development of Britaim’s characwr.!t (My

emphasis)
miﬂemmdhlﬂddmﬂuﬂdﬂnpuﬁdpu?bhwdoﬁ
mﬁywnhwdhwmﬂhmd

 we tumn to a Freudian
Mmmdwmsm—ﬁmatcmm
“W—wmmchu.wmgdhpuﬁdmdm.
Mwmmmmmm
has ths o say:
Their mixed and split origin i what decides their fate. We may
mﬂmwithindividmhdmimdmwhnu&maﬂmd
vuemblewﬁnmhnwhohmym:ircdomddacmtby
mmmamﬂmmmmm
from society and enjoy none of the privileges.”
Alwst the same but not white: the visibility of mimicry is always pro-
wﬂﬂ!ﬂediﬂuﬂicﬁm—ltilhmdmbﬂ discourse that
is uttered inter diche: a discourse at the cromsroads of what s known and
Mudhﬂth&an@mmhwmi
:mmmmmmamm?uun@
within, them The question of the represeniation difference 5
thesefoe aiways aiac a problem of authority. The ‘desiee’ of wusmicry.
th;'mm'uambnwwms#
& big diflerence, s not mevely that i ity of the Other which
memmdwm-_m
m?hﬂt—mymlhummwihlwﬁh"
tives which I shall call the metwnymy of presence. ‘
Mwwdmﬂm-hm
»
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OF MIMICRY AND MAN

‘This culture . . . fixed in its colonial status’, Fanon suggests, “{is) both

present and mummified, it testified against its members, It defires them
hhctwi&mtappeﬂ"'ﬂwambivikmduﬁmhy—ahnmtbuznm
quil!-suggutsﬁutﬂ'lefeﬁslﬁudcobnialculmisponnﬁﬂlymd
strategically an insurgent counter-appeal. What 1 have called its “ident-
ity-effects’ are always crucially split. Under cover of camouflage, mim
dcry, fike the fetish, is a part-object that radically revalues the normative
hlw!edgao(ﬂmpﬁoﬁtyofm,wriﬁng,hiﬂory,hhkﬁshm
the forms of authority at the point at which it deauthorizes them.
ﬁﬂﬁhﬂ)&nﬁmicrymrﬁcuhmplminmoﬁu'oﬂmmss‘,ﬂut
which it disavows. There is a crucial difference between this colomial
articulation of man and his doubles and that which Foucault describes
as ‘thinking the unthought™™ which, for nineteenth-century Europe, is
huﬂhgdm‘sﬂhuﬁmbymﬁnghimwi&nhhm,m
wluﬁddixoumﬂutar&:uhtsmiumﬂimryo&mmsispudsdy
ﬂu'o&nerm‘ofﬂthﬂimbmh—crﬂmy&mpnnduﬁefamauﬂr
The‘unﬂwusht'mwﬁchmhwmkmhudhthatpm
mofduiﬁcamryrmfmionﬁuﬂhwedecﬁbeduﬁ!mMymy
of the substitutive chain of ethical and cultural discourse. This results
in the splitting of colonial discourse so that two attitudes towards exter-
nﬂmﬁiypusbt;mtakesmﬁtyinmmdeuﬁonwhihmem}u
dinvmvsnmdr!pimitbyapmdmddsiuthnw,mm-
Lates ‘reality’ as mim icTy:

S0 Edward Long can say with authority, quoting variously Hume,
Eastwick and Bishop Warburton in his support, that ‘Ludicrous as the
Opinion may seem ! do not think that an orangutang husband would
hﬁﬁﬂmhawmm
¥ articulations of reality and desire — seen in racist
Wm.'mmm—mmmmmhmm
circle of the retum of the repressed. They are the effects of a disavowal
at deriies the differences of the other but produces in its stead forms
of 1ty and multiple belief that atienate the assumptions of ‘avil’
?«m.ﬂ,haw&',hmdhm‘ is cakulable for the uses
discipline soon the repetition of guilt, justification, psendo-scientific
mﬁhdupen&dﬁonb’mﬁu'm&!mhnd_a
£ of splitting that violates the rational, enlightened claims of its
enunciatory modality. The ambivalence of colonial authority repeatedty
TUmS from misicry - a difference that is almost nothing but not quite -
hm-adiﬁuunumismwwmm.mmm
%mdwmmmmmmmme
Y02 part’ can be seen the twin figures of narcissism and parancia that

N
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In the ambivalent world of the ‘not quite/not white’, on the margins
dmwmummdhmmm
= the part-cbjects of presence. It is then that the body and the book lose
their part-abjects of presence. It is then that the body and the book
gaze. displaced intn signs of bestality, genitalia, grotesquerie, which
zﬂﬁpﬁ&:my&dhuﬂd&mﬂhﬂ whole white body. And
d?dﬁm-hﬂb-mmuméhm
. sandart of empire finds itself strangely dismembered. In May

l7ammﬁmﬂengak

Still everyone would gladly receive » Bible. And why? — that he
Wh?*lfp_aacmhyhakwpiee:aruuitfurwﬂ
paper Such it is well known has been the comnmon fate of these
ﬂlll!sh hmﬂmnmmﬁslmpsu\dusadaswﬂppin[

5
SLY CIVILITY

They [the parancid] too, cannot regard anything ir other people as indaffer-
ent, and they. too, take up minute indications with which these other
wknown, people present them, and use them in their “delusions of cefer-
e’ The mwaning of their detusions of reference is that they expect from
all strangers something like Sove. But these peophe show them nothing of
Maﬂrypby—udmmhw“mwm‘
pmmwhmmhhammim&nhmw
when one fesls quite indifferent to the passer-by. when ane can treat lum
like air; and, considering, o, the fundsmental kirship of the concrpts of
‘stranger’ and ‘enemy’, the parancic i not 10 fa7 wrong in regarding Hhis
ndifference as hate, i contrast to his caim for love.

Freud, Some neurotic mechaniams in jealousy.

parmoia and

I the spirit of the Western nation has been symbolizrd in epic and
anthem, woiced by a "unaninous people assembied in the self-pressnce
of ity speech’,’ then the sign of colonial government is cast in 3

.Th!whdggo'mdhdiaism'lﬂmltinuﬂi%'hﬁﬂm-
ified i 3 Selert Comumittee of the House of Lasds in 1852

All the orders given and all the acis of exscutive officers e
trported in writing. . . . {Thene] is no single act done in tndia, the
whole of the reascew fior wiich are not placed o oecord. This



