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Helen Tiffin – “Post-Colonial Literatures and Counter-Discourse”
To give a general overview of this selection by Helen Tiffin - Language is identified as a powerful entity which affirms power and identity. The language of the colonizer or imperial powers has been established as a standard which controls thoughts and actions by imposing ideologies, and creates a standard to which all discourses must conform. Post-colonial counter-discourse is not simply engaged in subverting the dominant discourse but in the process of re-writing and re-creating “textual strategies” (18), which “expose and erode those of the dominant discourse” (18).  
In the first section, Tiffin contends that “post-colonial societies are not simply continuations or adaptations of European models” (17).  However, she reveals that, “the process of artistic and literary decolonization have involved a radical dis/mantling of European codes of a post-colonial subversion and appropriation of the dominant European discourses” (17).  

There is the demand for “an entirely new and wholly recovered ‘reality’, free of all colonial taint” (17).  This demand, according to Tiffin is “desirable and inevitable” (17), however, The Decolonization of African Literature, demonstrates that “such pre-colonial cultural purity can never be fully recovered” (17).
“Post-colonial cultures are inevitably hybridized” (17), concerned with “the impulse to create or recreate independent local identity” (17).  Decolonization is concerned with the dialectic “between European or British discourses and their post-colonial dis/mantling” (17).  Due to the inability to create or recreate histories and national formations independently, “it has been the project of post-colonial writing to interrogate European discourses and discursive strategies from a privileged position within (and between) two worlds; to investigate the means by which Europe imposed and maintained its codes in the colonial domination of so much of the rest of the world” (17-18).

Evidently, “the rereading and rewriting of the European historical and fictional record are vital and inescapable tasks” (18), this subversion has therefore become “characteristic of post-colonial texts” (18).  Tiffin states that “the operation of post-colonial counter discourse is dynamic not static: it does not seek to subvert the dominant with a view of taking its place” (18).  However, it seeks to “in Wilson Harris’s formulation evolve textual strategies which continually ‘consume’ their ‘own biases’ at the same time as they expose those of the dominant discourse” (18).

Post-colonial literatures in English “challenge the traditional discipline of cross national comparative studies”.  Tiffin now turns our attention to “Comparative Literature Studies” as constituted and practiced in Europe and the United States.  This discipline “have stressed extra- rather than intra-linguistic comparisons, have concentrated on European cultures and literatures, and have often implicitly assumed, even where this has not been implicitly stated, that the ultimate purpose of the comparison is universalist” (18).  Comparative literature studies “‘assumed new functions: that of restoring a lost unity and universality…’” (18). This claim has also been advanced by Prawer in his Comparative Literature Studies: An Introduction, in which he suggests that “universality remains an ideal” (18).   Tiffin notes that this “entire field seems frustrated by its refusal to confront its own inherently political constitution” (19).  The emphasis on European cultures “perpetuate a political conservatism or blindness” (19), and “opens the field for more exciting developments both within and between various major language groups” (19).
Well before Chenweizu “drew our attention to the appropriating effect of the ambiguity in the phrase, ‘English Literature’…writers and critics of the English-speaking world had unconsciously or deliberately been engaged in counter-discursive responses to the dominant tradition” (19).
Tiffin states that there are many different varieties/dialects of language and none of them are neither ‘good’ nor ‘bad’, rather it is a matter of being appropriate to the situation; reflecting the reality of the writer or what she or he wants to say. The counter-discourse is writing back to prove this point. “The presence of so many competing English voices completely subverts the possibility of any reestablishment of the idea of a standard or ‘norm’ beyond the one appropriate to character in cultural, time and place” (25).
It is considered that certain standards should be followed to achieve canonical status. In referring to Moses Ascending by Samuel Selvon “His capture of his language would put the seal on his house ownership and his appropriation of Prospero’s ‘book’ and make him truly Crusoe in Crusoe’s city” (27).

Tiffin seems to be implying that emphasis should not be solely on language and how it is used but on its purpose. One language should not be used to claim another’s identity or authority but to create identity without subjugating another. The English of the colonizer is used in this way to subjugate the colonized.

Counter-discourse is therefore writing back, giving blacks/ Other a voice. In so doing; the power of language is revealed.  This writing back or counter-discourse also shows the fallacies of language “destabilizing dominant” (used as a tool of authority/ subjugating others), “the novel explores the means through which Moses was himself constructed by the imperially axiomatic, and it exposes that construction, taking the imperial urge to conquer and control and colonize back to its specific cultural roots evidenced through language and in text, and draws attention to the power of language and text in the subjectification of colonial peoples.” (26)  This shows the ignorance and/or ig-norance of the ‘other’. Counter-discourse interrogates and dismisses, language is exposed for its “pretensions to axiomatic” (27).
The use of the “standard” form of language (language of power) by the subjugated becomes ironic as the difficulties for the post-colonial of ridding himself of the dominant discourse in terms of both his own “interpellation within it, and because institutionally it functions always to bolster and reconstitute its own ideologically constructed subject position and speeds ironically from within”(27).
Language is used as a weapon or tool to establish power and position. Counter-discourse is dismantling that power position. A counter-discourse is conscious of its own ideologically constructed subject position and speaks ironically from within (27). Tiffin turns our attention to  In the Heat of the Country to highlight how in rewriting/counter-discourse we still use the constructs of the imperial. This counter-discursive use of language sees the oppressor of blacks being dismantled rather than the stifled Other. Even with the same language, the Other’s voice needs to be heard so that the Other creates power and identity for him/herself without disregarding others.  Simply put, a voice for the voiceless is created without sabotaging another’s voice “interpreting self to self” (29).  
Post-colonial inversions of imperial formations in selected texts are “deliberately provisional; they do not overturn or invert the dominant in order to become dominant in their turn, but to question the foundation of the ontologies and epistemological systems which would see such binary structures as inescapable” (32).  To compound this idea, Tiffin states that “counter-discourses seek not just to expose and ‘consume’ the biases of the dominant but to erode their own biases” (32).
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