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ANSWERING BACK TO PROSPERO: GEORGE LAMMING AND
THE INSCRIPTION OF CALIBAN’S DIFFERENCE *

Sirlei Santos Dudalski

...But Caliban keeps answering back, and it
is his refusal to be silent which now bullies
Prospero into the crucial charge:..
GEORGELAMMING, The Pleasures of Exile

And if the word “classic” has any meaning
at all it must refer to a work which is able to
mean again, and perhaps mean something
else.

CHARLES MAROWITZ, Recycling
Shakespeare

...We are pro-Whitman and pro-Melville and
pro-Mark  Twain. We don't mind
worshipping in that kind of cathedral; for
there is a possibilitindeed, more than a
possibility-that we will introduce some new
psalms.

GEORGELAMMING, The Pleasures of Exile

In the introduction toThe Pleasures of ExileGeorge Lamming uses an
indigenous Voodoo religious ritual called the Ceoey of the Souls to contextualize
metaphorically what he calls his “way of seeings leondition as a Caribbean writer
living in self-imposed exile. The Ceremony of theu — also present in his novel
Water with Berrieg1971) — is a ritual of redemptive dialogue betwéee living and
the dead. The relatives of the dead wait for himtbeppear through a priest, that is, to
talk through this person. In this drama of commaunilee living and the dead discuss
things never discussed before when the person hvas ‘at is the duty of the Dead to

return and offer, on this momentous night, a falil &onest report on their past relations
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with the living” (Lamming, 1995, p. 9). The purpostthe ceremony is to establish a
contract between the deceased and his/her relativedich past problems would be
discussed and consequently resolved, so that thd ake well as his/her relatives could
be free.

Through this rite Lamming creates a hypothetidgal tn which a witness arrives
and wants to assume Prospero’s privilege of malgat,is, wants to inscribe him/herself
as a producer of texts. This witness also seesdlfiras a direct descendant of Caliban
and claims to be the key witness to the trial. didiion to being the most important
witness, the narrator oThe Pleasures of Exileonsiders himself also to be the
prosecutor, the defence attorney and the judge acchrding to him, there are no

degrees of innocence since to be innocent is teteenally dead”.

And this trial embraces only the living. Some maydorpses, but their evidence is the
evidence of a corpse who has returned to makertfeggivable apology: ‘Gentlemen |
did not realise. Although | was there, althougbdk part, believe me, | did not realise!
I was not aware!” The confession of unawarenessdenfession of guilt. This corpse,
dead as he may be, cannot be allowed to go freeurfawareness is the basic
characteristic of the slave. Awareness is a mininnomdition for attaining freedom.
(Lamming, 1995, p. 12)

Writers like Lamming and others who appropriatelassical text from the
perspective of the postcolonial racial and/or feamather seem to be demanding a
dialogue with the dead. In other words, they wanestablish a communication with
texts which were exclusively read through the vieiwpof a European male tradition.
Their preoccupation is not to discard canonicalselut to show how they can be used
to convey different meanings. In order to achieigdoal the colonial writer may be
involved in a process of negotiation with the tefxéan the Western tradition in which
past issues which influence the present and theewf the colonised would be brought
up similarly to what happens to the dead and hisilatives in the Ceremony of the
Souls.

There has been a tendency for colonial and past@il writers to identify

themselves with Caliban, the one who has learnedriaster’s language and can use it
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to curse him. Indeed, postcolonial writers use lizalias an icon of their condition as
Lamming does inThe Pleasures of Exileanticipating the discussion of postcolonial
literature. As a writer Lamming reflects about HEslf-imposed exile in England,
cultural hybridity and minority discourse. He usitakespeare$he Tempedb reveal
his relation as an individual writer and a Carilbbea the coloniser’s tradition. The
writer shows himself as a self-conscious produ€alternative discourses and although
his work has an autobiographical framework, it dlas a socio-political scope, dealing
with issues such as imperialism, colonialism, d@writing produced by the colonised.

As Lamming states, “modern Caliban is a greedynlkera He can learn methods
of investigation as thoroughly as any Prospero withilar facilities” (1995, p. 159).
The contemporary Caliban is aware of his relatmfPtospero and he uses Prospero’s
tools to write himself, to write his own historyttwout having to ask permission to his
former master. Even having inherited a legacy a&pdssession, the contemporary
Calibans, or as Lamming uses sometimes, the demetnaf Caliban, now belong to an
age of negotiation of the relationship between padtpresent.

Lamming’s own experience as a writer in Englandere he has to negotiate his
heritage provides a parallel to the relationshiphefcolonised and the cultural tradition
of the coloniser. For instance, as Lamming putswihen his Caliban arrives at
Prospero’s home, he sees many “thrones” and tadesepsion of one, but realising it is
not the right size for him, he wants it to be chethgHe would like to have a throne with
a new shape. At first Europeans do not seem toeagith him since tradition has
dictated that all thrones must be alike. After adbarguing, Caliban’s first concession
is granted: the shape of the throne can be changstdProspero does not want any
change to happen. He would permit Caliban to stna of the existing thrones as long
as he wanted but to change the shape of the thrnougd imply another change:
Prospero’s change. However, Prospero fears too rohagges since he is afraid of
losing the control he once had (Lamming, 1995.3). 8

ThroughoutThe Pleasures of Exildlamming uses the relationship between

Prospero and Caliban to analyse the relation ofi@mto the culture that colonised his
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history. UsingThe Tempesas a framework to his book he challenges Shakesgear
authority and announces he has got hold of Prosp&reapons, being also able to
create his own discourse. Prospero has lost higgge of ownership and it is high time
changes were made and the European started to heavnto deal with this new
condition: “The time is ripe — but may go rotten when masters must learn to read
the meaning contained in the signatures of thaimés slaves. There may be more
murders; but Caliban is here to stay” (Lamming,3,99 63).

After Lamming’s seminal work dealing witffhe Tempestmetaphor, the
appearance of criticism and literary works follogithe same path has proved that
actually Caliban is here to stay. Besides lite@riicism dealing with colonialism and
the question of alterity ifhe Tempesthere are literary texts which borrow the play’s
characters and plot to make the dead speak thrdifigihent mouths. Writers have not
asked permission; on the contrary, they feel a¢ éasppropriate the play and establish
a dialogue in which questions based on issuescefaad gender cannot go into hiding.
Therefore the dialogue between the living and tkaddseems to be unavoidable,
expressing, thus, the awareness of the colonisedtecoing his/her condition of
oppression. And, as Lamming argues, this awarersess prerequisite for attaining
freedom.

Shakespeare’she Tempedtas inspired a variety of socio-political and tinea
works which show this dialogical concern. Recenglyme of the literary works
generated from a dialogue between writers of cskhicountries and canonised texts
have been usually called “appropriations”. Theséstaim at subverting the authority of
writings that were not used to being questionedwimat concerns their political
implications. In fact they are produced with theemt to bring to the fore issues which
were either not sufficiently dealt with in the dastext, or utterly disregarded. For
instance, issues such as race and gender are eshfilgm the point of view of the non-
canonical writer, the “appropriator”, taking intoc@unt the place from where he/she is
speaking, that is, his/her own experience or/arel @kperience his/her people has

undergone when or after facing a situation of oggigs or colonisation.
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The idea of intertextuality is based on the asdiompformulated by Julia
Kristeva that “any text is constructed as a mos#icguotations; any text is the
absorption and transformation of another” (Moi, 89%. 37). She formulates the
concept of intertextuality following Bakhtin's ide# dialogism, which implies that a
text enters into dialogue not only with other venitttexts, but also with nondiscursive
texts. The dialogical writing has a profound higtak dimension. Bakhtin situates the
text within history and society, which are thenrsas texts read by the writer, and into
which he inserts himself by rewriting them. As Gtayand Rothstein put it, “Bakhtin’s
writer is an agent, acting on and in relationsluighte materials of history (which are
always textual), and asserting a self as he ‘iesérs writing-agency into the textual
trajectory of history” (1991, p. 324).

Although Kristeva uses Bakhtin’s dialogism to eedie her thesis on
intertextuality, in her formulation she puts aside author. The writer as an agent is not
important to the study of the text; on the contyding author is dead, as announced by
Roland Barthes (1977). He/she does not exist siic@ matters is only the relation of
one text to others. This poststructuralistic assionpghas emerged as a response to the
previous notion of influence that presented an @utlentred study of literary works.
Although, as Susan Friedman claims (Clayton andh®ein, 1991, p. 152),
“Intertextuality was born of an anticolonialist igance to the concept of hegemonic
influence”, Kristeva’s formulation when erasing agg becomes improper to a use in
which the agency of the writer occupies a speciace such as in postcolonial
literature.

Both influence and intertextuality have had thaiginal implications enlarged
in order to include a more democratic reading atsteFeminist critics, for instance,
have used influence to include a reading of fertraldition, another tradition in which
women influence womefClayton and Rothstein point out that “for many lénof

political criticism, a broad version of influenceopably works better than does

2 Ellen Moer'd.iterary Women,1976; Elaine Showalters\ Literature of Their Own1977; Sandra
Gilbert and Susan Gubafke Madwoman in the Atti¢979.
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intertextuality” (1991, p. 10). Yet Susan Friedmstates that the feminist Nancy K.
Miller defends a “political intertextuality” whichefuses to accept the “anonymity that
Barthes, Foucault, and Kristeva promote with thearsions of intertextuality”.
“Political intertextuality”, as defined by Millers to “place oneself at a deliberately
oblique (or textual) angle” (1991, p. 158). By s&gpiag the concept of intertextuality
from the death of the author, Miller returns to Btk's original idea of dialogism
which inserts the writer as “self” in a positionagnstant negotiation with other texts.

Neither influence nor intertextuality— unlesssgta “political intertextuality” or
the idea of con-texts as elaborated by Peter HalmaeFrancis Barker (1985)— seem to
be adequate terms to refer to the literary produactif postcolonial writers who try to
subvert the authority of canonised texts. The festn is linked to a dominating idea of
source, originality and genius while the second,oa® it is formulated by the
poststructuralists, does not permit the writere@drscribed as a person, as the subject of
his own discourse. Furthermore, these terms ustaihg to mind the discussion on
theory made by a dominating “centre” in which work&t represent a male white
European tradition were/are praised without muabstjaning. It is true, however, that
a discussion on theory will hardly be dealt withtheut taking into account what was
discussed and produced before; furthermore, perhps not the case of replacing
theories, but of being more aware of their pollticaplications and of the necessity of
utilising critically what we can.

The term “appropriation”, instead of influence antertextuality, seems to be
more adequate to express the relationship betwaae gexts originated in a colonial or
postcolonial context since it does not seem to Haeen contaminated with previous
Eurocentric concepts. Indeed, according to AffoRemano de Sant’Anna (1988), this
term was introduced in Literature quite recentlyotlyh Art. By displaying ordinary
objects in a context different from the usual, sartests provoked a kind of dislocation
of the previous meaning of the object displayedistlgiving rise to a feeling of
bewilderment. The important thing about this dialban is not the process of

appropriation itself, but the result and effegbribvides. As Sant’Anna points out, when
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Salvador Dali paints a moustache in Leonardo d&i\¢éiMona Lisa, he is appropriating
a cultural sign in order to invert its meaning4ig).

Having Sant'’/Anna’s example in mind, it is not susmg that the term
appropriation started to be used to designate wardduced by writers from colonised
countries, which conveyed political issues conaggrtheir experience of colonialism.
The Oxford Dictionarig definition to appropriation is “to take and maiee’s own”. It
IS interesting to notice that to appropriate is twoborrow; on the contrary, it seems to
imply the idea of getting something from someonthaut even asking for permission.
Appropriation can be seen as explicitly a “talkingck” of non-canonical writers. It
does not imply a destruction of the “father”, sirtbere might be no “father” or any
“anxiety of influence” — as formulated by Haroldd®im (1991). The text appropriated
should not be “eternally dead” — as Lamming ex@aabout the Ceremony of the
Souls — since it is not “innocent” and, as a consege, it should say things which
were not allowed to be said before. The writer \@ppropriates wants to give voice to
what was silenced in the classic text for a longgti

In Women’s Re-Visions of Shakespedfarianne Novy claims that the works
discussed in the anthology cannot fit into the gate of “influence studies” or “off-
shoots” since “the essays are not readings pagsigeeiving Shakespeare or writings
dutifully imitating him but enterprises of both ete/ity and criticism” (1990, p. 2). The
word “Re-Vision” in the title of the book shows hehoice of term, though it is
important to notice that it is hyphened. As thedexacan observe the female writers
who respond to Shakespeare in the book are eithglisB or North Americans.
However, in Cross-Cultural Performances: Differences in WomeRs-Visions of
Shakespearealso edited by Novy, although “Re-Visions” isthe title again, the term
“appropriation” is used more frequently throughthe book. It is interesting to point
out that “appropriation” is more used to specifyomtext of colonialism rather than one
oriented by gender issues. Furthermore the ideglate seems to be strongly
emphasised with this term; some authors say Indizavadian/ African/ Caribbean

appropriations of Shakespeare. Perhaps it is sausecof the idea of dislocation which
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the act of appropriation carries and which alsoliespthe placement or displacement of
a work to an alien culture.

Words such as “rereading”, and “rewriting” sometgnreplace the term
“appropriation”, although they seem to me not tosbeemphatic because of the prefix
“re-". This prefix here seems to reinforce the ideat something came before, that an
action is repeated, continued, instead of beingahnupture. Jonathan Crew shares this

same kind of preoccupation concerning the prefix:

For [Jonathan] Crew, the set of terms on whichentrcriticism so frequently depends
— rewriting, revision, representation, refigurimgconstituting — carries an inherently
problematic echo of the structure of the word Resance itself. These terms announce
a break that is undercut by the inevitable indaratbuilt into the prefix “re-” of an
insuperable connection with what came before. (NG@2®3, p. 258)

Charles Marowitz seems to see no problem with geeaf such words. On the
contrary, he states, “Our job is to retrace, remisc, reconsider and re-angle the
classics — not simply regurgitate them. ‘I re-thihkerefore 1 am’, said Descartes — or
at least he should have” (1991, p. 24). Althoughdvétz’s sentence is worth quoting, |
still do prefer a term without the prefix “re-” si@ it may carry questionable concepts.
Indeed, it should be pointed out that when hypheasdn both Novy and Marowitz,
these “re-" words tend to express some of theirplerities.

As Marowitz himself states in his sentence usedne of the epigraphs to this
article, a classic should be able to “mean agaid,@erhaps mean something else”. My
point is that the word “appropriation” is a bettere to emphasise that the canonical text
is used to “mean something else”. Perhaps this beago because appropriation, as
Sant’/Anna states, being a relative of parody i® ailsed to invert the meaning of a
work. According to him, dessacralization, a sortdidrespect for the work, and a
critique of its ideological meaning are the maiaretteristics of appropriation (1988).

By usingThe Tempedtoth inThe Pleasures of ExilendWater with Berriego
present “a certain state of feeling which is thathge of the exiled and colonial writer

from the British Caribbean” (1995, p. 9), Lammirwp®/s to be aware of his role as a
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consumer of English Literature and a producer ofk@rnative discourse. Indeed, in
The Pleasures of Exildhe warns the reader that due to the way he magef the
Shakespearean text he expects the charge of bragpkdich according to him must
be seen as a privilege of the excluded Caliban.

In The TempeX context, “appropriation” may remind us of theurmation
which Caliban suffers in the play. In order to hpanswer back to Prospero in an
autonomous way, Caliban may use a more emphatie gftective or stronger word to
express what some may consider his “blasphemy”.

Due to the political tensionThe Tempestis able to arouse, the term
“appropriation” sounds more interesting to the s of the present discussion. In
addition, it is also relevant to point out that iBah as an anagram to Cannibal, name
given to the inhabitants of the Caribbean (Retart888, p. 17), suggests, in this
context, the idea of literary anthropophagy. Thisai was born during the Brazilian
Modernist Movement with “O manifesto paubrasil” €l'Brazilwood Manifesto) and
“O manifesto antropéfago” (The Cannibalist Maniégstin his manifestos, Oswald de
Andrade gives emphasis to the conflicting relatimpsamong different cultures and to
the point of view of the colonised who revolts amdically decides what will or will
not be consciously assimilated to establish then"'néThe Cannibalist Manifesto”
argues for the necessity of devouring the othatt, i) the other’s culture. The colonised
incorporates the metaphor of the cannibal — thewlne eats human flesh — but the
“body” to be devoured in this context is literatubecording to Oswald de Andrade, the
assimilation of alien cultures should happen algfio@oreign cultures should not be
copied but digested, absorbed, and finally excretieein they are no longer useful; he is
interested in appropriating what does not seenelongy to him: “Tupi, or not Tupi, that
is the question” (Andrade, 1970, p. 13).

In “Tupi, or not Tupi, that is the question” Andeactritically uses what is
perhaps Shakespeare’s most quoted sentence to $lmow appropriation and
assimilation can take place. Assimilation of theess’ culture is a crucial point when

the subject is colonialism. To the dominating, mdsition should happen since his
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culture is regarded as the best, whereas to thendtad it might mean acceptance of
his/her condition of colonised. However, Calibaike|the anthropophagus, has not
meant passive acceptance; indeed his critical dasimn has meant an appropriation
which implies resistance to a dominating power.hWWiis curse, Caliban criticises any
kind of imposition and questions the concept otigapplied to canonical texts as well.
He takes the coloniser’'s text and uses it in a weey difference will be inscribed.

Furthermore, by doing this and acting as an ag@daliban announces his/her
particularity and importance as such, dismantlimg itlea of ownership concerning the
appropriated work, and, as a consequence, dismgn#lso the authority of the

European text. The text does not belong only toopeans, it is not exclusive. A new

usage of the text is claimed.

You taught me language, and my profit on’t

Is | know how to curse. The red plague rid you
For learning me your language.

W. Shakespear€he Tempest.ii

The use of the word “appropriation” in the posteudéd discussion on language
reinforces what has been discussed so far abousé&sapplied to literary works. The
“appropriation” of language, according to Ashcretft al., is the process by which
language is taken and made to “bear the burden'thef person’s own cultural
experience or, as Raja Rao puts it, it is “to cgnwvea language that is not one’s own
the spirit that is one’s own” (Ashcroft et al., 29%. 39). The authors also emphasise
that language, as well as writing, is consideréddch and is used in various ways to
express widely differing cultural experiences.

It has been widely discussed that language waksmedium of power and that
it comes with a whole concept of ideas and cultarglerience forced on the colonised,
who, like Caliban, have to give a new usage to“th# of language”, showing, as
Lamming puts it, that Prospero is no more the omlg to hold the privilege of “magic”,
that is, of writing. The language of the colonisehich was used to control and

manipulate the colonised, turns into a tool useith Wie purpose of decolonizing when

Traducdo em Revistk4, 2013/1, p. 55



10.17771/PUCRio.TradRev.22059

d

DUDALSKI — Answering Back to Prospero...

appropriated by the pen of writers from former ciés. The language is used in a way
which makes explicit the tension between differenltures. As AniaLoomba says,
Caliban manages to curse not only because of Paisganguage but also because of
his inheritance: even though Sycorax is absent,shlapes his curse (Novy, 1993, p.
230).

The encounter between different cultures in a mslng situation is shown
mainly through the changes language undergoesedhdeither the coloniser nor the
colonised will ever be able to be the same afteir #ncounter. For instance, in order to
“convey his/her own spirit” in a language that @ his/her own, the colonised has to
make some adaptations. Thus, now English has & ddarge number of “englishes”
(Ascroft et al., 1989), which differ from the stamd English, the language used by the
coloniser. The appearance of “englishes” has peavidew dimensions to literary
production. Writers from countries which have bé&amugh a colonising process have
developed the desire to show in their work the itenbetween the standard and the
“different” language resulting from the culturalaaunter. Not only will their plots and
characters show the conflicting relationship betweeloniser and colonised but also
their language will make their intentions explicithey appropriate the language that
was used to oppress in order to establish a diftereso they can inscribe their “curse”
in a way which shows their unique cultural identithe inscription of the colonised
people’s difference has been extremely importargastcolonial societies, as Ashcroft
puts it:

The presence or absence of writing is possibly iwst important element in the
colonial situation. Writing does not merely intregua communicative instrument, but
also involves an entirely different and intrusiitevésive) orientation to knowledge and
interpretation. In many post-colonial societieswis not the English language which
had the greatest effect, but writing itself (1989:8

Caliban’s acquisition of Prospero’s language, mpiedaically, goes beyond the
spoken language. In Lamming’s words, Caliban i®@ddgearner. He not only learns to
speak Prospero’s language but also learns to wriie to write back to the empire.
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However, Caliban’s writing does not reproduce tr@omiser’s writing since he
managed to negotiate and get “a new throne”, thatis experience of colonised
provides him with an understanding of both sidesh& coin: he may curse or do
whatever he wants since he is free now, the onposition on him is awareness. And
awareness is what the contemporary Caliban seerhawe most. He knows that in
order to be effective, to deconstruct, to unshdueeimage the colonised has built for
him, he has to write. Writing, which was once usedolonise, imprison and annihilate
Calibans, has turned out to be their ally.

The importance of writing receives so much empghdisat TzvetanTodorov
(1988) attributes the Aztecs’ defeat to the abserfdigeracy in Mexico. They mastered
the communication with the world, that is, they lcoeasily read natural signs, and the
Aztec chief, Moctezoma, was a master of the spokerd, who could interpret the
divine, the natural and social through clues amdldoding, but when he had to face the
unexpected he failed. The Aztecs could not manag®inmunicate among themselves
in the battle with the Spanish since their codefoeced repetition, not improvisation.
Although the Spanish army was smaller, the Indiadno chance to win the battle due
to their incapacity to master human communicationn—ether words, to manipulate
information. Their oral tradition did not faciliathis kind of communication, whereas
the European written tradition did. Following Todey Inga Clendinnen affirms that the
strategic intelligence and semiotic sophisticatishich made Cortés and his men
triumph are due to “a European cultural capacitugded in ‘literacy’, where writing is
considered ‘not as a tool, but as an index of thelution of mental structures™
(Greenblatt, 1993, p. 13).

Writing was also central to the eighteenth centdepate over slavery. After
Descartes, reason was considered to be the mosttemp human characteristic, and
writing taken to be a visible sign of reason. Baitthat time blacks were not permitted

to read or write; literacy was a violation of a law

Hegel, echoing Hume and Kant, claimed that Africaad no history, because they had
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developed no systems of writing and had not mastdre art of writing in European
language. ... Without writing, no repeatable sigrih@ workings of reason, of mind,
could exist. Without memory or mind, no history kbwexist. Without history, no
humanity, as defined consistently from Vico to Hegeuldexist. (Gates, 1986, p. 11)

It is extremely important to highlight the relati@mong writing, memory and
history. Writing for the blacks in the nineteen ey in the United States was a
guestion of defending their right to be included &ot excluded from what was called
“humanity”, since their valuable oral tradition didot count to Europeans. And
according to ethnocentric ideas, Africans did natenthe ability to write. As Henry
Gates states ifRace”, Writing and Differencethe Anglo-African writing appeared as
a response to allegations of its absence. Writingviged the Africans with a
“certificate of humanity” (1986:13).

Writing, which once was used to exclude the Afmgaand other non-Europeans,
becomes a means of struggle, of denouncing theeffprgf a race. Control over
language is considered one of the principal featw® imperial oppression. When
discussing postcolonial writind;he Empire Writes Backlso presents a discussion “of
the process by which the language, with its poaed, the writing, with its signification
of authority, has been wrested from the dominanbpean culture” (Ashcroft et al.,
1989, p. 7). Postcolonial discussion has been basdbe question of writing made by
the “margins”, that is, by peoples who suffered thgerience of colonisation and
whose literature was considered “inferior” in redatto a “centre” (ibidem).

As | conclude | shall make clear my intent to eagbe George Lamming’s
ideological position in his use dihe TempestAs it has been discussed so far, the idea
of appropriation highlights the inscription of amtlaor as an agent and representative of
a group and a culture. The kind of relationship dbéhor — in this case Lamming —
develops with the Shakespearean play and the ¢besametaphor is determined by his
experience as a minority writing in a language Whicas used to be exclusively the
oppressor’s.

The relationship betweerhe Tempesind its appropriations echoes the tension
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created by various readings of race and genderinAthe Ceremony of the Souls
mentioned in the beginning of this text, the deadthis context metaphoricallyhe
Tempes(its plot and characters), will have to return nder to attempt to establish a
more democratic “way of seeing” the racial and flrather. This “way of seeing” is
explicitly different from the past when texts wdneked to the idea of influence and
evaluated by European standards which considesedidinks produced by the colony a
reflection/imitation of the literature of the coiear. For instance, North American
Literature was accepted as nothing more than amodt of the “parent tree” — British
Literature. This metaphor of the “parent tree” wased intentionally to stress age,
experience, tradition, and above all, to confer enwalue to the literature of the
coloniser (Ashcroft et al., 1989, p. 16).

As | have pointed out, as Eurocentric conceptijence and, to a certain extent,
intertextuality, do not seem to serve to the spguigpose of dismantling the hegemony
of a traditional text. Yet Lamming’s negotiation tbe past, his metaphorical use of the
Haitian Ceremony of the Souls and the trial hescall inThe Pleasures of Exilgeem
to be closer to Bakhtin’s dialogism, or to Millepslitical intertextuality or even to the
Brazilian Literary Anthropophagy. What seems to ragpnate these theories is the
critical position the second text takes in relattonthe canonised one. The critical
dialogue Lamming establishes with the Shakespeaneak reveals ways in which
Caliban might inscribe his difference and answetkida Prospero in a clear and loud

tone.
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