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ABSTRACT

This paper examines how colonial power operates through the representation of the “Other” in English
literary texts. Drawing on postcolonial theory, particularly the work of Edward Said, Homi K. Bhabha,
and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, the study analyzes the discursive mechanisms through which colonial
narratives construct cultural hierarchies and marginalize colonized subjects. Using a qualitative, text-
based methodology grounded in close reading, the analysis focuses on narrative authority, stereotyping,
exoticism, ambivalence, mimicry, and hybridity as key strategies of colonial representation. The findings
demonstrate that the colonial Other is not a fixed identity but a discursive construct shaped by symbolic
oppositions and narrative perspectives that privilege the colonizer. At the same time, colonial discourse
is marked by instability, as moments of mimicry and hybridity reveal the fragility of imperial authority.
By foregrounding the literary construction of otherness, the paper contributes to postcolonial literary
scholarship and highlights literature’s role in producing and contesting colonial power structure

Keyword: Colonial Discourse; Otherness; Postcolonial Theory; Representation; Power; English
Literature

INTRODUCTION

The history of English literature is deeply entangled with the history of empire. From the eighteenth
century through the twentieth century, literary production in Britain and other colonial powers developed
alongside imperial expansion, shaping and reflecting the cultural logic of colonial domination. Within this
context, literary texts played a crucial role in constructing images of colonized peoples and territories,
often presenting them as exotic, inferior, irrational, or dangerous. These representations were not neutral
or accidental; rather, they formed part of a broader ideological system that justified imperial authority.
The figure of the “Other” emerged as a central mechanism through which colonial power was articulated
and maintained.

The concept of the “Other” refers to the process by which dominant cultures define themselves by
constructing opposing identities. In colonial discourse, European identity was often formed through
contrast with colonized peoples, who were portrayed as uncivilized, backward, or morally deficient.
Edward Said (1978) famously described this process in Orientalism, arguing that the “Orient” was not a
geographical reality but a cultural and intellectual construct produced through Western discourse. As Said
writes, “the Orient was almost a European invention” and functioned as a mirror through which Europe
defined its own superiority (p. 1). This insight marked a turning point in literary and cultural studies,
shifting attention from the content of colonial texts to the discursive structures that shaped them.

Colonial literature did more than simply depict foreign lands and peoples; it actively participated in the
production of colonial knowledge. Through narrative, imagery, and characterization, literary texts
contributed to the construction of cultural hierarchies that positioned European identity as rational,
civilized, and authoritative, while casting colonized subjects as irrational, primitive, or childlike. Such
representations reinforced the moral and intellectual legitimacy of imperial rule. As Said (1978) argues,
“knowledge of the Orient...creates the Orient” (p. 40), highlighting the power of discourse to shape
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Postcolonial literary criticism has sought to expose these mechanisms by examining how colonial power
operates through language and representation. Rather than treating colonialism as merely a political or
economic system, postcolonial theorists emphasize its cultural and discursive dimensions. Literature
becomes a key site where colonial ideologies are articulated, contested, and transformed. Through the
analysis of narrative voice, characterization, and symbolic structures, critics have shown how literary
texts participate in the construction of the colonial Other.

Homi K. Bhabha’s work has further complicated the understanding of colonial representation by
emphasizing its instability and ambivalence. Bhabha (1994) argues that colonial discourse is not a unified
or coherent system but one marked by contradictions and anxieties. The colonial Other is simultaneously
portrayed as inferior and threatening, primitive and seductive, childlike and dangerous. This ambivalence
reflects the unstable nature of colonial authority, which depends on both difference and resemblance. As
Bhabha explains, colonial discourse produces the colonized subject as “almost the same, but not quite” (p.
86), highlighting the tension between imitation and difference.

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s concept of the subaltern further deepens the critique of colonial
representation by focusing on the silencing of colonized voices. In her influential essay “Can the
Subaltern Speak?” Spivak (1988) argues that colonial discourse often excludes or misrepresents the
perspectives of colonized subjects, rendering them voiceless within dominant narratives. Even when
colonial texts appear to represent the colonized, they frequently do so through the interpretive frameworks
of the colonizer, thereby reinforcing imperial authority. Spivak’s work highlights the ethical and political
stakes of literary representation, emphasizing the importance of examining whose voices are heard and
whose are silenced.

English literary texts across different periods offer numerous examples of how the colonial Other is
constructed and represented. Adventure novels, travel narratives, and imperial romances frequently depict
colonized peoples as exotic, mysterious, or threatening figures. These representations not only reflect
colonial ideologies but also contribute to their circulation and normalization. Through repeated narrative
patterns and symbolic associations, literature helps to produce and stabilize the cultural categories that
sustain imperial power.

At the same time, colonial discourse is not entirely monolithic. Many literary texts reveal moments of
contradiction, ambiguity, or resistance that challenge imperial authority. Postcolonial critics have shown
that colonial narratives often contain tensions that expose the fragility of colonial power. The
representation of the Other may simultaneously assert difference and reveal dependence, suggesting that
colonial identity is constructed through unstable and contested processes.

Despite the extensive body of postcolonial scholarship, the relationship between colonial power and the
representation of the Other remains a dynamic field of inquiry. Early postcolonial criticism often focused
on exposing racist or stereotypical representations in colonial texts. While this work was crucial, more
recent approaches emphasize the complexity of colonial discourse, examining how representations of the
Other are shaped by ambivalence, mimicry, and hybridity. These approaches move beyond simple
binaries of colonizer and colonized to explore the unstable and negotiated nature of colonial identities.

The present study examines how colonial power operates through the representation of the Other in
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English literary texts. Rather than treating colonialism as a purely historical phenomenon, the analysis
focuses on the discursive mechanisms through which the Other is constructed. The study is guided by
three central objectives. First, it aims to analyze how colonial discourse produces and maintains images of
the Other in literary texts. Second, it examines the narrative and symbolic strategies used to construct
difference and hierarchy. Third, it explores moments of ambivalence or resistance that reveal the
instability of colonial authority.

By addressing these objectives, the study contributes to postcolonial literary scholarship in several ways.
It provides a theory-driven analysis of colonial representation, integrates key insights from Said, Bhabha,
and Spivak, and highlights the complex interplay between power, discourse, and identity. Rather than
presenting colonial discourse as a static system, the study emphasizes its contradictions and tensions,
showing how literary texts, both reinforce and destabilize imperial authority.

Ultimately, this paper argues that the representation of the Other in English literature is central to the
operation of colonial power. Through narrative strategies, symbolic oppositions, and discursive
constructions, literary texts participate in the production of colonial knowledge and identity. At the same
time, these representations are marked by ambivalence and instability, revealing the fragile foundations of
imperial authority. Examining the construction of the Other in literary texts thus provides crucial insight
into the cultural dynamics of colonial power and its enduring legacy.

LITERATURE REVIEW

COLONIAL DISCOURSE AND THE BIRTH OF POSTCOLONIAL CRITICISM

Postcolonial literary criticism emerged as a response to the cultural, political, and intellectual legacies of
colonialism. While earlier literary studies often treated colonial literature as neutral or purely aesthetic,
postcolonial scholars challenged this assumption by demonstrating how literary texts participated in the
construction and maintenance of imperial power. Central to this shift was the recognition that colonialism
operated not only through military or economic domination but also through systems of representation
and knowledge production.

Edward Said’s Orientalism (1978) is widely regarded as the foundational text of postcolonial criticism.
Said argues that Western representations of the “Orient” were not objective descriptions but ideological
constructions shaped by imperial interests. According to Said, “the Orient is not an inert fact of nature”
but rather a product of Western discourse that positions the East as Europe’s cultural opposite (p. 5). This
process of representation creates a hierarchical relationship in which the West is associated with reason,
progress, and civilization, while the Orient is depicted as irrational, backward, and exotic.

Said’s analysis demonstrates how literature contributes to the production of colonial knowledge. Through
recurring narrative patterns, symbolic oppositions, and characterizations, literary texts participate in the
creation of the colonial Other. This insight shifted literary criticism away from purely aesthetic analysis
toward an examination of the political and ideological functions of representation.

REPRESENTATION, POWER, AND KNOWLEDGE

Postcolonial theory draws heavily on Michel Foucault’s concept of discourse, which emphasizes the
relationship between knowledge and power. Foucault (1980) argues that knowledge systems are not
neutral but are shaped by power relations, and in turn, they reinforce those relations. Postcolonial scholars
adapted this framework to analyze how colonial discourse produces knowledge about colonized peoples
in ways that sustain imperial authority.

JEDR VOL 3, ISSUE 1, 2025 PAGE 32



(JEDR)

Jownal of

Engllish Discourse
and Researnch,

Journal of English Discourse and Research (JEDR)

Vol. 3 No. 1 (January-December) (2025)
ISSN: 3106-9363-3106-9371

www.jedr.com

<

Within this framework, representation becomes a central mechanism of power. Literary texts do not
simply reflect colonial realities; they actively shape how those realities are understood. By constructing
the colonized as inferior, exotic, or threatening, literature contributes to the ideological justification of
empire. The representation of the Other thus becomes a key site where colonial power is exercised and
maintained.

AMBIVALENCE AND THE INSTABILITY OF COLONIAL AUTHORITY

While Said’s work emphasized the coherence of colonial discourse, later postcolonial theorists introduced
more complex models that highlighted its contradictions. Homi K. Bhabha’s (1994) theory of colonial
ambivalence challenges the notion of colonial discourse as a stable or unified system. Bhabha argues that
colonial authority depends on the production of difference, but this difference is never absolute. Instead,
the colonized subject is often represented as similar to the colonizer, yet still inferior

Bhabha describes this condition as mimicry, in which the colonized subject becomes “almost the same,
but not quite” (p. 86). Mimicry produces anxiety within colonial discourse because it blurs the boundaries
between colonizer and colonized. The colonized subject’s partial resemblance threatens the stability of
colonial hierarchies, revealing the fragile foundations of imperial authority.

This emphasis on ambivalence and instability marks an important development in postcolonial criticism.
Rather than viewing colonial discourse as a monolithic system, Bhabha’s approach highlights the tensions
and contradictions that undermine its authority.

SUBALTERNITY AND THE POLITICS OF VOICE

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s work extends postcolonial criticism by focusing on the silencing of
colonized voices. In her influential essay “Can the Subaltern Speak?” Spivak (1988) argues that colonial
discourse often renders the colonized subject voiceless. Even when colonial texts appear to represent the
perspectives of the colonized, they frequently do so through the interpretive frameworks of the colonizer.

Spivak introduces the concept of the subaltern to describe those groups who are excluded from dominant
systems of representation and power. She argues that the subaltern cannot easily speak within colonial
discourse because their voices are filtered, distorted, or ignored by dominant narratives. As Spivak notes,
the subaltern’s speech is often appropriated or misinterpreted, reinforcing their marginalization.

This perspective highlights the ethical dimensions of literary representation. Postcolonial criticism must
not only analyze how the Other is represented but also consider whose voices are excluded and how those
exclusions operate.

STEREOTYPES, EXOTICISM, AND THE COLONIAL IMAGINARY

Another major theme in postcolonial scholarship is the role of stereotypes and exoticism in colonial
representation. Colonial literature often portrays the colonized as mysterious, sensual, violent, or childlike
qualities that reinforce the idea of European superiority. These stereotypes function as ideological tools,
simplifying complex societies into easily recognizable and controllable images.

Bhabha (1994) argues that colonial stereotypes are not merely negative representations but are also
marked by ambivalence. They combine fascination and fear, attraction and repulsion. This ambivalence
reflects the psychological tensions within colonial discourse, which depends on both the desire for and the
rejection of the Other.
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Such representations create what has been termed the colonial imaginary a system of images and
narratives through which empire is understood and justified. Literature plays a crucial role in shaping this
imaginary, providing symbolic frameworks that support imperial ideologies.

HYBRIDITY AND THE TRANSFORMATION OF IDENTITY

Postcolonial theory also examines how colonial encounters produce hybrid identities that challenge rigid
cultural boundaries. Bhabha (1994) introduces the concept of hybridity to describe the cultural mixing
that occurs in colonial contexts. Hybridity disrupts the binary opposition between colonizer and colonized
by creating new identities that cannot be easily categorized.

In literary texts, hybrid characters or cultural spaces often reveal the instability of colonial hierarchies.
They demonstrate that colonial identity is not fixed but constantly negotiated and transformed. Hybridity
thus becomes a site of resistance, undermining the ideological foundations of colonial power.

RESEARCH GAPS AND STUDY POSITIONING

Despite extensive scholarship on colonial discourse and the representation of the Other, several gaps
remain. First, some analyses focus primarily on exposing stereotypes without examining the deeper
discursive mechanisms that produce them. Second, certain studies treat colonial discourse as a stable
system, overlooking the ambivalence and contradictions highlighted by later theorists. Third, there is a
need for integrated analyses that combine insights from Said, Bhabha, and Spivak within a single
interpretive framework.

The present study addresses these gaps by examining how colonial power operates through the
representation of the Other in English literary texts. It integrates key insights from major postcolonial
theorists to analyze both the structural mechanisms of colonial discourse and the moments of ambivalence
or resistance that destabilize it.

By adopting this approach, the study contributes to postcolonial literary criticism by offering a nuanced
analysis of how colonial identities are constructed, contested, and transformed within literary narratives.

METHODOLOGY

RESEARCH DESIGN

This study adopts a qualitative, interpretive research design grounded in postcolonial literary criticism.
The research is text-based and non-empirical, focusing on the critical examination of English literary texts
to analyze how colonial power operates through the representation of the Other. Such a design is
appropriate because questions of discourse, identity, and representation in literature are embedded in
narrative structures, symbolism, and language rather than measurable variables.

Literary texts are treated as cultural artifacts that both reflect and shape colonial ideologies. The analysis
therefore approaches literature not as a passive mirror of historical events but as an active site where
colonial knowledge is produced, negotiated, and sometimes challenged.

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION
The study is informed by postcolonial theory, drawing on key concepts from foundational postcolonial
thinkers.
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The theoretical framework integrates three major perspectives:
e Edward Said’s concept of Orientalism, which explains how colonial discourse constructs the
colonized as the cultural and ideological “Other” (Said, 1978).
e Homi K. Bhabha’s theory of ambivalence, mimicry, and hybridity, which emphasizes the
instability and contradictions within colonial discourse (Bhabha, 1994).
e Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s concept of the subaltern, which highlights the silencing and
marginalization of colonized voices within dominant narratives (Spivak, 1988).

Together, these perspectives provide a comprehensive framework for analyzing how colonial power
operates through representation, discourse, and narrative authority.

SELECTION OF TEXTS

The primary texts were selected through purposive sampling, a common approach in literary research.
The selection focused on texts that provide rich material for analyzing colonial power and the
construction of the Other.

The selection criteria included:
e engagement with colonial or imperial contexts
e representation of colonized subjects or cultures
e recognition within English literary studies
e relevance to postcolonial critical debates

These criteria ensure that the chosen texts offer meaningful insight into the discursive construction of
colonial identities.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

The study employs close textual analysis as its primary methodological tool. Close reading involves
detailed examination of language, imagery, narrative voice, characterization, and symbolism to uncover
how meaning is constructed within the text.

The analysis focuses on:

e discursive construction of the colonial Other
narrative strategies that establish cultural hierarchies
patterns of stereotyping and exoticism
silencing or marginalization of colonized voices
moments of ambivalence, mimicry, or hybridity

This approach allows for a nuanced understanding of how colonial power operates at both thematic and
structural levels within literary narratives.

ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE
The analysis followed a systematic interpretive process:
o Initial reading of selected texts to identify themes related to colonial power and otherness.
o Theoretically informed re-readings guided by postcolonial concepts such as Orientalism,
mimicry, and subalternity.
o Identification of recurring patterns of representation, hierarchy, and ambivalence within the
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narratives.
¢ Interpretive synthesis, linking textual evidence to broader postcolonial theoretical debates.

Direct textual quotations are used selectively to support analytical claims, ensuring that interpretations
remain grounded in the texts.

RIGOR AND REFLEXIVITY

In qualitative literary research, rigor is achieved through theoretical coherence, textual grounding, and
analytical transparency. Interpretations in this study are consistently supported by close textual evidence
and situated within established postcolonial scholarship.

Reflexivity is also recognized as an important aspect of literary analysis. The study acknowledges that
interpretation is shaped by the researcher’s theoretical orientation and scholarly context. Rather than
claiming neutrality, the study makes its interpretive framework explicit.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

As a text-based study relying exclusively on published literary works and secondary criticism, this
research does not involve human participants and therefore does not require formal ethical approval. All
sources are cited in accordance with academic integrity standards.

ANALYSIS

CONSTRUCTING THE COLONIAL OTHER THROUGH BINARY OPPOSITIONS

One of the most persistent strategies through which colonial power operates in English literary texts is the
construction of identity through binary oppositions. Colonial discourse frequently organizes the world
into hierarchical pairs: civilized versus primitive, rational versus irrational, modern versus backward, and
self versus Other. These binaries serve to define European identity as superior while positioning the
colonized as inferior and fundamentally different.

As Said (1978) argues, the construction of the Orient is not based on objective observation but on a
system of representations that define the East as Europe’s cultural opposite. Within literary texts, this
logic appears in character descriptions, narrative perspectives, and symbolic imagery. The colonized
subject is often depicted as mysterious, irrational, or childlike, reinforcing the idea that colonial rule is
both necessary and justified.

These binary constructions are not neutral narrative devices; they are ideological tools that produce and
maintain colonial hierarchies. By repeatedly associating the colonized with negative or exotic qualities,
literary texts contribute to the normalization of imperial authority.

STEREOTYPING, EXOTICISM, AND CULTURAL DISTANCE

Colonial literature often relies on stereotypes to represent colonized peoples and cultures. These
stereotypes simplify complex societies into easily recognizable images, such as the noble savage, the
sensual native, or the violent tribal figure. Such representations create a sense of cultural distance between
the colonizer and the colonized, reinforcing the perception of European superiority.

Said (1978) notes that colonial discourse produces knowledge about the Other that is both repetitive and
reductive. The same images and narrative patterns recur across texts, creating a stable but distorted image
of the colonized world. These representations serve ideological purposes by presenting the colonized as
incapable of self-governance or rational thought.
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Exoticism plays a similar role in colonial representation. Literary texts often depict colonized landscapes
and cultures as mysterious, sensual, or dangerous. These portrayals create an atmosphere of fascination
and fear, positioning the colonized world as both attractive and threatening. This duality reflects the
ambivalent nature of colonial discourse.

NARRATIVE AUTHORITY AND THE SILENCING OF THE COLONIZED

Control over narrative voice is a central mechanism through which colonial power is exercised in literary
texts. In many colonial narratives, the story is told from the perspective of the colonizer, while the voices
of colonized characters are marginalized or entirely absent. Even when colonized characters appear
prominently, their perspectives are often filtered through the narrative authority of European protagonists.
Spivak (1988) describes this process as the silencing of the subaltern. According to Spivak, colonial
discourse frequently denies colonized subjects the ability to represent themselves. Their voices are either
excluded or interpreted through colonial frameworks, preventing genuine expression.

In literary texts, this silencing is often evident in the absence of interiority for colonized characters. While
European characters are given complex psychological depth, colonized figures are frequently reduced to
symbolic or functional roles. They may serve as guides, servants, or antagonists, but their own
perspectives remain unexplored.

This narrative imbalance reinforces colonial hierarchies by privileging European experiences and
marginalizing those of the colonized. It also highlights the ethical implications of representation, raising
questions about whose voices are heard and whose are silenced.

AMBIVALENCE AND THE ANXIETY OF COLONIAL AUTHORITY

While colonial discourse often appears to present clear hierarchies, closer analysis reveals its underlying
instability. Bhabha (1994) argues that colonial authority is marked by ambivalence, a condition in which
the colonized subject is simultaneously seen as inferior and threatening.

This ambivalence emerges from the colonial need to produce difference while also seeking resemblance.
The colonized subject must be similar enough to be governed or educated, yet different enough to justify
domination. As Bhabha explains, colonial discourse produces the colonized as “almost the same, but not
quite” (p. 86).

Literary representations of the Other often reflect this tension. Colonized characters may be portrayed as
loyal servants or admirable warriors, yet they are never allowed full equality with European characters.
Their partial resemblance creates anxiety, revealing the fragility of colonial authority.

Moments of mimicry when colonized characters adopt European language, dress, or customs further
destabilize colonial hierarchies. Mimicry exposes the constructed nature of colonial difference, suggesting
that the boundaries between colonizer and colonized are not as fixed as colonial discourse claims.

HYBRIDITY AND THE DISRUPTION OF COLONIAL BINARIES

The concept of hybridity offers another lens through which to understand the instability of colonial
discourse. Bhabha (1994) argues that colonial encounters produce hybrid identities that disrupt the binary
opposition between colonizer and colonized. These hybrid figures occupy cultural spaces that cannot be
easily categorized, challenging the purity of colonial hierarchies.

JEDR VOL 3, ISSUE 1, 2025 PAGE 37



(JEDR)

Jownal of

Engllish Discourse
and Researnch,

<

Journal of English Discourse and Research (JEDR)

Vol. 3 No. 1 (January-December) (2025)
ISSN: 3106-9363-3106-9371

www.jedr.com

In literary texts, hybrid characters often embody the tensions and contradictions of colonial identity. They
may speak multiple languages, navigate different cultural norms, or occupy ambiguous social positions.
Such characters reveal that colonial identity is not fixed but constantly negotiated.

Hybridity thus becomes a site of resistance. By destabilizing rigid cultural boundaries, hybrid identities
undermine the ideological foundations of colonial power. Literary representations of hybridity expose the
limitations of colonial discourse and suggest alternative forms of identity.

RESISTANCE AND THE LIMITS OF COLONIAL REPRESENTATION

Despite the dominance of colonial discourse, many literary texts contain moments that challenge or
complicate imperial authority. These moments may take the form of narrative contradictions, sympathetic
portrayals of colonized characters, or disruptions of colonial stereotypes.

However, such moments of resistance are often partial or ambiguous. Colonized characters may display
courage, intelligence, or moral strength, yet their agency remains constrained by the narrative structure.
The colonial framework of the text often limits the extent to which their resistance can be fully realized.
This ambivalence reflects the broader contradictions of colonial discourse. While colonial narratives seek
to assert clear hierarchies, they also reveal the dependencies and anxieties that underlie imperial power.
The representation of the Other thus becomes a site where colonial authority is both reinforced and
destabilized.

SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL INSIGHTS
The analysis reveals several key patterns in the representation of the colonial Other:
e Colonial discourse constructs identity through hierarchical binaries.
Stereotypes and exotic imagery reinforce cultural distance.
Narrative authority privileges colonial perspectives while silencing colonized voices.
Colonial representation is marked by ambivalence and instability.
Mimicry and hybridity disrupt fixed colonial identities.
Resistance appears in partial and ambiguous forms within colonial narratives.

Together, these patterns demonstrate that the representation of the Other is central to the operation of
colonial power in English literature. At the same time, the instability of these representations reveals the
fragile foundations of imperial authority.

CONCLUSION

This study examined how colonial power operates through the representation of the “Other” in English
literary texts, drawing on key postcolonial theories developed by Edward Said, Homi K. Bhabha, and
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. The analysis demonstrated that colonial discourse functions not merely as a
background context for literary narratives but as an active system of representation that constructs cultural
hierarchies, shapes identities, and sustains imperial authority.

The findings reveal that colonial literature frequently relies on binary oppositions that position European
identity as rational, civilized, and authoritative, while portraying colonized subjects as irrational,
primitive, or exotic. These binaries serve as ideological tools that justify colonial domination and
reinforce the moral legitimacy of empire. Through repeated narrative patterns, stereotypes, and symbolic
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imagery, literary texts contribute to the production of colonial knowledge and the normalization of
imperial power.

At the same time, the analysis highlights that colonial discourse is marked by ambivalence and instability.
Representations of the colonized Other often oscillate between admiration and fear, resemblance and
difference. This ambivalence reflects the contradictions at the heart of colonial authority, which depends
on both the production of difference and the desire for control over the colonized subject. Concepts such
as mimicry and hybridity reveal how colonial identities are not fixed but constantly negotiated, exposing
the fragile foundations of imperial hierarchies.

The study also emphasizes the importance of narrative authority in shaping colonial representation.
Colonial texts frequently silence or marginalize the voices of colonized characters, presenting their
experiences through the interpretive frameworks of the colonizer. This narrative imbalance reinforces
colonial power by privileging European perspectives while denying the colonized subject the capacity for
self-representation.

However, the analysis also identifies moments of resistance and contradiction within colonial narratives.
These moments, though often partial or ambiguous, reveal the tensions that undermine colonial discourse.
By exposing the dependencies, anxieties, and inconsistencies within imperial representation, such
moments challenge the coherence of colonial authority.

Overall, the study demonstrates that the representation of the Other in English literature is central to the
operation of colonial power. Literary texts do not simply reflect colonial realities; they actively participate
in the construction of cultural hierarchies and imperial identities. At the same time, these representations
are marked by instability and contradiction, revealing the contested nature of colonial discourse.

In conclusion, examining the representation of the Other provides critical insight into the cultural
dynamics of colonial power and its enduring influence on literary traditions. By analyzing how colonial
discourse constructs and regulates difference, this study contributes to postcolonial literary scholarship
and underscores the importance of literature as a site where imperial ideologies are both produced and
challenged.
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