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World Literature, Globalization,
and The Loss Of Stories:
On the Political Economy of Narrative Today

‘World literature’ has several distinct meanings. Most important for the present study, it may refer to the
products of increased interaction across literary traditions in a globalized political economy. The resulting
‘global literature’ involves extensive convergence in natrative practices. The result is a diminishing of cultural
diversity in storytelling. Globalization may also lead to certain sorts of divergence. This may seem to partially
counterbalance the convergence. However, in an unequal, global economy, divergence is most often guided by
hegemonic cultural practices, even if this occurs negatively. Specifically, such divergence commonly operates
through identity-based repudiation of global standardization with a consequent simplification and distortion
of putatively indigenous traditions. Thus, in unequal global conditions, both convergence and divergence have
the effect of reducing the diversity of narrative cultures. In consequence, the globalization of literature may
have deleterious effects on the aesthetics — and indeed the ethics and politics — of narrative. The essay ends
with some possibilities for reversing this trend.
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A few years ago, | was watching a Hindi movdele Hum Akele TuifiUs Alone, You Alone’). A little

bit into the movie, | began to think: this is nattieely unlike Kramer vs. KramerThe feeling became
stronger as the film progressed. At one point,fttber is preparing breakfast for his son and hiinse
Watching this, | remembered a sceneKiamer vs. Kramemwhere the son complains about the father
getting shells into the eggs. The father repliestgmding he intentionally added eggshell as areignt,
that this is actually good because it makes the eggnchy. Just then, the boyAkele Hum Akele Tum
complained that his father had gotten shells ihtogggs. The father replied, pretending he inteatip
added eggshell as an ingredient, that this is Bgtg@od because it makes the eggs crunchy.

No doubt, many people have had the experiencewifdageen a particular movie or having read a
particular story before — not only within, but aBross traditions. | am not referring to the softsross-
cultural patterns that arise spontaneously in diffeliteratures. (I will return to these in a marhgl am
referring, rather, to a sort of literary or cinemndbandwagon’ effect. Something is successfulpotwer
authors begin to imitate it — or, more accuratetynething is successful, so publishers and filndpcers
begin to pour money into projects (novels, scremys)lthat seem to share the crucial, profit-gemayat
quality.
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Remakes and partial remakes, sucthksle Hum Akele Tunare cases of this sort, but somewhat
unusual ones. Most often, the resulting unifornistya matter of topic, theme, style, narrative stroe—
not a specific plot or particular moments of dialegFor example, it is commonplace to remark that t
financial and critical success ®flidnight's Children prompted publishers to recruit Indian authors,
prompted Indian authors to write in English, fosterthe spread of certain stylistic techniques and
‘postmodern’ approaches to writing ‘postcoloniativels, and so on. Indeed, eMdidnight's Childrenis
a peculiar example. Homogenization is rarely thsulteof a single work. For instance, the spread of
Hollywood-style cinematic and narrative techniqueswell known. Certainly some films were more
important than others in producing this result; batsingle movie, nor even a small set of moviess w
primarily responsible.

The general point here is, of course, well knowhe Tlobalization of political economy tends to
foster a sort of global literature and culturewarld literature’, in one sense of the phrasehim bulk of
this essay, | will consider what this means. | wi8o consider, more briefly, what problems it miigbse,
and, very briefly indeed, what one might do in s to such problems.

1. WHAT IS WORLD LITERATURE?

In order to begin this consideration, it is usefutontrast world literature with something thaghtiseem
to be its equivalent: literary universals. Thougtyca handful of scholars have been actively endage
research on literary universals, interest in thectbias grown considerably in the past decade.dt sty

seem that this sort of research and interest a&parable from the idea of world literature. Cettai

there are senses of ‘world literature’ that do godhin hand with the study of literary universélst there
are also forms of ‘world literature’ that are adtyincompatible with such study.

Literary universals are properties or relationst ttecur across genetically and areally unrelated
literary traditions with a frequency that is greathan chance, at a statistically significant level
Genetically unrelated traditions are traditionsttda not have a common source. Areally unrelated
traditions are traditions that did not influencee@nother, at least with respect to the putativieensal.
Universals may result from shared biological predsitions, but also from spontaneously convergent
patterns in group dynamics, cross-culturally reagrrtendencies in child development that are not
genetically determined as such, trans-historicapensities in the trajectories of interpersonatiens,
and so on.

What about world literature, then? One may distisigwat least three distinct senses of the phrase.
The first is simply the expansion of comparatiteriry study beyond Europhone literatures to tiaut
of verbal art from all areas of the world. In teEnse, ‘world literature’ is not something sepafaim alll

! For a fuller discussion, see (Hogan 2003).
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the literature that is already available. It is actelection from that literature or a new sotfitefature. It
is simply a new, encompassing categorization design opposition to other, restrictive categorizas.

It has consequences for literary study, but notessarily for literature itself. (The point of thiill
become clear when | consider other senses of tres@h One of the prime critical areas in whichas
productive consequences is the study of literaiiyarsals. It provides the only basis on which ona ¢
hope to isolate cross-cultural and trans-historltalary patterns. Indeed, the point is consedakent
outside literary studyer se Literature is in some respects an irreplaceablgce of information on
certain aspects of the human mind, human societpah relations, and related matters. As such, world
literature in this sense is, or should be, of @nimportance not only for criticism and interptéia, but
also for cognitive and affective science, anthrogg] and other fields. One may use ‘literature tef t
world’ to refer to this sense of ‘world literature.

A second meaning of ‘world literature’ is narrowdrrefers to that set of literary works that have
importance across traditiohs=or example, thdRamayana has passed across languages and cultures,
assuming significance in different literary tradits — not only the various language traditionsnofid
(comparable to the various national traditions ofdpe), but non-Indian traditions (e.g., Indonegias
well. As such, it is a part of world literature tinis second sense. The same point could be mad# abo
Tales of the 1001 Nights Hamlet In order to distinguish it from other ideas ofnidditerature, one may
refer to this as ‘transnational literature.’

Transnational literature is certainly a valid olbjetstudy. Indeed, one potentially has a great thea
learn about literary reputation, the disseminatibliterary works, literary influence, and othepics, by
studying cross-cultural reception. However, theywbings that make this a valuable field of stutoa
make it a problematic category, if one tries toegiv normative or even the wrong sort of intellettu
weight. Almost all major Hollywood films are ‘tramational cinema’ in this sense, but brilliant works
Malayalam cinema are not. Discrepancies such asatfa just the sorts of thing that one can come to
understand by research on transnational art. Buis itimportant to recognize that the greater
transnationality of a particular work or traditiés not necessarily an indicator of, so to speakatgr
‘universality’ in either the descriptive sense ohiversal’ or in the normative sense. Works ofréitare
and film become transnational in part due to whagliages are known across cultures, what publicatio
outlets and distribution circuits there are forfaliént works, what groups have higher prestige, who
controls education policy, and so on.

Beyond the creation of a transnational canon, egamcies in economic power, social hegemony,
and other factors produce further effects. In theper circumstances, one of these effects may e th
increasing assimilation of one literary traditiananother. For example, as more Hollywood filmsdmee

transnationally canonical, the films of other ttamis become increasingly similar to Hollywood fiim

% This is, for example, David Damrosch’s (2003) usage.
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This is likely to occur for the simple reason tleatch new non-American filmmaker makes films in
relation to a set of prior works. That set is riatiled by the flmmaker’s nationality. Rather, st affected

by the salience or prominence of different filmstle author's memory, the prototypes that have been
formed in that author's mind by watching films (oatl and transnational), etc. (I will considersthi
process in greater detail below.) As such, the wark any new filmmaker are likely to be highly
influenced by Hollywood. Moreover, these new filmgl contribute to the further ‘Hollywoodization'fo
cinema through their own subsequent influence.

This leads to the third sense of ‘world literaturiferature that is the product of intertraditibna
influence. This is the sense alluded to at theetudbthis essay. In order to keep this sensendistone
may refer to it as ‘global literature.” Global litgure is a body of literature that represents the
convergence of different traditions. However, iedamot represemspontaneousonvergence. Rather, it is
results from what one might calbntactconvergence.

One should consider these forms of convergenceciaigr detail.

2. COMING TOGETHER: SPONTANEOUS CONVERGENCE AND CONTACT
CONVERGENCE

Spontaneous convergence is the result of procéisaesccur in each tradition separately. It begitith
cycles of practice within a tradition. Those cydiead to innovations that are retained becausefthfiy
certain purposes of verbal art that recur crostsally. For example, our emotion systems appedreto
structured such that emotional effects are, in, gamtrastive. If Jones anticipates winning a hige
then does not win it, he may feel sad — even thdugjlobjective situation is precisely the sameefsre.
Indeed his situation is the same as when he aat@gpsome harm then felt happy when that harm atid n
occur. Given this emotional propensity, and givanenjoyment of certain sorts of emotional experégn
one might expect different cultures to develop at@res for emotional engagement. Moreover, one tigh
expect those cultures to develop those narrativesuch a way as to begin with some sort of default
emotional normalcy, move to some degree of ematipam, then conclude with some sort of emotional
pleasure. In a narrative trajectory of this sdrg pain is enhanced by contrast with the initiaimalcy,
and the final pleasure is enhanced by contrast thi¢hintervening pain. Thus, one might expect a
structure of this sort to recur across culturesth&t same time, this structure is clearly not iandt it
comes to be standard in different traditions, hrabably results from the separate developmenhef t
practice in different places, as people improveeirtistorytelling through cycles of production and

revision.
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In contrast with such spontaneous convergencer fihas of similarity development result from the
influence of one tradition on the other. This isrtact convergence.’ This occurs most obviouslgugh
the transmission of particular literary works asrtsditions.

In order to understand contact convergence, ondsngeconsider the general processes by which
people create works of art. Storytellers, for exeangdraw on multiple levels of cognitive structutes
make stories. These levels include broad schenrasptypes, and instances or exempla. The broad
schemas are the sorts of things that can be affdsteyeneral ideas (e.g., aspects of normativen st
theories, such as the Neoclassical unities of tiplace, and action). However, both schemas and
prototypes are usually abstracted from instancdsiclwis to say, particular works. Specifically,
prototypes result from a process of weighted avegagcross instances. The averaging is ‘weighted’ i
the sense that some features are usually more peoirin the prototypes than in the instances themse
These features may be more emotionally conseqliemtianore distinctive of the category. To take an
ordinary example, the prototypical man is probabbyre masculine than the statistically average fan.

Schemas are more abstract than prototypes; but dheynot, in general, quite so minimal as
dictionary definitions. First of all, schemas givee the features of the central distribution of¢ategory.
They then delimit specific alternatives that falitside the central distribution, but include allnoany of
the remaining cases. Consider, for example, thealetistribution of birds fly. In keeping with i our
schema for birds includes ‘can fly’ as a defaultieaHowever, some birds are injured and some tgpes
bird cannot fly. These are included as non-defatdirnatives in schemés.

Our thoughts about birds, our expectations of biatsl so on, are guided by complex interactions of
prototypes with schemas and with the constantlftisgisets of instances or exempla from which they
derive. The same point holds for the events, chamscscenes, styles, and other features of litevarks.

Our understanding and imagination of any story sadror write is also guided by prototypes, schemas,
and exempla. Within this list, exempla are partidyl important, for they are the primary sourcetha#
other two structures. Moreover, not all exempla egaal. Some works have drawn our prolonged and
repeated attention, while others have not. Indizilgyuthe former are more cognitively consequerttiah

the latter. The distinction here is roughly equivil to that between ‘canonical’ and non-canonical
literature. On the other hand, there is never depemlignment between the works that someone has
studied, re-read, etc., and the canon of literanykes taught in schools or studied individually hiyer
people. Indeed, one’s ‘idiolectal canon’ — the agfetvorks that one has studied, discussed, reviewed,

so forth — will never encompass the entire offigahon of one’s society. Even if Smith somehow

manages to read the entire official canon, she gii most works only passing attention. In thisywa

*See (Kahneman and Miller 1986: 143) on the case of lettuce as a prototypical diet food. Clearly, lettuce has far
fewer calories than the statistically average diet food.
* See (Holland, Holyoak, Nisbett & Thagard 1986) on schemas and defaults.
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they will have no greater effect on her prototypad schemas than will episodes of television pirogra
that she saw once and never reconsidered. Morethege are going to be other stories to which st h
devoted such attention — for example, televisioogmams that she taught in class — stories that are,
therefore, part of her idiolectal canon, but thandt have social canonical status.

Related to this, one’s understanding and imaginatibverbal art has an important normative or
evaluative component; but this is not a matterraf'e entire idiolectal canon. Rather, there is réhér,
still more restricted set of works that definerbilgy excellence for any given person. This is oy the
set of works that one woulshy define literary excellence. (That is largely a r@abf what one believes
other people think are the best works.) Theselwemorks that actually have a place of high esteem
one’s experience, works that are readily activatecevaluative standards in one’s representatiorhl a
emotional memory. These are not works that ongudged primarily in terms of some list of qualities
They are, rather, works that have given one the cfoexperience one wants from literature. One may
refer to these as ‘paradigms’.

More exactly, then, one may say that each of usahagrarchy of exempla, ranging from a limited
set of idiolectal paradigms, through a broaderlédital canon, down to a set of increasingly penighe
instances of various literary categories. To sorterg, different people in a given society will shguch
paradigms, canons, and peripheral instances. Onerefer to these as the social paradigms, etca of
given group. Note that even these will only pakfiaverlap with the official or publically acknowdged
paradigms, canon, and so forth, which thereformfarfurther category.

Authors, again, draw on schemas, prototypes, aethpba in producing new works. These include
schemas, etc., from a range of non-literary areash as the routines of daily life. They also, very
importantly, include the schemas, prototypes, aminpla of literature: narrative, character, andosth.
The production of works of verbal art includes eadt two complexes of principles that guide this
process. The first is the complex of principles that gemertne characters, events, and larger narrative
trajectories initially. The second is the complé»ponciples that allow the author to judge thess of
that generation. The former may be called ‘develeptnprinciples; the latter, ‘evaluation’ princigl®
The evaluation principles make particular referetmeparadigms and to the author’s experience of
paradigms. Put simply, the author’s relation toapgagmatic works sets a sort of standard for thtatis
own evaluation of the effectiveness of the new work

| can now give a more technical statement regardomgact convergence. Contact convergence in
verbal art becomes possible when there is an irdfuexempla from one tradition to another. Of ceurs

these new exempla produce only a minimal, pasdteeation unless they affect the production of new

> See (Hogan 2006).

¢ Though they are conceptually and even to some extent temporally distinct, the processes of generation (or
development) and evaluation are, of course, tightly integrated in practice. In other words, evaluation begins almost
the moment that generation begins and it has continuous effects on generation.



WORLD LITERATURE | 94

works in the recipient tradition. Thus they havsignificant convergence effect only if they altbet
cognitive structures that produce works of verbtilwahich is to say, only if they alter the devehognt
and evaluation principles that govern such produactias well as the related structures that guide
understanding and response on the part of readdrs. suggests that the exempla will be more
consequential to the extent that they are estaulists canonical or, beyond that, paradigmatic. t@n t
other hand, a very large number of peripheral wanksy collectively have significant consequences as
well.

In recent years, globalization has had just thdfexts. Specifically, there has been an enormous
influx of Europhone and particularly English-langeaworks into the paradigmatic (at least the dffici

paradigmatic), canonical, and peripheral bodiesxefmpla in virtually every tradition.

3. CONTACT CONVERGENCE, EVALUATION, AND HEGEMONY

This brings me to a consequential point about tiageof contact convergence. Contact convergence
comes in at least two types. One may refer to tlemm'exchange convergence’ and ‘hegemonic
convergence.’ In exchange convergence, the corngadimited and the status of the ‘source’ and
‘recipient’ societies is roughly equal — in ternfgolitical economy, cultural prestige, and so bnthese
cases, it seems reasonable to assume that thenittaxsliterary work, form, or idea appeals to some
interest already present in the recipient traditleor example, it may be that Sanskrit drama, @aerly
Abhijfznasakuntalam provided some impetus for the development of mtinadramas in China (see Liu
1972: 13 and Dolby 1976: 4), though the literarptact was limited and not economically or cultyrall
hegemonic. If so, this suggests a prior properfsity or openness toward, relevant sorts of aestheti
practice in Chinese society: not necessarily romagitamaper se but romantic story creation and
something along the lines of dramatic performancka contrast, there is a clear influence of Erglis
poetry on Indian poetry in the Nineteenth and Tvethtcenturies. This influence resulted from exiens
contact including political and economic dominatamd cultural hegemony, ranging from diffuse matter
of prestige to particular curricular programs irueational institution§. This suggests nothing about the
prior interests or needs of the recipient cultusné of course nothing about the quality of theipalars
that influenced that recipient cultute.

7 As Mackerras puts it, ‘that there is influence from India need not be doubted. But to ascribe this influence as the
reason for the rise of Chinese drama at this time and place is quite another matter’ (1990: 30).

® On colonialism, hegemony, and English literary study in India, see, for example, (Viswanathan 1989).

° When | have presented these ideas publicly, | have invariably been asked if the currently popular notion of
hybridity does not pose a challenge to what | am saying. The idea appears to be two-fold. First, there is a
descriptive point. Every culture — thus every literary tradition — is always already hybrid. In consequence, there is
no point in longing nostalgically for a condition of cultural purity. The second point is normative. An attempt to
achieve cultural purity is always a matter of purging hybrid cultural formations of putatively foreign elements in an
attempt to limit and control a cultural mixing that one should celebrate rather than condemn.
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Globalization has clearly led to such hegemonidaxnconvergence. It is widely recognized that the
direction of transmission of cultural items througlbbalization has been disproportionately fromd=zur
American culture to other cultures and from Euraphe- particularly English-language — literature to
other traditions of verbal art. Most of us have alwal evidence of this discrepancy. One expects
professors from India, Japan, or China to be famiith Euro-American cultural products, from the
paradigmatic works of literary canons to blockbrsiaf popular culture; but the reverse is not thgec
For example, one expects an Indian professor togréze the name ‘Homer,” and perhaps even ‘Homer
Simpson’; but an Indian professor would not expast American colleague to recognize the name
‘Vyasa'. Statistics are available — and they are ctargisvith the anecdotes. A 2005 study from the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultugabanization (UNESCO) points out that ‘developing
countries account for less than 1% share of exmdrultural goods’ (‘International’ 9). Considdnet
book trade: the U.S. exports almost 2 billion dallavorth of books every year, as does the U.K. In
contrast, China exports only about 35% of thatadaynder 6%, India about 2%, South Africa less than
1%, and the exports of countries such as Turkeyy&eand Ethiopia are almost insignificant (e.g.,
Ethiopia exported only $13,000 in books during ykear covered by the study). A more recent UNESCO
document reports that Europe and North Americaauicfor 84% of all printed media export; East Asia
accounts for 10.7%; Sub-Saharan Africa accountf885% (Kutukdjian and Corbett 2009: 131). The
point is not confined to books. The UNESCO studyéetnational Flows’ notes that ‘Africa as a whobesh
produced only 600 movies... in its history". roughihe number produced by the U.S. in 18 months.
Moreover, ‘more than one-third of all countrieslie world do not produce any films at all’ (47)déeed,
the percentage is closer to one-half (88 out of H86ording to the more recent report: Kutukdjiad a

The descriptive point presents ‘hybridity’ as if it is — or is at least part of — a well-developed theory of cultural
interaction; but it is not. Homi Bhabha introduced the term into current theoretical discourse. He presented it as an
alternative to ‘a world conceived in binary terms’ (1994: 14); but, as a theoretical concept, it hardly goes beyond a
vague, approving gesture in the direction of syncretism (set in binary opposition to everything else, which is
reductively characterized as binaristic). Given this vagueness, the fundamental descriptive claim (of universal
cultural hybridity) is undoubtedly true: every culture develops in some interaction with other cultures. But that tells
nothing about the nature, proportions, or processes of ‘hybridization.” Moreover, the alternatives are wrongly
framed. The point of criticizing cultural hegemony is not to assert the importance of absolute cultural purity.
Indeed, rather than supporting or simply dismissing affirmations of purity, part of the point is to understand just
how such affirmations come about in reaction against largely coercive forms of syncretism.

This brings me to the normative point. Xenophobia undoubtedly leads to intellectual desiccation and cultural
rigidity; but that is hardly the result of someone affirming the value of non-hegemonic traditions and opposing their
increased attenuation; it is hardly the result of someone saying that, for instance, particular languages should be
cultivated so that they do not become extinct. Moreover, a general presumption in favor of the hybrid seems
misplaced. For example, the history of colonialism attests that hybrid cultural formations may take, not the best,
but the worst of both worlds. Thus one often finds that women in colonized societies took on the disabilities of
many European women (e.g., economic dependency); but their hybrid culture did not relieve them of indigenous
disabilities (e.g., those associated with polygamy). (On this point, see Amadiume 1987 and Van Allen 1972, 1976, as
well as Hogan 2000: 173-212.)
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Corbett 2009: 132-133). In keeping with this, adisthe 398 top grossing films in the world (‘Alime”)
includes only four non-English language works. Tire of these comes in at number 288.

In the case of many very small language communéties associated traditions of verbal art, these
discrepancies have contributed to the actual eidmof the indigenous traditior.In other cases, they
have involved the reconfiguration of the disprojoorately recipient traditions to such an extent thair
new products are perhaps better understood asiteada a global literary discourse than as devetopm
of local traditions. Indeed, even earlier workstlué tradition come to be understood in terms setby
hegemonic culture — as in the recent fad of argthagsuch-and-such a non-Western tradition waaydw
already fully in keeping with the ideas of JacqDesrida.

To a great extent, this discrepancy is due to @iacpolitical, economic, and social factors:
ownership of publishing and media, language doriinagind the legacy of colonial schooling practices
It is also involved with prestige (what Bourdieu9B9referred to as ‘symbolic capital’). This, toancbe
spelled out in cognitive terms. An author's evaluatprocesses include placing him- or herself ia th
position of potential readers and altering featwktshe work that would be likely to be idiosyndcat
features that would be unlikely to have the desaféeict on a reader. Part of the communicativd ekian
author is in — consciously or unconsciously — reizigg such features and revising them as needed.
Suppose, for example, that a given author happefisd dark hair and dark eyes particularly conitdry
toward beauty in women. That author is perfectbefto give a character dark hair and dark eyesand
make her beautiful, even connecting these featwittsthe beauty. However, such an author could not
expect a reader to infer beauty because of thedarés. Contrast the suggestions of ‘there she alBs,
blonde haired and blue eyed’ and those of ‘theesveds, all black haired and brown eyed.’

As this example suggests, one component of suchvaluation process concerns not individual
idiosyncrasy, but rather socially recognized valyg®minently, prestige. Once a given property or
practice becomes prestigious, it tends to be ifledtivith other values as well. For example, ihligkin
is prestigious (i.e., if it is socially prized), ill tend to come to be thought of as beautifal,contrast
with alternatives. The same points hold for cultyr@stige and literary evaluation. This then emiato
both the development and evaluation principles jctv writers judge and revise their works. At least
initially, the prestige-based evaluation principledl be separate from, and perhaps opposed to, the
authors’ own spontaneous aesthetic response.

Thus, contact leads to convergence by alteringaliyeprototypes, schemas, and so on. Moreover,
insofar as contact alters prestige standards iditketion of the hegemonic society (and that isicmnly

part of hegemony), it is likely to produce converge in output that goes beyond convergence indés

% There are, of course, partial exceptions to these trends (see Kutukdjian and Corbett 2009: 131-135); but these do
not significantly affect the overall picture.
1 On efforts to preserve at least some works of verbal art in dying traditions, see (Spolsky 2004: 214).
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(i.e., the resulting works are likely to be moreigr than the aesthetic feelings of their authoPa)t
somewhat crudely: authors may, in a sense, congslefarce their works relative to their own evaluative
responses. They may do this in order to make thasks conform more fully with what they take to be
common evaluative responses — or they may simpBitbeng for increased sales. In any case, thisrsccu
even in cases where actual general evaluative mespoare not in keeping with the prestige standard:
cases in which that standard is, rather, solelygfdregemonic ideology.

When hegemonic contact convergence occurs, presttigelards spread from the hegemonic society
to recipient societies. This is part of the broadpread of hegemonic ideologies. But there is a
complication here, already suggested in the examwiplair color. Hegemonic ideologies tend to ineolv
denigrating evaluations of at least certain aspafcssibordinated or non-hegemonic cultures. Indiesl,
difficult to see how this could be avoided, givdratt hegemonic ideology, by its nature, affirms the
superiority of the hegemonic culture. That saiccoidgy does not automatically crush the pride of
subordinated peoples. Indeed, quite the contrarylikely to lead at least some members of a atihate
group to an enhanced sense of their group ideatithan enhanced pride in that identity. One rasfult
this is that hegemonic works may come to serveegmtivemodels, rather than (or in addition to) being
positive models.

To get an idea of how negative models operate,identhe following simple case. Suppose Jones is
very concerned with being manly. He notices a wowtacking her fingernails by opening her hand and
holding it palm outward. Later, he catches himdeifhg the same thing — then quickly shifts to tharen
manly method of making a fist and turning the pamvard. Jones is using a negative model based on
gender categorizatioA. Less trivial instances are ubiquitous in literatuOne case may be found in
Rabindranath Tagore’s short story, ‘Housewife'. @ugg boy, Ashu, is discovered playing at dolls with
his younger sister. As a result, he is given thenihiating nickname ‘Housewife’. The point of the
nickname is to hold up such behavior as a negativéel for masculinity’ Negative modeling not only
guides characters and events in stories; it mag ltansequences for the production and reception of
literary works themselves. If strong sorrowful efopns (e.g., in ‘melodrama’) come to be associatdd w
female writers for example, such emotions may baided by male writers, or by publishers of male
writers. When this sort of thing occurs acrossrditg traditions, it may give rise to forms obntact

divergence

2 The example is not wholly fanciful. As a boy, | remember a schoolmate pointing out this difference to me. It
seems | had inadvertently looked at my nails in the wrong way. He was providing brotherly advice so that I could
avoid future embarrassment.

3| should note that Tagore is not supporting but criticizing this use of negative modeling to enforce norms of
gender ideology.
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4. MOVING APART: SPONTANEOUS DIVERGENCE AND CONTACT
DIVERGENCE

Just as one may distinguish between spontaneousaatact convergence, one may distinguish between
spontaneous and contact divergence. Spontaneoagéelince is the ordinary way that traditions become
different. Certain biological, cultural, group dyni&, and other universals give verbal art commadiiain
conditions. Other universals foster convergenceudn the historical changes that occur in literary
traditions, as already noted. However, not all expef the initial conditions are identical, andtamly

not all aspects of historical change are subjeataivergent pressures. Even slight differenceén t
initial canon of works accepted by two groups, lagh¢ differences in environment or population, may
accumulate to quite significant differences ovaragations.

Spontaneous divergence is important for a numbegafons. Among other things, it is probably not
too much of an exaggeration to say that, withooh&gmeous divergence both across and within toaodifi
art is likely to stagnate. For example, one crusgalr to creativity has been contact following dijence.
The European ‘discovery’ of Indian literature ankilpsophy at the end of the Eighteenth Century
provided one important impetus for the developn@nhilosophical idealism and literary romanticism.
European contact with African and East Asian visamlin the early Twentieth Century contributed
significantly to the development of Modernism. Gpim another direction, in the Tenth and Eleventh
centuries the influence of Greek thought gave niality to Arabic philosophy and literary theoryu@h
examples could easily be multiplied.

This is unsurprising, given cognitive accounts a&ativity. Traditions develop and become
crystallized in shared canons. This process teadsraduce a strong set of widely shared proximate
associations for any given literary topic, gente, €or example, in Petrarchan love poetry, thevssd
came to be linked with a highly stereotyped sefeafures, famously parodied by Shakespeare in sonne
130 (‘My mistress’ eyes are nothing like the su}cording to writers in creative cognition thedfy,
creativity is a matter of accessing more remoteaatons that are also fitting for the task atdhaapg.,
writing love poetry. Creativity becomes increasindlifficult as proximate associations become
entrenched, both individually and socially. Contatth other traditions alters this situation. Firdtie to
spontaneous divergence, it is likely to presenhanst with quite different complexes of association.
Second, due to universal constraints on such divexg (e.g., due to the way our emotion systems
operate), these new associations are likely tqob&athe recipient poet’'s purposes.

In contrast with spontaneous divergence, contaargence is usually less a matter of chance than
choice. It may result from prestige and ideologyneentioned earlier; but, in each case, includasgs of
prestige and ideology, it commonly results mostmentally from identity categorization or — in isbc

Y see, for example, the essays in (Sternberg 1999) and (Smith, Ward & Finke 1995).
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psychological terminology — in-group/out-group giein. Here one may return to the example of looking
at one’s fingernails. Why did Jones feel the needhange from one method of fingernail observatmn
another? The fundamental reason was that Jonegedsgpeople, including himself, a categorial idgnti
based on sex. He then encoded certain aspectsipatid his behavior in terms of that categoriahtity
and its associated norms. The same point holdaghu’'s humiliation at the nickname ‘Housewife’ and
his resulting sense that ‘to play with your litdister on a school holiday was the most shamefiag tim

the world’ (Tagore 1994: 57).

The same general point holds for literary productod reception. People categorize literary works
in terms of in-groups and out-groups: most obvipusbut not only — nations. In a short essay, @raot
go into the dynamics of hegemonic denigration amghter-hegemonic response in any detail; but tere i
a simplified outline of one common scenario. Theellgoment of hegemonic contact relations between
two cultures produces a situation in which many ipers of the dominated society are likely to feel
oppressed by the prestige relations defined irhttgiemonic tradition. In connection with this, thee
likely to fear that continued erosion of indigendteditions will produce a particular sort of conyent
development: what one might callduction Reduction refers to a form of convergent develephwith
two main features. First, it leads to a more os lesmmon culture in the two societies, with relglyv
limited differences. Second, this common culture t@nserved overwhelmingly more of one culture than
the other.

A growing possibility of cultural reduction tends ¢licit a specifiable range of respon§eSome of
these foster convergence: reductive or non-redeictiowever, some varieties reject convergence. One
recurrent response of the latter sortdactionary traditionalism Reactionary traditionalism is, roughly,
an attempt to re-establish a declining indigenaaslition (e.g., Igbo tradition) on the basis of a
repudiation of the alien, hegemonic tradition (dagglish Christian tradition). Of course, the réssiinot
as ‘pure’ as the traditionalist claims. Indeed, thdigenous’ tradition in these cases is oftenenstbod
only in relation to, or by way of, the hegemoniadition. Thus, the indigenous tradition may be
reductively understood as a sort of negation ofttbgemonic tradition. For example, if the hegemonic
tradition is seen as free in sexual relations,e‘trimdigenous tradition may be viewed as tighthydan
inflexibly chaste. Alternatively, indigenous trdadit may be understood in terms of ideologies taiesr
from the hegemonic culture. For example, reactiph@ditionalists may draw on colonialist stereayp
to characterize their culture as ubiquitously felig without any secular tendencies. In the case of
reactionary traditionalism, then, the divergencehaf dominated culture from the hegemonic cultgre i
largely guided by the principles and practiceshef hegemonic culture. In this way, contact divecgeis
often a part of or a stage in the larger, reduatilapse of different traditions into a globaltcmé with a

global literature.

> See (Hogan 2000: 9-23).
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5. THE FUTURE OF CREATIVITY AND MORALS

| take it that reductive convergence — includingrfe of convergence masquerading as divergencéhe is
predominant cultural tendency of globalization. 8ntenguages and their traditions of verbal art are
disappearing quite rapidly. At the same time, thealthy' traditions (including traditions in Endiis
French, German, Japanese, and so on) are convehgowggh contact: largely hegemonic contact from
America and, to a lesser extent, Western Europartbwether regions. As this suggests, the growing
homogenization is not the result of uniform or mndjpnate contributions from different traditioffs.
Euro-American cultural hegemony is, of course, libwp with economic, political, and military
domination. It is unsurprising that this entire qdex is associated with violence: both the violeonfe
reactionary counter-hegemonic practices (such &gioes fundamentalism: a form of reactionary
traditionalism) and the much greater (direct artirgct) violence of the hegemonic powers.

| do not wish to be an alarmist. There is still siderable diversity out there, and not everyone is
engaged in shooting and bombing. Moreover, it igpdrtant to note that some forms of contact
convergence, including forms that have occurretliwiglobalization (such as global activism for pgac
are clearly salutary. However, if the current trémdtontact convergence continues, it is likelyhtove
deleterious consequences in a number of areagXaonple, an increasing loss of diversity in vednal
both within and across traditions, would be almosttain to have a degrading impact on creativity
throughout the growing global literary monocultufven more importantly, diversity in narrative
situations and themes often presents people wihertyes to their moral assumptions, just as diyeirs
literary techniques presents them with challengethair aesthetic assumptions. A decline in thediite
of moral and political alternatives could have picd human costs of a sort that one might notradiy
associate with a decline in the diversity of verdoal

Unfortunately, | do not have much to say by waynadicating a solution to these problems. The most
important responses obviously concern global ecimand information relations. The fundamental
change that is needed in this context is somethlogg the lines of what was formerly calledNaw
World Information Order(see ‘New World’), though with changes in thosgeats of the original
program that might have led toward censorship. Uohsa new order, the flows of ‘information’ —
including literary ephemera, canons, and paradigmuld, in principle, be balanced, and the contact
situation would be shifted from hegemony to equalitexchange. Complete realization of this goayma
not be possible; but it seems likely that consisédfort in this direction might at least partialiyneliorate

'®|n Heritiana Ranaivoson’s (2007) terms, there is a reduction in the ‘variety’ or number of traditions and in the
degree of ‘dissimilarity’ across traditions. Moreover, the (increasingly similar) traditions that remain are not
‘balanced’ or proportionately represented globally.
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the current condition. For example, we are unlikelynake any progress if we are not able to difyersi
ownership relations and distribution practicesiferary, artistic, and other information industrid$e
ideal of democratically owned and controlled medi@y be utopian. However, as active citizens of our
various countries — particularly those of us whe aitizens of the hegemonic countries — we are, in
principle, able to place at least some democratiitd on the control of media by a few mega-
corporations.

There are also things we can do in our capacitgashers and scholars. First, and most obviously,
we can continue our efforts to expand comparatiterary study so that it is genuinely a study of
‘literature of the world’. This is a project thaadbegun in earnest and has made great progresseint
years. As this project continues, it is importanattit be integrated with a second task: cultivgtin
recognition of the diversity in cultural practichsat characterizes both hegemonic and non-hegemonic
societies. In small but hopefully incremental wagsching this diversity might help to limit tendes
toward expecting uniformity within one’s own tradit and (falsely) imputing uniformity to other
traditions. We can do this in part through (compldiversity-enhancing) interpretation of individual
works and in part by challenging the developmentasfons that tend to reduce traditions to uniforngit
think here, for example, of the reduction of Indifaction to Anglophone fiction — particularly post-
Rushdie Anglophone fiction — or the reduction afitm cinema to Bollywood films made after economic
liberalization.) The general idea of internal gralipersity seems to be fairly widely accepted iimgiple.
However, it does not seem to be nearly as widebepted in practice. Indeed, the tendency to make
generalizations about group propensities appeardetopart of a cognitive predisposition toward
categorization. If anything, the tendency is enlednin in-group/out-group identity categorizatiors A
result, imputations of group uniformity are highlybust, even in the face of self-conscious belib&t
oppose such generalizations. Teaching against ténidency requires a further, also self-conscious
decision and constantly renewed effort.

Finally, one might think back to the Sandinistaelpt to involve increasing numbers of ordinary
people in imaginative writing. Networks of influencand interaction tend to develop and diverge
spontaneously, once people begin to produce litavarks. The multiplication of creative writers atiad
multiplication of creative outlets should tend tengrate diverging clusters of — so to speak — ‘mini
traditions’, even within the same encompassinguealtThis has the potential to compensate for dke |
of diversity elsewhere, at least partially, by ftiocally recapitulating the relative canonical sep@an of
culturally distinct traditions. This is increasiggbossible because literary networks form readilptigh
the Internet and related digital media, generatiegr own local social canons.

Indeed, there may be a potential for even greatrrial diversity within the growing global

monoculture than there was in earlier, separaturalltraditions. After all, those separate traditi

7 For discussions of these issues, see (Bagdikian 2004), (McChesney 2008), and (McChesney & Schiller 2003).
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included their own hegemonies and reductions. Scrities have viewed the post-modern period as an
‘era of repetition’, as Umberto Eco put it in hisngiotic analysis oberiality (1990: 84). However, Eco
rightly points out that ‘each of the types of réfi@t’ found in post-modernity ‘belongs by right the
entire history of artistic creativity’ (1990: 95Jhroughout the world, narratives may be increaging|
guided by global hegemonies, but formerly they waften guided by regional hegemonies. Even more
importantly, in the past, the vast majority of pkowere excluded from literary production, or e¥em
forms of literary reception that had consequenoces&non formation. New media may loosen some of
these constraints.

| do not wish to overstate the possibilities hdtgen in small, Internet-based communities, not
everyone has the same opportunities for an op@&ptiea or general appreciation, whatever the quafit
their work. Indeed, not everyone has access tinteenet*® Moreover, digital media are no less available
as tools for homogenization than for diversity. Nihreless, there are real possibilities in thisatiioa.

In sum, world literature can mean different thinlgkst crucially, it can mean the study of literary
works from all world traditions or the increasingnewergence of literary traditions into a globa¢iiture
that is part of a reductive monoculture. The stofiterary universals is, of course, compatibléyomith
the former sense of ‘world literature’: a sensewnich there is great diversity and divergence acros
traditions, if always diversity and divergence domised by shared human propensities — biological,
group dynamical, developmental, and so on. Indiedrise of global literature places a historigait on
the study of literary universals and thus on thegints such study can give into the human mind,drum
society, and so forth. More importantly, the ridegtobal literature may produce conditions that are
deleterious for the development, or even maintemaoichuman aesthetic and ethical creativity.

There are, however, things we can do. As citizews @olitical agents, we can follow writers and
activists such as Sean MacBride in supporting a Ngarld Information Order and a New World
Economic Order. As teachers and scholars, we céiivate our students’ and our readers’ sense of
diversity: not only across but within traditionsgn&ly, we can help to foster the expansion of imative
writing — not its professionalization in degree gnams, but its de-professionalization in networks o
ordinary people creating and sharing their own mamd stories. In this way, we can cultivate irgérn

diversity even in the very heart of the monoculfiire

'8 On economic class, education, and other factors bearing on access to new technologies, see Wilhelm 2000: 48-
85.

'* An earlier version of this essay was delivered as the keynote presentation of the 2008 Southern Comparative
Literature Association in Auburn, AL. | am grateful to Don Wehrs and the participants for their stimulating questions
and comments.
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