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Introduction
Postcolonial criticism started in the 1990’s after the collapse of colonial regimes in colonized places. While the downfall of colonial regimes renders the return of power and authority to the formerly colonized, the post-colony still has to deal with the reverberating effects of colonialism. Hence, issues of identity, belonging, cultural authenticity, and suspicions of ongoing racialized power relations continue to be at the core of postcolonial studies (Nayar, “Introduction to Postcolonialism”). Although it shares similar problems of postcolonial struggles, the former British colony of Hong Kong seems to present an anomaly in this postcolonial era. Unlike its other East-Asian counterparts such as Singapore, Vietnam, and India, among several others, the city of Hong Kong does not have the privilege to claim its territorial or political authority. What follows the collapse of British colonial regime in 1997 is the “return” to its native sovereign; as such, the postcolonial reality of Hong Kong poses a complication to the field of postcolonialism. To borrow the postcolonial critic and analyst of diasporic studies, Rey Chow’s statement, the anomaly of Hong Kong’s postcolonial situation “poses a question unheard of in the history of colonialism: How do we talk about a postcoloniality that is a forced return to a ‘mother country,’ itself as imperialistic as the previous colonizer?” (153). In addition, critic Howard Y. F. Choy also articulates a similar commentary in his article “Schizophrenic Hong Kong: Postcolonial Identity Crisis in the Infernal Affairs Trilogy,” Choy states that this postcolonial “return” is more a “recolonization than a decolonization of the capitalist Cantonese city by the mainland Mandarin master” (53). The identity crisis in postcolonial and post-handover Hong Kong, therefore, is an “existential agony” in which the Hong Kong community is doubly entrapped, not merely in the dual nationality of British and Chinese, but also in an internal division within the culture itself as claims to narrative authority and cultural authenticity are central to the power dynamics between Hong Kong and Mainland China. From such a perspective, Hong Kong presents an identity crisis that is often overlooked by postcolonial scholars: the struggle between identifying oneself with the former colonizer (Britain) and the present sovereign (China) within the native culture itself. Hence, for the Hong Kong population in the post-colonial and post-handover era, who are situated in the ambiguous Space in-between colonial powers, the central questions at stake are: (i) Does becoming more “Chinese” imply a return to the precolonial, primitive, native state? (ii) How do they reconcile between the monolithic, homogenous national identity (mainland Chineseness) and their own hybridized local identity (Hong Kong Identity)? (iii) How do they find legitimacy for the distinctive local identity that consolidated during the 150 years of British governance?
In response to these dilemmas faced by the Hong Kong community, this project intends to explore the issue of identity formation in postcolonial Hong Kong with a focus on Homi Bhabha’s theory of hybridity, the third space and Edward Said’s theory of the intellectual as exile, in conjunction with the poems “Flags and Flowers” and “Migratory” by local Hong Kong poet Louise Ho. By analysing these poems, this project considers an important instance of how citizens of postcolonial Hong Kong attempt to reclaim and reconstruct their identity in the face of opposing powers – Britain and China. The study will engage with Bhabha’s and Said’s theories to explore the ways in which Louise Ho utilizes related concepts to construct a local identity for Hong Kong. 
The idea that Hong Kong is a place of exiles populated by people who live “at the edge of things and between places” is a common theme of literary texts in the handover period (qtd. in Lam 56). Due to this common belief of Hong Kong as a place of exile, hence vulnerable to the colonial and native sovereign’s project of identity reconstruction, most texts in the handover period such as Andrew Parkin’s “On a Mountain above Tolo Harbour” (1997), Leung Ping-Kwan’s “Broken Home”(1993), and “Images of Hong Kong” (1997), all demonstrate concerns and anxieties over Hong Kong’s cultural and linguistic autonomy, as well as the fear of a “homogenizing renationalization” (Kam 8). While the idea that Hong Kong is a city of exiles constitutes one of the major themes of Louise Ho’s poems, Ho, however, suggests that it is exactly this very being of “difference,” that marks the local distinctive identity of Hong Kong.  Foregrounding these common themes as the basis of Ho’s poems, this study argues that by showing the liminality of Hong Kong’s hybrid cultural identification – Not quite British, not quite Chinese – Louise Ho proposes the concept of the third space as a possible means for the formation of Hong Kong’s own local identity.
To prove my thesis, I shall first begin with a literary review of Hong Kong literature from the handover period. Then, I will draw upon relevant discussions of Edward Said’s theory of intellectual in exile, in conjunction with one of the selected poems “Migratory”; I will then discuss Homi Bhabha’s discourse of hybridity and his theory of the third space and its intersection with the poem “Flags and Flowers.” Lastly, I will provide a close analysis of Ho’s poems with particular focus on the ways in which the poems call attention to the fluidity and multiplicity of identity in Post-Handover Hong Kong, as well as the ways in which Ho deploys theories of cultural hybridity, intellectual exile and the third space to construct and solidify the emerging Hong Kong Identity. 




Literary Review: An Analysis of “Handover” Literature from the 1990’s
In this section, I will be analysing some of the literary texts from the 1990’s written by local Hong Kong writers, which include an excerpt from an article by Wong Wang-Chi, the poems “Broken Home” and “Images of Hong Kong” by Leung Ping-Kwan, as well as the poem “On a Mountain above Tolo Harbour” by Andrew Parkin. 
As the date of the Handover approached, literary scholars in Hong Kong expressed concerns over the fate of Hong Kong after its return to the native sovereign. Wong Wang-Chi, for instance, expresses fear for the loss of Hong Kong’s local cultural identity:
Before 1997, Hong Kong was the focal point of the world. Everywhere, there was “Hong Kong fever,” and a whole mass of publications on many areas of Hong Kong appeared…. Unfortunately, this turned out to be a “five-minute fever”. After 1997… all that was splendor returned to quietude. Very quickly, everything seemed to have fallen back into silence. (qtd. in Ho 55)
Similarly, Leung Ping-Kwan in his poem “Images of Hong Kong” laments on the fragmented and incomplete identity of Hong Kong. The theme of Hong Kong as a city of exiles infiltrates his poem as he writes: “we need a fresh angle,/ nothing added, nothing taken away,/ always at the edge of things and between places” (39-41). The constitution of Hong Kong as a place that is “always at the edge of things and between places” directly addresses the exilic nature of Hong Kong’s identity, hence exposes the limitations and challenges to Hong Kong’s identity formation. Though Leung attempts the search for a complete identity for Hong Kong by attempting to find a “fresh angle” and by searching from “factories of images and songs” that make up the history of Hong Kong, his search nonetheless comes to a fruitless end: “OK, but how trivial can you get?... they say it’s time to remodel/ and each of us finds himself looking around for – what?” (43-48). Leung’s poem ends with an open-ended question, which poses a doubt on the nature of a concrete, definite identity, and whether or not such an identity is attainable given the fluidity and liminality of Hong Kong’s identification. 
The poems “On a Mountain above Tolo Harbour” by Andrew Parkin, and “Broken Home” by Leung Ping-Kwan, both express a nostalgic yearning for the sense of “home” and belonging that is enabled and encouraged under British rule. These poems, though far from being a political resistance against the Handover to China, present a pejorative attitude towards the event as evident in the illustration: “I can hear already the clatter and thump of yet more construction/ really the destruction of a previous sense of place” (Parkin 11-13). This idea of a destroyed sense of belonging is further epitomized in Leung’s “Broken Home,” which implicitly criticizes the handover of 1997 as a destruction of the Hong Kong identity: “… an explosion and crackling sounds! Deafening and around us, among us, everywhere” (15-16). 
These literary texts each present a different perspective and narrative on the Handover of 1997. The dominant discourse can be summed up as (i) a nostalgic yearning for the past stability under British colonial rule, and (ii) a lamentation on the exilic nature of the Hong Kong identity and the impossibility of constructing a complete, definite identity for Hong Kong. What these poets and literary critics fail to consider, however, is the gradual emergence of a third space and the evolvement of Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid. In response to this insufficiency, Louise Ho, rather than aligning with either side of the colonial aggressors – Britain and China, attempts to construct a space for Hong Kong where it is “neither the puppet of British colonialism nor of Chinese nationalism” (Chow 158). Louise Ho’s project of identity construction through poetry is to carve out a local identity out of difference – a difference from both the foreign colonizer and native colonizer. 
In the chapters that follow, I shall draw upon Said’s theory of intellectual exile and Bhabha’s theory of the third space to consider how these theories are utilized in Ho’s poetry to accomplish her project of identity construction for postcolonial/ post-handover Hong Kong. The selection of poems by Louise Ho that will be addressed are titled “Migratory” and “Flags and Flowers.” These poems were all written in 1997, the year when Hong Kong was officially “returned” to China. They share the common themes of: (1) the sense of exile or dislocation of Hong Kong; (2) the fluidity and mutability of the Hong Kong Identity; (3) the constitution of Hong Kong as a locality, its own place; (4) the call for a “third space” between the colonizer and the dominant native culture; (5) the attempt to stabilize and legitimize a hybrid identity for Hong Kong.













Chapter One  
Locating the Saidian Exile in Louise Ho’s “Migratory”: The Exile at Home
This chapter explores the intersection between Louise Ho’s poem “Migratory” and Edward Said’s theory of intellectual exile. I will mainly be examining three major theoretical elements from Edward Said’s theory: (i) Said’s revision and refinement of the term “exile” as articulated in his book chapter “Intellectual Exile: Expatriates and Marginals”; (ii) His dismissal of the exile’s need for a “home” by presenting the idea of “home” as ultimately unattainable and undesirable; (iii) the underlying pitfalls of a community’s exilic identification as discussed in Said’s article “Reflections on Exile.”
Said’s approach to the term “exile” departs from the conventional definition which is only limited to one’s physical banishment from one’s homeland. Said’s reconceptualization of this term suggests that it is a condition that transcends physical boundaries; in doing so, Said presents intellectual exile as an empowering strategy that enables one to adopt a “double-vision”  which opens up new ways of seeing (Said 60). Though Said’s theory enlightens new dimensions for cultural research, there are nonetheless perils and limitations to his theory. One of which is the problem of identity; as Said recognizes in his essay “Reflections on Exile,” the pathos of exile is in the ambiguities and fluctuations of the exile’s self-identification, hence resulting in a struggle on the exile’s part to “reassemble an identity out of the refractions and discontinuities of exile (179). In addition, the ambivalence in the location of the exile poses a problem for critics like Vinay Lal. For instance, in his commentary on Said’s concept of exile, Vinay Lal in his essay “Enigmas of Exile: Reflections on Edward Said” raises a series of questions worthy of consideration: What exactly is the space of exile that the intellectual occupies? Does the intellectual live somewhere in-between banishment and belonging, or is the intellectual free to embrace either positions? What forms of banishment are similar to belonging and what forms of belonging are deemed “prison” as they seem to enclose one within the delusional safety of familiar territory? (32).
While these contradictions and complications remain unresolved in Said’s theoretical texts, Louise Ho in her poem “Migratory,” fills in this theoretical gap and attempts to locate a “home” for the exile. The space of exile that Ho attempts to situate both for herself as the poet in exile, and for the Hong Kong citizens, is one that occupies neither realms of East and West. I argue that Ho’s “Migratory” locates an ideological “home” for the Hong Kong public through the Saidian theory of intellectual exile, and suggests that it is exactly this very being of “difference,” of feeling “out of place,” that marks a local distinctiveness for Hong Kong (one that is impenetrable by the totalizing, homogenizing regime of mainland China).
This chapter will begin with a three-point summary of Said’s theory of Intellectual Exile; it will then proceed with a discussion of the ways in which Louise Ho deploys the Saidian space between one’s physical inhabitation and sense of belonging to voice a call for the Hong Kong community to retreat into this metaphysical space of exile; then, it will consider Ho’s attempt to locate a new “home” for the community in exile through metaphysical self-banishment; lastly, it will analyze the potential perils of Said’s theory of Intellectual Exile for the project of identity formation based on his essay “Reflections on Exile,” as well as how Louise Ho settles the uncertainties and pitfalls of Said’s theory by crafting an identity based on cultural differences in “Migratory.”



On the Saidian Redefinition and Reconceptualization of “Exile” 
Edward Said’s theory of Intellectual Exile can be summarized into three major points: firstly, in his book chapter “Intellectual Exile: Expatriates and Marginals,” Said revises and redefines the conventional definition of the term “exile” as an ideological condition that transcends ethnic identities, physical and geographical boundaries; secondly, Said creates a gap between one’s physical inhabitation and sense of belonging and proposes that this discrepancy enables new ways of intellectual thinking that crosses boundaries; thirdly, he dismisses the exile’s need for a “home” and presents the idea of “home” as ultimately unattainable because to be an exile is to be displaced, constantly “out of place” and suffer in the “stigma of being an outsider” (Said 180-181).
The term “exile,” according to The Postcolonial Studies Dictionary, is defined as the condition of “being physically distanced from one’s motherland,” which includes both “forced migration” and “voluntary migration” (Nayar 75). The Saidian definition, however, extends the condition of an “exile” from physical banishment to a strategic metaphysical self-displacement from one’s community. As Said explicates: “The exile… exists in a median state, neither completely at one with the new setting nor fully disencumbered of the old, beset with half-involvements and half-detachments, nostalgic and sentimental on one level, an adept mimic or a secret outcast on another” (Said 49). This refined definition of the “exile” entails the idea that an exile occupies the “median” space that belongs to neither side, one that is “half-involved” and “half-detached” with his/her surroundings such that one could become an exile in one’s own land. The notion of being an exile in one’s own land marks a dividing line between one’s physical habitation and sense of belonging; hence the exile is never fully involved or attached to his/her habitation. The space the exile inhabits therefore, is referred to as an “ideological position” that occupies an in-between realm and transcends physical space, temporal limitations, and fixed/ ascribed notions of identity. 
According to Said, this ideological self-exile or self-banishment creates a gap between one’s physical inhabitation and sense of belonging; this discrepancy enables new ways of seeing; new lenses through which one can perceive situations as “contingent… as the result of a series of historical choices made by men and women, as facts of society made by human beings” (60).  In short, the Saidian concept of “exile” is a strategic choice of intellectuals to perceive and analyze current events as outcomes of historical experience and human relations, hence creating broadened and enriched horizons for intellectuals to see through the gaze of an outsider. Said’s redefinition of the term “exile” therefore gives the exile the power and capacity to transcend spatial-temporal limitations, as well as ascribed ethnic identities. 
Another claim that Said makes in his essays is that the idea of “home” for the intellectual in exile is “provisional” and undesirable as it becomes “borders,” “barriers” and “prisons” that disables intellectual thinking (Said 185), as Said further explains in his book chapter “Intellectual Exile: Expatriates and Marginals”:
The condition of the exile is … the state of never being fully adjusted, always feeling outside the chatty, familiar world inhabited by natives… tending to avoid and even dislike the trappings of accommodation and national well-being. Exile for the intellectual in this metaphysical sense is restlessness, movement, constantly being unsettled, and unsettling others. You cannot go back to some earlier and perhaps more stable condition of being at home; and, alas, you can never fully arrive, be at one with your new home or situation. (Said 52-53)
Said also dismisses the exile’s need for a “home” and presents the idea of “home” as ultimately unattainable because to be an exile is to be displaced, constantly “out of place” and suffer in the “stigma of being an outsider” (180-181). As Anouar Antara puts it, “for Said such a term would imply: intellectual restlessness, dissatisfaction with established norms, and rupture with tribal loyalties” (148). Foregrounding Said’s theoretical framework, the section that follow shall examine how Louise Ho deploys these ideas in her poem “Migratory” to call for the Hong Kong community to retreat into the space of exile. 

Forced Exile and Dislocation in Louise Ho’s “Migratory”
Written in the year 1997,  Ho’s poem interweaves her personal experience of migration to Australia, and the Hong Kong residents collective feeling of being exiled from “home” under the rule of their new sovereign. It traces the journey of forced exile, self-displacement, and emplacement of both the Hong Kong community following the Handover of 1997, and for herself as an immigrant of Australia. While the poem itself is an autobiographical account of the Ho’s personal experience as an immigrant of Australia, the sense of rootlessness and groundlessness is equivalent to Hong Kong residents’ collective feeling of being an exile in their own land under the rule of their new sovereign. I argue that in order to console the loss of “home” in the exilic experience, Ho deploys the Saidian space between one’s physical inhabitation and sense of belonging to facilitate the reconsideration of the notion of “home” and belonging as an ideological construct that can be relocated and repositioned. 
The poem begins with a negotiation with the new Chinese sovereign: “You want space/ You’ve got space/ Now what do you do with it” (Ho 1-3). The pronoun “you” is a direct address of the native Chinese sovereign, while the diction “space” serves to reinforce Mainland China’s physical occupation of Hong Kong after the Handover of 1997. This beginning stanza immediately foregrounds the overarching themes of the poem: Hong Kong’s forced handover to the native Chinese sovereign, and hence the loss of one’s land and the pain of being psychologically exiled and banished from one’s home. 
As the poem proceeds, the speaker uses the recurring motif of floating, drifting, and hovering to imply a lack of rootedness and groundedness: “I floated alone in my kingsize bed/ I steered between abysses” (Ho 4-5). The dictions “floated” and “steered” reinforces the sense of exile and dislocation following the Handover of 1997. As in Louie Kam’s analysis, the recurring motif of floating and hovering indicate “an incomplete exchange of places, one land lost and a new one not yet inhabited” (7). What underlies this motif of floating and hovering, is the sense of mental and psychological banishment from her own land, as the speaker exclaims: “Space-tost, land-lost/ I float, I drift, I hover/ Cannot settle/ Cannot come to stay” (Ho 47-50). Once again, the speaker draws upon the floating motif to emphasize the loss of her native land and her current mental state of being banished and exiled from home. The notion of exile being depicted in the poem exemplifies an ideological exile; such that even though the people of Hong Kong still reside in this land, they are mentally banished from it because their sense of belonging to this “absent familiar cosmopolitan Hong Kong” is now unsettled by the forced return to Mainland China (Ho 27). Ho’s initial depiction of this metaphysical exile presents an instance of forced banishment, and creates a dividing line between the people’s physical inhabitation and psychological sense of belonging.



Nostalgic Reminiscence and the search for “home” in “Migratory”
After having established a dividing line between one’s physical inhabitation and sense of belonging, Ho presents the concepts of “home” and belonging as ideological constructs that can be relocated and restructured. Throughout the poem, the speaker in exile desperately searches for a “home,” by dwelling in painful nostalgia, as indicated in the lines: 
At first the heart longs 
for the absent familiar 
cosmopolitan Hong Kong
Its chaos, its anomalies, its power
Or England, my other world
Or some landmark somewhere
[…]
Or family, relatives 
In New York, San Francisco
Vancouver Toronto…  
(Ho 27-37)  
The list of places in this excerpt indicates the speaker’s struggle to locate a “home” by traversing in past memories among different places like “Hong Kong,” “England,” “New York,” “San Francisco,” “Vancouver,” and “Toronto.” The use of ellipsis at the end of this stanza suggests a sense of continuity and endlessness to this search, which reinforces the speaker’s inability to locate a home in past memories. The speaker’s dwelling in nostalgia, as Douglas Kerr suggests, is a way for the speaker to “console [her] losses by a nostalgic reverie of being once more at home in the world, travelling effortlessly in memory between favourite places” (158). Yet, the speaker’s desperate search for a sense of home in past memories results in an unsuccessful and fruitless end as the speaker exclaims: “Then, like lighting/ the shock of the void struck” (Ho 38-39). The “void” here refers to the emptiness of space despite her desperate search for a “home.” This “shock of void,” then, suggests an instance when nostalgia is clashed with reality; the speaker is now shook by the void, or emptiness of space which is the fruitless outcome of her search. 
What follows is a sudden realization that this notion of “home” for her exiled self and for the Hong Kong community in exile are already lost in the past as this land is now turned over to the new sovereign, as the speaker laments: “it is the loss, the loss/ that grips like a vice/ that tightens the spine” (Ho 43-45). The notion of “loss” not only refers to the physical land that has been “returned” to the native sovereign, it further refers to the loss of rootedness and the feeling of being “at home.” This can also be interpreted as a foil to Hong Kong in which, after the handover, the originally concrete identity of Hong Kong as the “cosmopolitan” city will once again be dismantled in the face of the new sovereign (Ho 29). The idea that the “loss” of the previous is a historical fact and therefore cannot be undone also echoes the title of the poem “Migratory,” which suggests that migration and exile is without a return;  hence there is no returning or reclaiming of one’s land. The speaker’s efforts of searching for a home through nostalgic reminiscence, therefore, is not the way to find placement for the exiled self. The “home” lost to the new sovereign is a historical fact; hence, what is now needed is the re-location of a new home, a new sense of “local groundedness” (Kerr 158).
Ho’s mission, therefore, upon realizing the concept of “home” as a long-lost entity, is to locate and construct a new, ideological “home” both for herself as the poet-in-exile and for the HK community. The concept of “home” for Louise Ho, therefore, is an ideological construct that can be reconstructed and relocated by the present exiled self. As Kerr analyses: “Dislocation makes necessary relocation and this makes possible, though it does not guarantee, a new and much more difficult kind of freedom, one that is not given but made” (158). Hence, this “dislocation” that is caused by the forced “return” to the Chinese sovereign facilitates the location of a new ideological home in replacement of the one lost. In the section that follow, I will draw upon Edward Said’s arguments of metaphysical self-banishment and self-exile, to consider how Louise Ho relocates and reconstructs a new “home” through exile.

From Displacement to Emplacement: Ideological Exile and Homecoming in “Migratory” 
Referring back to Edward Said’s theory of intellectual exile, to be an exile, is to be “out of place” and to “avoid and even dislike the trappings of accommodation” (52-53). Despite Said’s constant reassertion of the concept of “home” as unneeded and unnecessary, Said at various points acknowledges the exile’s lifelong struggle of re-creating a home in replacement of the lost one; he even draws upon Simone Weil’s argument that “to be rooted… is perhaps the most important and least recognized need of the human soul” (qtd. in Said 183). In addition to these embedded contradictions in Said’s arguments, scholars such as Esmaeil Zohdi also comments on the importance of “home” and rootedness in his review of South-African literary texts. He states that: “ ‘home’ plays a crucial function in stability of one’s identity. Therefore, “unhomeliness” can be the main cause of a merged or even a lost identity” (147). While the sense of home for the individual and community in exile may entail vagueness and obscurity, as critic Rebecca Ehrenwirth questions: “What is meant by ‘home’? Does referring to the country of birth necessarily create the feeling of belonging, the feeling of being at home? Or is ‘home’ in fact a construction everyone needs for the sensation of stability and security?” For Louise Ho, the concept of “home” is an ideological construct that can be replaced and relocated by the cultivation of a sense of belonging.
Foregrounding these embedded complexities and contradictions in Said’s arguments, Ho’s poem acknowledges that this condition of being “out of place” and unhomed is problematic to a community’s self-identification as it brings forth uncertainties of belonging. Therefore, being well aware of the exile’s need for a “home,” Ho’s poem is on a mission to locate a “home” in replacement of the one lost both for her displaced self and for the displaced Hong Kong community. The concept of “home” as depicted in the poem bears a double connotation of both the physical land which is now passes over to the new sovereign, and also the sense of rootedness and belonging. The way for her to situate this ideological home is through Saidian exile as it gives rise to an in-between realm that transcends physical space, temporal limitations, and fixed/ ascribed notions of identity. I argue that Ho’s “Migratory” calls for the displaced Hong Kong community to retreat into this ideological state of Saidian exile in order to locate a new “home” in replacement of the lost one. Ho calls for the Hong Kong people to retreat into this ideological state of exile, to live in borders, in order to locate a new “home” in replacement of the lost one. This idea is evident in the following excerpt: 
These are my songlines
Claiming by declaiming
Over my land
O land, walk with me
May the dust settle
Wherever I may stand 
(Ho 64-69)
This stanza presents Ho’s solution to ending the pain of losing one’s “home.” The act of “claiming by declaiming,” indicates the speaker’s solution to ending her pain of being an exile by using her exilic state to her advantage. It reinforces a call for the Hong Kong people to spiritually withdraw from the land and retreat into this ideological state of exile. Though the physical land of Hong Kong is “lost” and “tost” to the new sovereign, Ho here suggests that through the act of “claiming by declaiming” over the land, she and the targeted Hong Kong population may “settle” on a new spiritual space to which they belong. As Douglas Kerr argues: “In ‘Migratory’ we see it establish a narrow and precarious foothold, where the home left behind is Now replaced by a more abstract location, a modality and subject position, wherever the subject pronoun makes a stand” (7). Therefore, being an exile suggests a kind of freedom to re-construct and relocate a new ideological/ mental sphere of belonging and home. The home left behind in the past and the one lost to the Chinese sovereign is now replaced by a more abstract location – the space of exile. Therefore, in suggesting the interdependency between “home” and “exile,” Ho calls for the Hong Kong people to retreat into this state of exile to locate a new “home” in replacement of the lost one.

On the Saidian Discourse of Intellectual Exile and its Potential Perils for the Project of Identity Formation
While Said’s emphasis on the division of one’s physical inhabitation and spiritual belonging remains an important component of his theory, there are layers of uncertainties and vagueness that revolve around the identification of the exile that may potentially hinder the project of identity formation. In his book chapter “Reflections on Exile,” Said speaks of a double perspective through which the intellectual in exile view the world: “Most people are principally aware of one culture, one setting, one home; exiles are aware of at least two , and this plurality of vision gives rise to an awareness of simultaneous dimensions, an awareness that is… contrapuntal” (186). Said’s argument is that the state of exile is a condition that transcends ethnic identity and encourages independent intellectual thinking such that the exile is able to see and feel from outside the dominant and mainstream narrative.
Yet, even the suggested double consciousness and plurality of vision of an exile have its perils. In a different context, Said pinpoints a fundamental flaw or pitfall inherent in exilic cultural identification: “identity – who we are, where we come from – is difficult to maintain in exile… we are the ‘other,’ an opposite, a flaw in the geometry of resettlement, an exodus” (qtd. in Burdon 3). Here Said identifies the ambiguity that is inherent in an exile’s self-identification; to be an exile, according to Said, is to be constantly “out of place” and suffer in the stigma of being an “outsider” (181). 
In relation to the identity crisis of the Hong Kong community, the experience of exile is fundamental to their identity formation because the Hong Kong people are situated in the in-between space of two colonial powers. While numerous scholars and literary critics draw upon the theme of exile when referring to the situation of Hong Kong, most of them perceive the state of exile as disadvantageous to the construction of identity in postcolonial and post-handover Hong Kong as it does not seem to establish a definite and concrete groundwork for the community’s identification. As Hong Kong literary critic Luo Dayou comments on the exilic nature of Hong Kong’s cultural identification: “[Hong Kong] grew up in the state of being abandoned, struggling for a compromised survival in the gap between East and West” (qtd. in Chow 158). Despite the ambiguities and potential pitfalls in identifying the Hong Kong community with the state of exile, as implied both in Edward Said’s theoretical texts and in Hong Kong literary critics’ commentaries, I seek to address how Louise Ho attempts to resolve these uncertainties by constructing a Hong Kong identity that is based upon cultural differences. I argue that Ho takes Said’s notion of the double-consciousness and plurality of vision of an exile to challenge the native sovereign’s regime of homogenizing renationalization, and to craft a local distinctive identity for Hong Kong which is based on heterogeneity and differences.

Casting the Hong Kong People as The Exile In-Between: Crafting an Identity Out of Differences in “Migratory”
This fear and suspicion of Mainland China’s regime of a homogenizing renationalization to “make Hong Kong more Chinese” is another overarching theme of Louise Ho’s “Migratory” (Yew and Kwong 1089). Following the Handover of 1997, there has been attempts on Mainland China’s part to renationalize Hong Kong. These approaches include the implementation of the Mandarin language into Hong Kong classrooms, which is often perceived as a form of linguistic domination; as well as the advocation of “patriotic education” in order to “instill national pride” (Yew and Kwong 1089-1090). Hence, one may argue that Ho’s poem challenges the native sovereign’s claim of cultural homogeneity and attempts to situate the Hong Kong community as the “exile” in-between both opposing powers in order to give the community a local distinctive identity grounded in cultural heterogeneity and differences.
Being well aware of the cultural heterogeneity that constitutes the Hong Kong identity, the space of exile that Ho attempts to situate both for herself as the poet in exile, and for the Hong Kong citizens, is one that occupies neither realms of East and West. For Louise Ho, the in-betweenness and cultural plurality of Hong Kong is what that essentially constitutes the Hong Kong identity; as she elaborates: 
Transported cultures
Transformed in two hundred years
Into new shapes new sounds 
And endless possibilities 
(Ho 23-26)
In this excerpt, Ho discusses the cultural complexities that European settlements have induced. The dictions “transported” and “transformed” serve to emphasize the impossibility to acquire a monolithic cultural identity. Because of Hong Kong’s colonial past, its culture is defined by an “in-betweenness and an awareness of impure origins” (Chow 157). In her book Return Migration and Identity : A Global Phenomenon, A Hong Kong Case, historian Nan M. Sussman comments on the heterogeneity of Hong Kong’s culture in the following way:
 Chinese values and behaviors were primarily operational in the home among family and friends while Western values and behaviors were displayed in the public realm. Many residents saw themselves as ‘sampling the best from both cultural traditions, the Chinese providing the spiritual grounding, the Western, the technical prowess.’ 
(Sussman 16)
Therefore, in recognizing the “transported cultures” that constitute the local cultural identity of Hong Kong, Ho presents the state of exile as a potentially empowering force as it transforms the culture into “new shapes new sounds” and gives it “endless possibilities” to evolve into something new. Referring back to Said’s essay, the aforementioned “endless possibilities” are the results of the exile’s “plurality of vision” as this vision “gives rise to an awareness of simultaneous dimensions” (Said 186). It is exactly this “plurality of vision” and double consciousness that enables one to “act as if one were at home wherever one happens to be” (Said 186). In Robert Young’s book chapter “Space and Land,” he also explunges on the concept of landlessness as a potentially empowering condition as it possesses the capacity to decenter colonialist regimes and resist hegemonic control: “the idea of the nomad [is] a strategic concept… nomadism involves the practice of movement across territories, operating as lateral resistance across borders in acts of defiance of assertions of hegemonic control” (53). Therefore, through situating the Hong Kong community in the unaffiliated in-between space of exile, Ho suggests that the community’s exilic identification may permeate the Chinese sovereign’s renationalizing regimes. 
	In addition, the “transport[ation] and transform[ation]” of cultures that has been facilitated by British colonialism speaks to the cultural heterogeneity that constitutes the basis of Hong Kong’s identification. As Douglas Kerr argues: “This might seem a classic case of the emergence of identity out of difference — in this case a difference from both the colonial and the national culture that in turn differentiates Hong Kong from most other examples of postcolonial identity formation” (4). In other words, this implies that even the seemingly single and homogenous identity such as the Hong Kong identity is layered and constituted by both the Hong Kong local nativist identity, the Chinese ethnic identity, and British identity.
In her article “Nation Because of Differences,” Clara Joseph explores the argument that “contradictions and differences that the nation attempts to remove are in fact constitutive of the concept of the nation. The nation is constituted by the very difference it seeks to overcome” (57). Magnification of cultural differences and insistence on the homogeneity of the land or a culture often frames the colonial/ dominant narrative, so as to “subvert stereotypes, and the silence becomes a source of power and form of communication, ready to proclaim ‘oneness’ of the nation” (Joseph 65). From this perspective, therefore, one may argue that in order to secure the slippery concept of a “nation,” it is necessary for the colonial regime to construct an insider/ outsider binary; hence, the proclaimed “oneness” of a nation is merely an imaginary construct. Louise Ho’s emphasis on the “transported” and “transformed” Hong Kong culture, therefore, challenges the proclaimed homogeneity of the Chinese native sovereign and calls for a recognition of the cultural differences that form the foundation of a heterogenous Hong Kong identity; in doing so, she constructs a local identity for the Hong Kong community that is impenetrable by the totalizing regime of its Chinese sovereign.

Conclusion of Chapter One
This chapter discusses three major theoretical elements from Edward Said’s theoretical texts to demonstrate how Louise Ho’s “Migratory” situates a “home” for the Hong Kong people through Saidian exile, and proposes that it is this very being of feeling “out of place,” that marks the local identity for Hong Kong. The main ideas that are articulated in this chapter include: (i) Said’s revision and redefinition of the term “exile” as an ideological condition that transcends ethnic identities, physical and geographical boundaries; (ii) His dismissal of the exile’s need for a “home” by presenting the idea of “home” as ultimately unattainable and undesirable; (iii) the underlying pitfalls of a community’s exilic identification; The finding here is that Ho’s poem takes refuge in the in-between, indefinite space of exile; hence turning her displaced Hong Kong community into an inhabited whole. The indefinite space that the exile inhabits as reinforced in the poem, implies that identity construction is in fact grounded in spatial dispositioning. The abstract space of interdependence of home and exile nonetheless creates a marginal space where self-emplacement occurs. In the chapter that follow, I shall draw connections of this liminality created through exilic identification with Homi Bhabha’s theory of the Third Space to consider how Ho crafts a hybrid identity for her Hong Kong community in her poem “Flags and Flowers.”






















Chapter Two
Louise Ho and the Bhabhian Third Space: Mapping the Local and Casting Hong Kong as the Postcolonial Hybrid in “Flags and Flowers”
In this chapter, I will be discussing Homi Bhabha’s theory of the third space, in conjunction with Louise Ho’s poem “Flags and Flowers.” In postcolonial studies, hybrid cultures are seen as the product of colonialism as it leaves behind colonial subjects who adopt “the colonial master’s language, dressing, and…thinking” (Nayar 92). Homi Bhabha’s The Location of Culture enriches this definition of hybridity and presents an optimistic view on the topic of hybridity as an empowering force that enables creation of new identities that unsettle both Western and native colonial powers. However, an analysis of R. Radhakrishnan’s “Postcoloniality and the Boundaries of Identity” suggests that there are more complexities and limitations to Bhabha’s argument, which include the postcolonial hybrid’s struggle to legitimize one’s hybrid identity. Having identified the potential limitations to Bhabha’s theory, I will discuss the ways in which Louise Ho, through her poetic mechanisms in “Flags and Flowers,” attempts to justify and call for a recognition of Hong Kong’s hybrid identity. I argue that Louise Ho’s “Flags and Flowers” constructs and legitimizes a hybrid identity for Hong Kong through the Bhabhian third space, as she creates a liminal space that dismantles both colonial powers and allows for the constitution of Hong Kong as a locality. 
This chapter will be divided into three parts: the first section will consist of a three-point summary of Homi Bhabha’s theory of the Third Space, its limitations, and how it intersects with the post-handover social condition of Hong Kong; the second section will discuss Ho’s comingling of British cultural elements and HK nativist cultural elements in her poem “Flags and Flowers” in order to negotiate for a third space between the native Chinese colonizer and the foreign colonizer; then, I will explore the symbolic significance of the Bauhinia flower as depicted in Ho’s poem, and how the symbolic representation of the flower as a hybrid species serves to portray Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid and to legitimize HK’s hybrid identification; the last section will discuss the role of language as a colonial tool, and Ho’s defense of the Cantonese language as a means to counter the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization and renationalization through linguistic domination, and as a means to constitute Hong Kong as a locality.

On Homi Bhabha’s Third Space and Its Relevance to Hong Kong’s Hybrid Identity
Central to Homi Bhabha’s theory of the third space is the argument that cultural hybridity is the “strategic reversal of the process of domination through disavowal (that is, the production of discriminatory identities that secure that ‘pure’ and original identity of authority)… It unsettles the mimetic or narcissistic demands of colonial power but reimplicates its identifications in strategies of subversion that turn the gaze of the discriminated back upon the eye of power” (Bhabha 159-160). The indeterminacy of identity that emerges as a result of the counter-hegemonic potential of the cultural hybrid, then gives rise to a third space that exists between the native and the foreign, the colonizer and the colonized. This liminal space dismantles any totalizing or monolithic views on cultural identity. For Bhabha, hybrid identities are formed from the ambivalent space of the “Third Space of enunciation,” therefore making the “claim to a hierarchical purity of cultures untenable” (Ashcroft 136). Bhabha also contends that these in-between spaces “provide the terrain for elaborating strategies of selfhood- singular or communal- that initiate new signs of identity, and innovative sites of collaboration, and contestation, in the act of defining the idea of society itself” (2). What is implied in this assertion is Bhabha’s optimistic view that the ambivalence of being in the third space enables the postcolonial hybrid to develop a new identity, one that is independent of its former colonizer’s identity reconstruction regimes. In Shaobo Xie’s analysis, the third space that Bhabha constructs between the indigenous and the European “proves subversive to both the indigenous and the Western, allowing neither of them cultural and discursive continuity” (157). From this perspective, hybridity is presented as an empowering force as it rejects any forms of unitary identification and enables the creation of a third space that exists between the native and Western colonial cultures. Bhabha’s assertion that the hybrid can “turn the gaze of the discriminated back upon the eye of power (160), implies a decolonizing force that is enabled through the process of hybridization. 
However, Bhabha’s optimistic view on the counter-hegemonic power of the cultural hybrid due to the hybrid’s identity indeterminacy demonstrates his lack of consideration of the political illegitimacy and invalidation that underlie the hybrid’s ambiguous self-identification. In other words, what is at stake for the hybrid is that even in the quest for assuming a hybrid self-identification, the hybrid is in desperate need of finding justification. An examination of Radhakrishnan’s article “Postcoloniality and the Boundaries of Identity” reveals a similar commentary on the complications and limitations that underlie the phenomenon of hybridity. According to Radhakrishnan, the postcolonial hybrid is “in a frustrating search for constituency and a legitimate political identity. It is important to the postcolonial hybrid to compile a laborious ‘inventory of one's self’ and, on the basis of that complex genealogical process, produce her own version of hybridity and find political legitimacy for that version” (753). Hence, the limitations of Bhabha’s theory of the Third Space lie in the fact that the identity for the postcolonial hybrid is inherently obscure and diasporic; the hybrid, therefore, is in constant pain and struggle to claim a legitimate political identity.
The social condition of post-colonial and post-handover Hong Kong is a manifestation of  the potential limitations of Bhabha’s theory as it exemplifies the emergence of the postcolonial hybrid which occupies the third space in-between colonizers and yet simultaneously struggles to find legitimacy in its hybrid self-identification in the face of the native sovereign’s regime of renationalization. Following the Handover of 1997, a series of polarities and binaries arise and there is evidently an increasing awareness of the gap between Hong Kong’s local distinctiveness and the Chinese national identity (aka Hong Kong Chinese identity vs. People of the Republic of China Chinese identity). Various surveys and research during the post-handover period indicate a discrepancy between the Hong Kong community’s self-identification. For instance, in a 1985 survey, results showed that more than 60% of interviewees identified themselves as “Hong Kongers,” while 36% identified themselves as “Chinese” (Sussman 18). The gap between a local identity and a national identity is indicative of the emergence of a distinctive local consciousness in the Hong Kong population. Yet, this emerging local distinctiveness is often dismissed by its Chinese sovereign as “too Westernized and hence inauthentic” (Chow 156). As indicated in Rey Chow’s analysis: “Hong Kong is usually viewed with disdain by most mainland Chinese as a symbol of decadence, artificiality, and contamination, while "proper" Chinese cities such as Beijing and Nanjing are viewed with a reverent sense of their centrality in Chinese history” (156).
 Foregrounding the theoretical complexities that underlie the Bhabhian discourse of the Third Space, and the complications that they pose for Hong Kong’s hybrid identification, Louise Ho in her poem “Flags and Flowers” draws upon Bhabha’s discourse of the third space and attempts to transform this in-between space into a counter-hegemonic force in defiance of both colonial powers, and to construct a local distinctive identity for the Hong Kong population. 
The Claim of Locality, and Ho’s Defense of the Cantonese Language 
An important component in Ho’s project of constituting Hong Kong as a locality is to consolidate the place of the Cantonese language. In the face of the native sovereign’s imminent desire to “make Hong Kong more Chinese” (Yew and Kwong 1098), by implementing the Mandarin language into Hong Kong classrooms, Louise Ho, among several other literary scholars, senses a threat to the place of Cantonese and a potential intrusion to the local Hong Kong culture. Hence, in this section, I will discuss the role of language as a colonial tool, and Ho’s defense of the Cantonese language as a means to counter the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization/ renationalization through linguistic domination. I argue that Ho’s defense of the Cantonese language is a resistance against the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization and renationalization through linguistic domination; and in defending the nativist language, Ho calls for the recognition and constitution of HK as a locality. Before I proceed to the poetic elements of Ho’s poem, I shall first consider the role of language as a colonial tool, as this is crucial to understanding Ho’s defense of the Cantonese language as a means to counter the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization/ renationalization through linguistic domination. Postcolonial scholars such as Ngugi Wa Thiong’o and Frantz Fanon both identifies the role of language as a colonial tool. 
In Ngugi wa Thiong’o’s Decolonizing the Mind, he describes colonization as a “cultural bomb” that annihilates a “people’s belief in their names, in their languages, in their environment/ it makes them want to identify… with other people’s languages” (3). He further identifies the intrusive power of language by elucidating its capacity to “dominate the mental universe of the colonized” (Ngugi 16). In his view, language is a carrier of culture, and that the language we speak conditions how we “perceive ourselves and our place in the world” (Ngugi 16). Ngugi’s perception suggests the interlocking relationship between language, identity, and power. Language, then, functions as the most potent weapon in the colonial project of the West; it carries with it an embedded hegemony that polarizes the colonizer and colonized into the Hegelian binary of master and slave. In Black Skin, White Masks, Frantz Fanon further elucidates the psychological impact on the colonized individual: 
Every colonized people—in other words, every people in whose soul an inferiority complex has been created by the death and burial of its local cultural originality—finds itself face to face with the language of the civilizing nation; that is, with the culture of the mother country. The colonized is elevated above his jungle status in proportion to his adoption of the mother country’s cultural standards. He becomes whiter as he renounces his blackness, his jungle. (9)
This excerpt presents the capacity of language to construct an “inferiority complex” within the consciousness of the colonized, such that the colonized develops a sense of inferiority under the gaze of the colonizer and gradually learns to renounce his racial, cultural, and linguistic background. The dominant language, then, becomes the master-signifier.
Foregrounding Fanon’s and Ngugi’s views on linguistic domination as a form of mental colonization, much of Ho’s focus in her poem “Flags and Flowers,” is placed on defending the Cantonese language. In the last stanza, Ho begins with a plea: “Change our flag as you must/ But let us keep our speech” (17-18). The “speech” here refer to the local language of Cantonese, which is an important embodiment of Hong Kong’s locality. Douglas Kerr’s article explains the importance and place of Cantonese in Hong Kong’s cultural identity: 
In Hong Kong it was never, to be sure, a simple choice or contention between a local language and that of a distant imperial authority. For one thing, there was already an
imperial, Mandarin, language in China. Cantonese, incidentally fostered and promoted
by Western missionaries and ideologues as a regional identity independent of the Chinese
empire, became the language of the local, the community’s “mother tongue”. Cantonese was the organic alternative to the colonial language, and both played a more important role in forming the territory’s sense of itself than (first) the imperial and (after the Revolution) the state or national language of China.
(Kerr 8).
Therefore, the local Cantonese language is not only a crucial expression of Hong Kong’s locality – a sharp distinction from Mainland China – it is also an important bearer of Hong Kong’s ethnic, precolonial tradition and identity as it is a language that is used even before British colonial times. Following Ho’s plea for the preservation of the “local speech,” is a series of anaphoric lines that detail the nativist local components that make up the image of Hong Kong: 
Our local voices 
Our nine tones 
Our complex homophones
Our own configurations of meaning
Our own polite formalities
Our resonances from the Hans of Old
(Ho 19-24)
For Louise Ho, the local language of Cantonese which consists of “nine tones” and is comprised of a variety of “complex homophones,” differentiates it from the “imperial Mandarin language” in China; this distinction, therefore, is what that shapes the local identity of Hong Kong and constitutes its “local voices.” In addition, the last line “our resonances from the Hans of Old” refers to the role of Cantonese as an important carrier of the Ancient Chinese language, as it is believed that Cantonese (above any other Chinese dialects) closely resembles ancient forms of Chinese. Hence, in defending the Cantonese language, Ho challenges the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization and renationalization through linguistic domination and calls for the recognition and constitution of HK as a locality. 
Despite Ho’s efforts in constituting Hong Kong as a locality, the problem of identity formation in Hong Kong is more complex than just adopting the local language of Cantonese; the identity of Hong Kong is often presented as a “process of becoming” because of its heterogeneity and instability (qtd. in Choy 55). As critic Ackbar Abbas analyses:
The "local" in Hong Kong is not just a matter of adopting Cantonese, the local dialect, instead of English, for the simple reason that the colonialist mentality can find expression in Cantonese just as well as in English. The local is not so easily localized- it is not so much what language we use, as what we use language for. The difficulty with the local, therefore, is in locating it, and this is particularly tricky in a place like Hong Kong with its significant proportion of refugees, migrants, and transients, all of whom could claim local status (Abbas 12).
Therefore, crucial to Ho’s project of constituting Hong Kong as a locality – a distinction from Mainland China – is to construct and legitimize the hybrid identification of Hong Kong. In the following section, I will explore the symbolic significance of the Bauhinia flower as depicted in Ho’s poem and its representation of Hong Kong’s hybridity.


Bauhinia, Hybridity, and the Third Space in “Flags and Flowers”
Ho’s first step of constructing Hong Kong’s hybrid identity is through portraying Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid; in other words, as a product of British governance and Hong Kong nativity. I argue that Ho’s depiction of the Bauhinia flower as a cultural symbol and as a sterile hybrid serves to portray Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid and to legitimize HK’s hybrid identification.
Early in her poem, Ho foregrounds the notion of cultural hybridity as the overarching theme of her poem and suggests that it constitutes the foundation of Hong Kong’s identity. The flower imagery in the opening stanza depicts the Bauhinia, which is a cultural symbol that is crucial to the hybrid image of Hong Kong: “the Bauhinia is in bloom/ In its mound of purple flowers” (Ho 2-3). Bauhinia embodies preeminent cultural significance because it is endorsed as the official local emblem of Hong Kong and is used as the symbol of Hong Kong’s regional flag. However, Ho’s reference of the Bauhinia is more than just an emblematic recognition; her illustration of this flower serves a symbolic purpose because the flower itself as a sterile hybrid is representative of Hong Kong’s hybrid identification. The Bauhinia flower is the product of hybridization between two exotic flower species not native to Hong Kong; the flower itself is sterile and can only be reproduced through horticultural practices. These features coincide with Hong Kong’s identification because similar to the Bauhinia, Hong Kong is the hybrid product of China and Britain; this hybridity, therefore, suggests that its identity is never an ontological existence, but rather an artificial construct that is ultimately changeable and indefinite. Scholars such as H.F. Siu, S.M. Cheng, and S.H. Ng also comments on the hybridized identity of Hong Kong following the Handover: “the Chinese of Hong Kong avoided rigidly defined identities; they were comfortable with their multicultural qualities and had learned how to ‘be flexible in themselves’” (17). Critic Leung Ping-Kwan further explicates the complexities of Hong Kong’s cultural identity: “The identity of Hong Kong is more complex than that of any other place. . . . Vis-à-vis foreigners, Hong Kong people are of course Chinese, but vis-à-vis the Chinese from the mainland or Taiwan, they seem to have the imprints of the West” (16-17). This pluralistic and multifaceted cultural identity forms the foundation of Hong Kong citizens’ cultural identification. Therefore, Ho’s depiction of the Bauhinia flower as a cultural symbol and as a sterile hybrid serves to portray Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid and to legitimize HK’s hybrid identification. 

Emergence of a New Hybrid Identity: Ho’s Comingling of British Cultural Elements and Hong Kong Nativist Cultural Elements
Other than her depiction of the Bauhinia flower as a symbol of hybridity, Ho also deliberately fuses together the cultural elements under British rule and nativist Hong Kong cultural components; in doing so, she portrays Hong Kong as the postcolonial hybrid and negotiates for a third space between its former British colonizer and the soon-to-be Chinese sovereign. The cultural elements being portrayed in the poem include the celebration of Remembrance Day on November 11th , as well as the bilingualism that constitutes the foundation of Hong Kong’s local language. 
For instance, in stanza two, Ho illustrates the celebration of Remembrance Day on November 11th, a tradition observed in Hong Kong since the beginning of British colonization: 
They sound the last post
For the last time
At the Cenotaph
Remembering
The eleventh day 
Of the eleventh month
And the fields of poppies
For the last time 
(Ho 4-11)
This tradition of celebrating Remembrance Day, though being a foreign practice not native to Hong Kong, indeed constitutes an important component of Hong Kong’s cultural practices. Yet, following the Handover of 1997, ceremonial observances such as the celebration of Remembrance Day  The speaker’s tone in this stanza and her repetition of the word “last,” implies a sense of lamentation of losing a cultural tradition that has always constituted an essential part of the Hong Kong culture. In lamenting the loss of this tradition, Ho further reinforces and elucidates the idea that the hybridized culture of Hong Kong is comprised of British legacies and its own nativity, and that it is impossible to separate Hong Kong’s cultural identity from British colonial legacies; as Choy argues: “Hong Kong people are in-between, both local and global; they are somehow children of a Sino-genetic mother and a foreign foster mother” (54). Therefore, referring back to Homi Bhabha’s argument, in emphasizing the culture heterogeneity that underlies the Hong Kong cultural identity, Ho negotiates for a third space in-between the native and foreign colonizers to unsettle and subvert the colonizers’ claims of a “‘pure’ and original identity of authority” (Bhabha 159). 
	Other than lamenting the loss of this tradition following the Handover, Ho also draws upon the bilingualism that constitutes the foundation of Hong Kong’s local language. In the last stanza, Ho begins with a plea: “Change our flag as you must/ But let us keep our speech” (Ho 17-18).  The lines that follow detail the nativist local components that make up the image of Hong Kong. The series of anaphoric lines that begin with the pronoun “our,” draw upon the collective consciousness of local Hong Kong residents. The explicit message is to plead for a preservation of the Hong Kong “speech,” “local voices,” “nine tones,” “complex homophones,” “configuration of meaning,” “polite formalities,” and “resonances from the Hans of old.” 
The dictions “our own configurations of meaning” and “our own polite formalities” reinforce Hong Kong’s locality that is expressed through the colloquial, “vulgar” language in daily use, which is comprised of a “combination of Cantonese, broken English, and written Chinese” (Chow 155). Referring back to Homi Bhabha’s claim of the power of the hybrid to develop new identities that are independent of colonial domination, this newly emerged language that comprises of a mixture of Cantonese, English, and written Chinese “provide[s] the terrain for elaborating strategies of selfhood- singular or communal- that initiate new signs of identity, and innovative sites of collaboration, and contestation, in the act of defining the idea of society itself” (Bhabha 2). What is implied in this assertion is that the ambivalence of being in the third space enables the postcolonial hybrid to develop a new identity, one that is independent of its former colonizer’s identity reconstruction regimes; the formation of this new identity, therefore, entails the power of the postcolonial hybrid to “unsettle the mimetic or narcissistic demands of colonial power but reimplicates its identifications in strategies of subversion that turn the gaze of the discriminated back upon the eye of power” (Bhabha 159-160). In doing so, Ho reinforces the power of the hybrid to counter hegemonic forces and dismantle the colonizers’ regimes of recolonization and identity reconstruction.
In addition, the “polite formalities” refers to the fusion of nativist Chinese code of politeness (one that is coded in Confucian teachings and remains at the core of the Hong Kong culture), and Western communication styles and behavioural formalities endorsed by British colonizers. As historian Nan M. Sussman explicates in her book, “the colonial administration of the territories brought to Hong Kong thousands of British citizens… [who] brought with them values, social and behavioural structures, communication styles, and cognitive preferences common to British and northern European culture” (16). Hence, unlike the Cantonese language which represents the nativity of precolonial Hong Kong, the “configuration of meaning” and “polite formalities” are elements that are non-existent in precolonial Hong Kong and are the sum of British rule and Hong Kong nativity. This hybridized culture, as the poem suggests, is what shapes the cultural identity of Hong Kong. What is implied in this assertion is that the ambivalence of being in the third space enables the postcolonial hybrid to develop a new identity, one that is independent of its former colonizer’s identity reconstruction regimes. Therefore, the speaker’s plea for the preservation of these elements, is an attempt to comingle the British cultural legacies as well as the Hong Kong nativist cultural elements; in doing so, Ho constructs a hybridized local identity for Hong Kong and negotiates for a third space that exists in-between Chinese and British cultures.

Conclusion of Chapter Two
	This chapter considers the intersection between Homi Bhabha’s Third Space and Louise Ho’s “Flags and Flowers.” It includes a summary of Homi Bhabha’s theory of the Third space, a discussion of Ho’s comingling of British cultural elements and HK nativist cultural elements in her poem “Flags and Flowers,” the hybrid symbol of the Bauhinia flower, as well as Ho’s defense of the local Cantonese language as a means to counter the Chinese colonialist regime of recolonization and renationalization through linguistic domination, and as a means to constitute Hong Kong as a locality. Various scholars have discussed the complexities of hybridity both in the postcolonial context and in the local Hong Kong context. In this respect, through a review of historians and postcolonial scholars such as Radhakrishnan, Ngugi, Xie, and Sussman, it demonstrates that Louise Ho’s poem “Flags and Flowers” frames a hybrid identification for Hong Kong and establishes an in-between space that possesses the power to decenter both colonial powers and constitutes Hong Kong as a locality. 

















Project Conclusion
In examining postcolonial/post-handover Hong Kong literary texts, this project questions and unsettles the concept of postcoloniality in modern-day marginalized spaces; while it is a general assumption that we have entered an era of postcolonialism where Eurocentric colonialist regimes have crumbled, there is a lack of consideration in postcolonial cultural studies that address instances where processes of recolonization and renationalization that take the claim of decolonization are still underway. The selection of poems written by the local Hong Kong poet, Louise Ho, marks the emergence of a literary tradition of postcolonial self-writing in these marginalized spaces. While Hong Kong writing and literature has not yet reached a critical mass recognition in an international scale, Ho’s writing of Hong Kong substantially enriches the literary canon in Hong Kong academia and gives it a “local habitation,” as Ho herself expresses in her reflection of English writing in Hong Kong: “One of my goals is to bring into existence a space where the English literary language expresses as well as is incorporated into the local ethos” (383-384). 
Hence, the goal that this study seeks to achieve is to explore how local distinctive identities can be configured in post-colonies like Hong Kong, in which precolonial, nativist cultural systems have been effaced by the Western colonizer and are yet still subject to the native colonizer’s regimes of renationalization. To this end, this project draws upon discourses of hybridity, the Bhabhian concept of the third space, and the Saidian theory of intellectual exile, to prove that in showing the liminality of Hong Kong’s cultural identification, Louise Ho presents the third space as a tool that cultivates the formation of its local identity. To sum up the arguments that support my claim, each of the chapters that comprise my project respectively relates to one of the selected poems: in “Migratory,” Ho locates an “ideological home” for the Hong Kong community through Saidian exile, and reinforces that it is this feeling of being “out of place,” that crafts the local distinctiveness of Hong Kong; in “Flags and Flowers,” Ho constructs and legitimizes a hybrid identity for Hong Kong through the Bhabhian third space by creating a median space of ambiguity that decenters both colonial regimes, hence voicing a call for the recognition of Hong Kong as a locality.
Although this study has presented the fluidity and heterogeneity of Hong Kong’s identity and has located a site in the literary space in which the marginalized postcolonial hybrid may reclaim its own narrative, this aspiration of giving the minoritized group a voice in the English literary space may in fact be problematic. The contention that the English language itself is a master-signifier that manifests imperial authority continues to be a subject of debate in the field of postcolonialism. Though various postcolonial literary texts have overturned this claim by utilizing the English language as a device for writing back to the European colonizer, there exists a lingering, yet-to-be resolved drawback in this usage of the English language as tool of resistance: that language possesses the power and capacity to construct an “inferiority complex” within the consciousness of the colonized, such that the colonized develops a sense of inferiority under the gaze of the colonizer and gradually learns to renounce his cultural and linguistic background (Fanon 9). It is based on this allegation, that questions of mimicry and authenticity arise. Therefore, future studies into the field of postcolonialism should consider how writers attempt to restructure the canon of English literature to attain the goal of writing-back to colonial regimes without falling into the trap of linguistic domination that has been instituted by colonial regimes and continues to have reverberating impacts on the colonized.


Appendix I: 
Passages of focus
From Edward Said’s “Intellectual Exile: Expatriates and Marginals”:
“The exile… exists in a median state, neither completely at one with the new setting nor fully disencumbered of the old, beset with half-involvements and half-detachments, nostalgic and sentimental on one level, an adept mimic or a secret outcast on another” (Said 49)
“Exile for the intellectual in this metaphysical sense is restlessness, movement, constantly being unsettled, and unsettling others. You cannot go back to some earlier and perhaps more stable condition of being at home; and, alas, you can never fully arrive, be at one with your new home or situation” (Said 52-53)
From Edward Said’s “Reflections on Exile”:
“Much of the exile’s life is taken up with compensating for disorienting loss by creating a new world to rule [requiring] minimal investment in objects, and places a great premium on mobility and skill. The exile’s new world, logically enough, is unnatural and its unreality resembles fiction.” (Said 181)
 “Most people are principally aware of one culture, one setting, one home; exiles are aware of at least two , and this plurality of vision gives rise to an awareness of simultaneous dimensions, an awareness that is… contrapuntal” (Said 186). 
From Homi Bhabha’s The Location of Culture:
“Hybridity is the sign of the productivity of colonial power, its shifting forces and fixities; it is the name for the strategic reversal of the process of domination through disavowel (that is, the production of discriminatory identities that secure that ‘pure’ and original identity of authority). Hybridity is the revaluation of the assumption of colonial identity through the repetition of discriminatory identity effects. It displays the necessary deformation and displacement of all sites of discrimination and domination. It unsettles the mimetic or narcissistic demands of colonial power but reimplicates its identifications in strategies of subversion that turn the gaze of the discriminated back upon the eye of power” (Bhabha 159-160).

















Appendix II: 
Selection of Poems written by Louise Ho 
From City Voices: Hong Kong Writing in English 1945 to the Present
“Flags and Flowers” (1997)
O to be here
Now that the Bauhinia is in bloom
In its mound of purple flowers

They sound the last post 
For the last time
At the cenotaph
Remembering
The eleventh day
Of the eleventh month
And the field of poppies
For the last time

We too had our fields of red
Flowing beneath 
An azure sky
A white sun
It’ll be five stars upon red next

Change our flag as you must
But let us keep our speech
Our local voices
Our nine tones
Our complex homophones
Our own configurations of meaning
Our own polite formalities
Our resonances from the Hans of old
(Ho 299)

“Migratory” (1997)
You want space
You’ve got space
Now what do you do with it

I floated alone in my kingsize bed
I steered between abysses
To my left 1997
To my right 1998
I hugged the shorelines
Crossed the high seas
And drifted here
Landing on terra firma
Terra Australis

A part of ancient Gondwanaland
Its unique flora and fauna are young
Fossils mirror their living counterparts
The hundred million year Wollemi Pine
Will one day propagate in our gardens
The echidna, spikes on a meat slab
Has tunnelled through the ages to us
Having walked with dinosaurs

Another anglophone settlement
Irish, Cockney, North country
Transported cultures
Transformed in two hundred years
Into new shapes new sounds 
And endless possibilities

At first the heart longs 
For the absent familiar 
Cosmopolitan Hong Kong
Its chaos, its anomalies, its power
Or England, my other world
Or some landmark somewhere
A villa by Serlio on the way
To Erbusco, outside Milan
Or family, relative
In New York, San Francisco
Vancouver, Toronto…

Then, like lightening
The shock of the void struck

The neighbours are kind, the dogs are friendly
The land is veritable Eden, the roads are straight
Tender is the meat, tasty is the fruit
It is the loss, the loss
That grips like a vice
That tightens the spine
And the legs go soft
Space-tost, land-lost
I float, I drift, I hover
Cannot settle
Cannot come to stay

Concentrate
Minutely on
This time, this space
Measure the land
Foot by foot
Step by step
These eight acres
Study each wood
Each blade of grass
Follow each flow of air
Sink the ankles
Touch the ground
Walk normally

These are my songlines
Claiming by declaiming
Over my land
O land, walk with me
May the dust settle
Wherever I may stand
(Ho 303)
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