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ABSTRACT

REPRESENTATIONS OF HETEROTOPIC SPACES IN
GURPREET KAUR BHATTI’S PLAYS BEHSHARAM AND KHANDAN

Oztop, Abdilhiida
M.A., English Literature
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Diirrin Alpakin Martinez-Caro
August 2019, 94 pages

Heterotopia has always caused controversy among the critics ever since
Foucault’s use. However, it has also been adopted to theatre and applied in
exploring theatre’s spatiality. This thesis aims at bringing up to the surface the
spatiality of two plays Behsharam (2001) and Khandan (2014) by a contemporary
British Sikh playwright Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti because heterotopic spaces in the
plays enable the British audience to think about an alternate ordering of the society.
The spatial dimension of these two plays provides with two distinct poles
contrasting each other and contesting contemporary issues. Between the opposing
poles heterotopias emerge leading to a re-thinking of the immigrants and their
experiences in Britain. While in the first play heterotopias are generated around the
members of an almost disentangled Sikh family, the latter grants such spaces
around a Sikh family as a whole providing a comparison to a white family. Even
though the heterotopias generated through the plays have common characteristics
with Foucault’s heterotopia, they have more in common with the later critics’
concerns. Scholars such as Lefebvre, Harvey and most contemporarily Joanne

Tompkins, who adjusted the term for use in theatre studies blend the term with
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social and cultural politics. Therefore, it is inevitable to establish a connection
between heterotopias in the plays and the social politics regarding the immigrant
communities, particularly the British Sikh community. This thesis, consequently,
aims to put forth the heterotopias emerging in Bhatti’s recent plays shedding light
onto the social and cultural politics concerning the Sikh community.

Keywords: heterotopia, space in theatre, Michel Foucault, Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti,
immigrant.



Oz

GURPREET KAUR BHATTI’NIN BEHSHARAM VE KHANDAN ADLI
OYUNLARINDAKI HETEROTOPIK MEKANLARIN TEMSILIYETLERI

Oztop, Abdilhiida
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Edebiyat1
Danisman: Dog. Dr. Diirrin Alpakin Martinez Caro
Agustos 2019, 94 sayfa

Mekan ¢alismalarinda, heterotopya Foucault’nun terimi kullaninmindan beri
her zaman teorisyenler arasinda tartisma sebebi olmustur. Fakat o zamandan beri
terim tiyatro ¢aligmalarina uyarlanmis ve tiyatronun mekansallarini kesfetmede
etkin bir sekilde kullanilmistir. Bu tez de Ingiltereli Sih bir oyun yazari olan
Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’nin iki oyunu Behsharam (2001) ve Khandan (2014)’in
mekéansallarini yilizeye ¢ikarmayi1 amaglamaktadir. Bu oyunlarin mekansal boyutu
birbirine tezat olusturan ve giincel meselelere meydan okuyan iki kutup
olusturmaktadir. Bu karsit kutuplarin arasinda heterotopik mekanlar olugsmakta ve
Ingiltereli izleyiciyi gdgmenler ve onlarin Ingiltere’deki deneyimlerini yeniden
diisiinmeye tesvik etmektedir. Ilk oyunda heterotopik mekan neredeyse dagilmakta
olan bir Sih ailenin iiyeleri etrafinda ortaya ¢ikmaktayken ikinci oyun benzer bir
mekan1 beyaz bir aile ile mukayese etme olanagiyla bagka bir Sih ailenin biitiin
olarak etrafinda sunmaktadir. Bu oyunlardaki heterotopyalar Foucault’nun ilkin
kesfettigi ile ortak ozellikler tasiyor olmalarina ragmen daha sonraki elestirmenlerin
caligmalartyla daha fazla ortak paydada bulusmaktadirlar. Lefebvre, Harvey ve

giincel olarak ise terimi tiyatro ¢aliymalarma uyarlamis olan Joanne Tompkins gibi
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akademisyenler bu terimi toplumsal ve kiiltiirel baglamla birlestirmektedirler.
Bundan dolay1 oyunlardaki heterotopyalar ve gogmen topluluklari, 6zellikle
Ingiltere’deki Sih gdgmenler ile ilgili siyasi gelismeler arasinda baglant: kurmak
ka¢inilmaz olmaktadir. Bu tez Bhatti’nin Sih toplumu ile alakali toplumsal ve
kiilttirel sorunlara 151k tutan iki oyunundaki heterotopyalar1 ortaya ¢ikarmay1

hedeflemektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: heterotopya, tiyatroda mekan, Michel Foucault, Gurpreet Kaur

Bhatti, gd¢men.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Space has always been a vital element for theatre and the contemporary
British theatre plays are no exceptions. When one studies theatre, one should
remember “the premise that space is a proper value of theatre, part and parcel of
what it is and how it works™ and it is worth pointing out that even though it has
existed there since the beginning, “the function of space has gone relatively
unnoticed” in the theatre studies (Rehm p. 1). Uncovered for centuries, the value of
space has recently been paid attention to and studies on spatiality of theatre plays
have been flourishing since it became inevitable for the critics of the field to
discover the potential of it in regards to the locations where theatre plays are
produced and most importantly to the spatial setting in the plays.

In a similar way, heterotopia has been a prominent term for those who study
space but it has not been applied in literature as much as it has been utilized in
distinct fields such as architecture and geography. Even though Foucault’s
introductory exploration of the term included its connection to literary works and
particularly theatres, there has been little attempt to instigate heterotopic ‘reading’
of spatiality in theatrical plays. Nevertheless, contemporary critiques including Sian
Adiseshiah and Joanne Tompkins have initialized and strengthened the practice of
heterotopia in theatre studies. As Adiseshiah points “[t]heatre, with its
representation of differing and contradictory sites, and the stage’s reflectional
qualities clearly fit the criteria of heterotopia” (Adiseshiah p. 8). And as Tompkins
accentuates space’s potential to “instigate a significant interaction between theatre
and culture” and such an interaction can best be brought about through heterotopias

since they have the efficacy to operate “as a means of rendering more palpable both
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the spatial and the socio-political possibilities that theatre presents” (Tompkins p.
15) thereby connecting theatre’s heterotopic space to socio-politics. Such an
engagement of theatre with culture and socio-politics has provided the point of
departure for this thesis.

Through a heterotopic analysis, this thesis aims at exploring the spatial
dimension focusing on two plays by the contemporary British Sikh playwright
Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti, namely Behsharam and Khandan. These two plays provide,
by nature, an abundance of heterotopias, the connection of which to Sikh
community and to its cultural codes is quite conspicuous throughout the plays.
Therefore, in order to better understand the connection between the plays and the
Sikh community it is important to have, at least, a quick glance at the immigrant
minorities in Britain, especially the Sikhs.

As James Hampshire points out the United Kingdom was ““a net exporter of
population” between the two world wars and a great number of Britons emigrated
to the United States of America during this period (p. 47). Yet, in the post-war era
the country turned into an importer of population because of the loss of work force
during the wars. Even in its early years, immigration policies were objected as it is
revealed by Hampshire. He states that the Royal Commission on Population was
formed in 1944 and ended up with an “ultimate rejection of immigration as a
solution to the population problem” in the United Kingdom and he furthers that this
rejection “provides an important insight into perceptions of race and Britishness in
official discourse” (p. 52).

Despite the rejections, British Isles received immigrants during the 1950s
from current and former colonies. During these years, the majority of immigrants
were from either the Caribbean islands or from the Indian Subcontinent. The
Windrush immigrants are considered to be the pioneers of this population. In the
60s and 70s the immigration kept growing while in the 80s new strict legislations
were taken and gaining citizenship became more difficult for immigrants.
Nevertheless, since then the population of immigrants in the United Kingdom has

been increasing to the levels which cause concerns among the conservatives.



According to “Migration Statistics” taken from the House of Commons
Library, “between 2017 and June 2018 there were approximately 6.1 million people
with non-British nationality living in the UK which makes up “9% of the total
population” (Sturge p.3). No matter whether with British citizenship or not, the
Sikh population make up a large proportion of the minorities in the UK and the
number of the Sikh immigrants or those of full of partial Sikh origin has been in
rise since the latter half of the previous century.

Following the British Nationality Act 1948, many Indians migrated to the
United Kingdom. Despite the restrictions brought with the Commonwealth
Immigrants Act 1962 and Immigration Act 1971, the Indian population kept
increasing in Great Britain. A large proportion of Indian immigrants were either
from Gujarat or Punjab and thus the great majority of Indian immigrants were
followers of Muslim or Sikh religions after Hinduism. Today, the Sikhs are
estimated to make up of one fourth of the Indian population in the UK. According
to another report by House of Commons Library, as of 2011 the Sikhs “numbered
around 432.000” in the UK making up “0.7% of the total population” (Priddy p. 5).

Sikhs in the United Kingdom do generally live in metropolitan cities. A
great number of British Sikhs live in London and it makes the largest proportion of
the Sikh community in the UK. Yet, Birmingham metropolitan area hosts the
second largest Sikh population in the UK. In this regard, the spatial setting in
Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’s plays Behsharam and Khandan is quite important. As the
plays engage themselves with the Sikh families, the spatial setting in both plays is
Birmingham. The location of the first productions of the plays was again
Birmingham as they were performed in one of the most famous theatres in the UK,
the Birmingham Repertory Theatre. This is quite significant because Bhatti in a
sense sets her plays in the heart of the Sikh community — Birmingham. Even if
London is the core of the Sikh population, Birmingham is as essential as London
for the community.

As this thesis concerns itself with the British Sikh playwright Gurpreet Kaur
Bhatti’s plays, and, through the spatial dimension of the plays, with their

engagement in the cultural norms of the Sikh community in the UK, it is crucial to
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emphasize Bhatti’s own controversy with the community. Although, Bhatti’s debut
play was Behsharam (2001), her second play, Behzti (2004), caused much
controversy in the British society and as The Telegraph (London) reported,;
“members of the Sikh community staged angry protests” and “Sikhs claimed the
play, which depicts a rape scene in a fictional temple demeaned their religion”. As
Pelin Dogan points out “the Behzti Affair has probably been the most influential
censorship scandal in British theatre in the twenty-first century” (Dogan p. 6-7).
Birmingham Repertory Theatre announced the cancellation of the play stating it put
in danger the lives of the members of the theatre. Bhatti, herself, was also targeted
by death threats and she had to hide during the following six years. She, then,
appeared with her third play Behud (2010) which dealt with “the controversial
Behzti Affair and Bhatti’s experiences in its aftermath” (ibid, 7). In a conference
Bhatti points what reaction she received from her family after Behzti; “l am a
second generation British Asian, my parents were working class migrants who
migrated in the 60s [...] | have been disowned by my family. | paid a price.”
(YouTube 2017, 6:22-7:14) However, she continued to write and in 2014 two new
plays of hers, Fourteen and Khandan, were performed and in 2018 she produced
her latest play Elephant.

As for the concerns of this thesis, among Bhatti’s plays, Behsharam and
Khandan will be analysed because the spatial features of the plays provide
“heterotopias” which is adjusted theatrical use by Tompkins. After this introductory
chapter, Chapter 2 will offer a theoretical background for the term which is applied
in this thesis. Firstly, Foucault’s exploration of the term will be explained and then
later scholars’ disagreements, objections and contributions will be clarified. Lastly,
Joanne Tompkins’ contribution and adjustment of the term heterotopia will be
unclosed in detail as this thesis will depart from her seminal book Theatre’s
Heterotopias (2012) in which she re-explores and adjusts the term into theatre
studies. Her analysis in the book consists of different spaces; the venue where the
plays are performed, the narrative spaces in the plays and the design of the stage
which creates a space of its own. Despite analysing the selected plays through a

close eye on the performative productions of the plays, she points out that it is
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possible to establish a textual analysis of any theatre play because heterotopic
spaces might be explored in “in the narrative of a text” (Tompkins p. 31). My
analysis, in this regard, will focus more on such textual evidence as the stage
directions in the plays because of the fact that the plays have not recently been
performed in any theatre venues in the UK and even if they have been performed, |
did not have the chance to spectate the performances. This study, therefore, will
rather delve into the textual evidence in the plays. One other fractionation of this
study will be the application of the term heterotopia to the space that the migrants
create through their bodies.

Chapter 3 will offer an analysis of Bhatti’s debut play Behsharam’s
engagement with heterotopic spaces. Since the play centres on a British Sikh
family, the space around the family members generates heterotopias through which
one can make connections to contemporary problems concerning the immigrants.
This play provides a reading of heterotopias through the characters individually. In
this regard, the main character Jaspal will be scrutinized first and a similar analysis
of her sister Sati will be providing such spaces which connect the theatre to the real
world outside the walls. Towards the end of the chapter, the heterotopic spaces
emerging around other characters in the play will be dealt with through some minor
connections to the family as a whole.

Chapter 4 will, thenceforth, investigate the family as a whole, and the
heterotopias generated around the family in the play Khandan will be pointed out.
Primarily family will be discussed as a space which can provide heterotopias
concerning immigrant families in the actual world. Then, the Sikh family will be
the point of focus as the name of the play itself is the Punjabi word for ‘family’
(khandan). And a similar analysis which is impossible to ignore will be devoted to
the white family in the play. Even though the family is neither voiced nor present
throughout the play, their absence will be analysed according to Tompkins’
formulation of the ‘presence of absence’.

I could have chosen other plays by Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti such as Behzti,
Behud or Fourteen but these plays’ spatial dimension is not as functional as

Behsharam and Khandan because this thesis’ emphasis on immigrants’ experience
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in Britain sets parallel to the characters and spatiality of these two plays. Even
though it would, for sure, be possible to make an analysis heterotopic spaces in
other plays as well, it would not be as in depth as these two plays provide. Other
contemporary plays by such playwrights as Alia Bano and Mustapha Matura would
also be studied for their spatiality but Bhatti’s stage directions help make it easier to
surface the heterotopias in her plays. It therefore was inevitable to put Bhatti’s
plays under scrutiny for the purpose of this thesis study. Moreover, since there has
never been an attempt to discover the heterotopic spaces in Bhatti’s plays, it has
been the very sparkle shedding light onto the path that this study has followed.
Very rarely has the term heterotopia been applied to theatrical productions or plays,
let alone in Bhatti’s plays and that is why this thesis has firmly striven to reveal
heterotopias in these two plays endeavouring to make connections to the actual

world outside.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2. 1. Foucault’s Heterotopia

In drama studies space has long become a crucial field to shed light into the
depths of plays because theatre itself, one way or another, necessitates some sort of
space for the actor(s)/actress(es) to perform. It should be pointed out that it is not
likely to make an analysis of heterotopic space for each and every play concerning
the space in the plays. Besides, there can be exemplary plays whose intentional lack
of some sort of space might be open to discussion in order to help us understand the
plays further. Yet, having put it forth, selected plays might have more in common
to offer an understanding of how space has its impact on the plays’ reception by the
audience. The spatial technigues in a play might be quintessential in this sense.
Nevertheless, it is not always the spatial technique in a play that reveals the play’s
spatiality. The stage or the set with minimal spatial techniques might as well lead to
the same direction. Even characters themselves can create their own space since it
is not an uncommon practice to scrutinize a play in its linguistic space or corporal
space of the characters. One indispensable way to investigate a play in its spatial
commodity can be its scrutiny in terms of its heterotopic spatial features, which is
not, for sure, the newest method but not a profoundly old approach either.

As Eric Smith expresses, heterotopia was “first articulated as a spatial
theory by Michel Foucault” in the late 1960s, “and later developed and refined by
others” such as Henri Lefebvre and David Harvey (Smith p.3). Heterotopia was
“borrowed from medicine by Foucault and developed by him and others to describe
spaces that mirror, mimic, subvert, critique and even polemicize other spaces” and

“[i]n its original medical context, heterotopia was a part out of place in a body: a
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tooth in the skull, a fingernail in the hand, and the like. For his presentation to
architects (later published as an article in Diacritics in 1986), Foucault adapted it to
the discourse of space” (Smith p. 18). Even though “[i]t was a short and
frustratingly incomplete introduction for the concept”, Smith, and many others
alike, find the concept “auspicious” and useful. For this reason, heterotopia has
since been used and applied in various fields.

Heterotopia is likely to be found in each and every theatre play because
Foucault exemplifies the term heterotopia with the theatre stage itself aside with
many other spaces such as cinema rooms, libraries, museums, cemeteries and so on.
Foucault’s use of the term is put in contrast to utopias which “are sites with no real
place” because as he acknowledges “utopias are fundamentally unreal spaces”.
However, despite these unreal spaces, he mentions, “[t]here are also, probably in
every culture, in every civilization, real places”. With their spatial existence, these
places are described thoroughly by Foucault as follows;

places that do exist and that are formed in the very founding of the society —
which are something like counter sites, a kind of effectively enacted utopia
in which the real sites, all the other sites that can be found within the
culture, are simultaneously represented, contested, and inverted. Places of
this kind are outside of all places, even though it may be possible to indicate
their location in reality. Because these places are absolutely different from
all the sites that they reflect and speak about, I shall call them, by way of
contrast to utopias, heterotopias. (Foucault, 4 — “Of Other Spaces™)
Foucault regards that places such as theatre stages, cinema rooms, museums,

libraries and many other similarly real places are spaces through which one has
access to other spaces or unreal places. Thus he asserts that heterotopias do bring
together two different places into one specific space. That is to say there is the place
that exists in its physical form and there are other places which do not exist in
reality but are in a way part of our perception or apprehension. These two places are
put together in what Foucault names heterotopias as he suitably illustrates the term
with the image of mirror because he proclaims “that between utopias and these
quite other sites, these heterotopias, there might be a sort of mixed, joint
experience, which would be the mirror. The mirror is, after all a utopia, since it is a

placeless place.” (ibid. 4)



In the mirror one can see one’s own self when they look at it. Yet, what one
sees in the mirror is not an actual or real person but it rather is a reflection which
cannot shape in flesh and bone to create an alternative ‘real’ image of the same
person. Therefore, the reflection which is seen in the mirror is but a utopia or a
placeless place. Nevertheless, “it is also a heterotopia [a real space,] in so far as the
mirror does exist in reality, where it exerts a sort of counteraction on the position”
which one occupies (4). So, the mirror is, in one sense, a utopia because it is not a
real space but, in another sense, the mirror is a heterotopia because it does exist. In
other words, the mirror offers a heterotopic space to the one who looks at it in
respect to one’s actual physical existence in the real world. As it is put forth in
Foucault’s own explanation, the mirror itself with the reflection that t holds on
“makes this place that I occupy [...] at once absolutely real, connected with all
space that surrounds it, and absolutely unreal since in order to be perceived it has to
pass through this virtual point which is over there” (4).

Having clarified the heterotopic space with the example of mirror and the
image in the mirror Foucault explains the principles of heterotopias and frames
what he calls ‘heterotopology’, though he makes it clear that it can never be
considered as a science itself. He aligns six principles for his term ‘heterotopia’.
Quintessentially, he introduces the first principle to accentuate the abundance of the
possible locations of heterotopias suggesting that “there is probably not a single
culture in the world that fails to constitute heterotopias™ as they “obviously take
quite varied forms, and perhaps no one absolutely universal form of heterotopia
would be found” (4). For heterotopias, therefore, there is not a single, obvious,
irrevocable form as it is pointed out. They might differ from society to society,
culture to culture or place to place and even from a specific period of time to
another. It, therefore, is difficult to speak of a fixed and rigid form which cannot
change per se. Yet, Foucault points out that there might be a certain form for one
type of heterotopias, which he names “crisis heterotopias”.

In these crisis heterotopias, some moments of ‘crisis’ in human experience
are to happen, as Foucault mentions, ‘elsewhere’. To exemplify, he alludes to the

fact that in some societies the ‘deflowering” of a woman, by which he means losing
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one’s virginity, takes place far away from home in a different place during what is
called a “honeymoon trip’. It forms a heterotopia in which a moment of crisis
happens. The elderly is iterated as another example since getting older is another
state of crisis; when one gets older, they are taken care of in what is called rest
homes or nursing homes. Thus, rest homes or nursing homes appear to be spaces
which can be called heterotopias. Yet, many of these crisis heterotopias, except rest
homes, are considered to be changing their forms into other type of heterotopia as
Foucault says “these heterotopias of crisis are disappearing today and are being
replaced, | believe, by what we might call heterotopias of deviation: those in which
individuals whose behaviour is deviant in relation to required mean or norm are
placed. (5) Besides rest homes, prisons and psychiatric hospitals are given to be
examples of such heterotopias.

It will not be futile to recapitulate that the rest homes where the elderly are
looked after and the psychiatric hospitals where psychiatric disorders of patients are
treated function as heterotopic space whether they are heterotopias of crisis or, (as
for Foucault, more possibly) heterotopias of deviation. Both spaces are to be
repeated a few more times in this study as they are of crucial importance: they are
either referred to as climactic conversation or put in the centre in the course of
events in the plays which will be explored and scrutinized in detail. These
heterotopias do have specific functions in the plays. Foucault also states it in the
second principle of heterotopia by emphasizing that “each heterotopia has a precise
and determined function within a society and the same heterotopia can, according
to the synchrony of the culture in which it occurs, have one function or another.”
(5). It is comprehensively pointed out that a ‘strange” example of such heterotopias
is the cemetery in which each and every member of a community in a village, town
or city has a connection to because they unquestionably have at least one buried
relative, whether close or distinct.

The function of cemetery, as pointed in the text, was rather sacred and
religious in the past centuries. That was why cemeteries were at the core of the
cities in the yards of churches or next to the big cathedrals in European cities.

However, during the last two centuries, this function shifted with the changing
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perception of the notion of death itself since it came to happen that death started to
be considered as ‘illness’ and thus the cemeteries are moved to the outskirts of the
cities. One similar case can be said to have, through time, happened in Muslim
cities of the Middle East as well because in the ancient city centres one can see
cemeteries located next to mosques if not in their gardens whereas nowadays large
cemeteries are insistently located outside cities, in a longer reach. Thence, it can be
claimed that the function of heterotopia might change in time. That is to say,
through time, heterotopias are not unlikely to evolve and they might gain different
spatial meanings. Heterotopias can possibly be prone to spatio-temporal changes in
meaning and function.

The third principle, being one of the most compelling of all, is that “[t]he
heterotopia is capable of juxtaposing in a single real place several spaces, several
sites that are in themselves incompatible” (6). This principle paves the way for any
engrossed scholar to investigate the theatre stage or the play itself since it is
attainable and recently quite prevalent to assemble two or more sites or places into
one single scene or stage in both newly written plays and in the re-staging of the
plays from the olden times. Even if these distinct places are not put in one single
scene on the stage, they are performed in a sequence during the stint spared for the
play. Foucault, himself, touches on this as he reveals “the theatre brings onto the
rectangle of the stage, one after the other, a whole series of places that are foreign
to one another” (6). Correspondingly cinema rooms are also affirmed to be sound
examples of such a principle of heterotopias. As in one screen, black and white or
colourful, a number of scenes are put together in an order, one after another to
produce a cinema film, it is inexorable that bounteous places are exhibited in a flow
during a short amount of time. Thus, beside the theatre stage, cinema rooms and the
screens likewise generate their own heterotopias which accumulate divergent places
despite their actual, real place or location creating an alternate space of their own.

As for the fourth principle, Foucault focuses on the relation between
heterotopias and time; “[h]eterotopias are most often linked to slices in time —
which is to say that they open onto what might be termed, for the sake of

symmetry, heterochronies.” (6) Heterochrony is indicated to show the spatio-
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temporal connection of such places as he says “[t]he heterotopia begins to function
at full capacity when men arrive at a sort of absolute break with traditional time.”
(p. 6) The impeccable examples are given as cemeteries where one loses contact
with the notion of time, museums which brings together several ancient items in
one space breaking temporal apprehension and libraries in which time is paused
with various book pages collecting information from antiquity. However, theatre
stage is also capable of setting an excellent example to this principle of heterotopia
because of the fact that the stage itself does create its own temporality. The
audience is to spectate what is performed on the stage and what the play produces
in regard to its own temporal space.

Not only do the setting and the items that adorn the stage carve the
traditional time out to engender its own temporal lapse but the costumes - and even
the language as well — help fracture the time that the audience is in. Say a
Shakespearean history play is being performed at the Globe Theatre at the moment;
the spectators are exposed to the setting, décor, costume and the language, each of
which will force and shatter the notion of time which the audience occupy. That
does not necessarily mean that it is only a play of the past centuries that destroys
the connection between the audience and the time outside the walls of the theatre
building; a contemporary play about a science-fictional future period or even about
a current situation can cause the same break since each play has its own temporal
space. These observations prove the disruptive potentiality of space in shifting the
temporal consciousness of the audience from one level to another.

One of the last two principles of heterotopias that Foucault introduces as a
precursor in such spatial use of the term is basically concerned with the
inaccessibility of such spaces, that is to say, one cannot probe into a heterotopic
space as one pleases. Heterotopic spaces necessitate some sort of preliminary
preparations, which he explains as follows:

[h]eterotopias always presuppose a system of opening and closing that both
isolates them and makes them penetrable. In general, heterotopic site is not
freely accessible like a public place. Either the entry is compulsory, as in the
case of entering a barracks or a prison, or else the individual has to submit
to rites and purifications. To get in one must have a certain permission and
make certain gestures. (7)
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As it is clarified, if one is ever to infiltrate into a heterotopic space, one has to ‘pay’
for it in one way or another. This paying does not always have to be a pecuniary
matter, it can be a crime as in the example of prisons or it can be a ritualistic
purification as in the example of ‘Moslems’ before entering into mosques to pray.
As for the theatre, though, it is both the ticket that one might buy if it is not a free
performance and the theatre play necessitates a sense of readiness in audience. This
is why the audience is regularly reminded about the amount of time left for the
performance to start and asked to get seated before the start of the play. Besides, it
is also repeatedly asked to either mute or turn off the mobile phones before the
lights are off in order to cut ties with the outside world behind the walls of the
theatre building. Thus, what the audience is to pay to enter into a theatre building
can be pecuniary but it can also be just a necessary feeling of readiness.

For the last principle Foucault divides heterotopias into two groups
according to their function; heterotopias of illusion and of compensation. “The last
trait of heterotopias is that they have a function in relation to all the space that
remains. This function unfolds between two extreme poles”(8). One opening the
doors of an unreal, temporary or escapist world, while the other creating a world
parallel to that existent one. As the role of the heterotopias is either

to create a space of illusion that exposes every real space, all the sites inside
which human life is partitioned, as still more illusory [...] Or else, on the
contrary their role is to create a space that is other, another real space, as
perfect, as meticulous, as well arranged as ours is messy, ill constructed, and
jumbled. This latter type would be the heterotopia, not of illusion, but of
compensation (p. 8).

Brothels are given as an example to heterotopias of illusion whereas colonies are
examples of heterotopias of compensation. The first is illusory for it cuts ties with
the real world whereas the latter is where most missionaries, according to Foucault,
went to create an alternative place in which they can practice and spread their
religious views since they organised and built towns at the centre of which was
their church and its bell shaped their daily life. Theatres, on the other hand, are able
to offer to create both of the extremes.

It can be claimed that theatres are capable of setting an example for

heterotopias of illusion as they can create an illusory world cutting the ties of the
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audience with the real world outside the theatre during the performance because
entering into the theatre building, after all, puts a distance between the spectators
and the outside world if one remembers how theatres ask the audience to cut the
connection before the play starts hindering them from keeping up with the outside
world. But they can be heterotopias of compensation as well when they offer an
alternative solution to any contemporary social, cultural, political, and economic or
whatever problem that humanity encounters. And as part of the contemporary
British drama, more and more plays dealing with such problems have flourished
and keep flourishing nowadays, it can be suggested that theatre performances are
producing more examples of heterotopias of compensation.

Noting that “[b]rothels and colonies are two extreme types of heterotopia”,
Foucault points out, in his concluding paragraph, that a boat is a much more
convincing example because “the boat is a floating piece of space, a place without a
place, that exists by itself” (p. 9) It does not belong to a specific place or a port and
does not possess a place of its own either but it rather floats on the water, going
from one place to another, from one port to another. He expresses that this is also
the reason why the boat or the ship is an intrinsic element for the welfare of the
Western civilization which used the mast of the ship to build up its existence.
Therefore, the ship or the boat

is closed in on itself and at the same time is given over to the infinity of the
sea and that, from port to port, from tack to tack, from brothel to brothel, it
goes as far as the colonies in search of the most precious treasures they
conceal in their gardens, you will understand why the boat has not only been
for our civilisation, from the sixteenth century until the present, the great
instrument of economic development [...] but has been simultaneously the
greatest reserve of imagination. The ship is the heterotopia par excellence.
In civilizations without boats, dreams dry up, espionage takes the place of
adventure, and the police take the place of pirates. (9)

As the boat floats on water from one port to another, the theatre play likewise is
able to sail off from one concrete stage to another, from one language to another,
from one society to another and from one specific period of time to another.
Theatre play is, thence, ‘the heterotopia par excellence’ as well. And one can
expand one’s search for heterotopias into each and every stage and play in order to

find out the heterotopic treasure through which the actual world beyond the stage or
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beyond the walls of the theatre building is explored at its extremes and given
meaning or exhibited in a stark way and turned inside out with all its flaws, freckles
and blemishes aside with its wonders, marvels and curiosities as well as miraculous
phenomena.

Lastly, before moving on to review the later scholars who discussed,
promoted and applied the term heterotopia, it is noteworthy to refer to Foucault’s
other isolated explanation of heterotopia in one of his excessively influential and
prevalently referred pieces de résistance The Order of Things. Foucault indicates
that heterotopias

are disturbing, probably because they secretly undermine language, because
they make it impossible to name this and that, because they shatter or tangle
common names, because they destroy ‘syntax’ in advance, and not only the
syntax which causes words or things (next to and opposite one another) to
‘hold together’. (...) heterotopias desiccate speech, stop words in their
tracks, contest the very possibility of grammar at its source: they dissolve
our myths and sterilize the lyricism of our sentences (2002 p. Xix)

Foucault’s only two explanations of the term heterotopia paved the path for several
other scholars to add more onto the use of it in spatial theory. Some of those

scholars’ contribution to the term helped form the method for this study as well.

2. 2. Heterotopia After Foucault

Foucault’s use of the term ‘heterotopia’ in the late 1960s has since been the
focus for discussions among numerous critics. There are those who disapprove of
Foucault’s exploration of heterotopia as well as those who advocate and promote
his use of the term and approve the necessity for such a term to be used in spatial
theory in its relation to a range of fields such as geography, architecture, sociology,
cultural studies and literature.

A well-known of these critics is Henri Lefebvre and he uses his own form
of the term alongside with isotopy and u-topia in his reputable work The Urban
Revolution. (Lefebvre p. 37) The latter, a “u-topia’, he suggests, is “the non-place,
the place for that which does not occur, which has no place of its own, that is

always elsewhere” is a space that “can be neither read nor seen, and yet it is there in
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all its glory” (p. 129) and it “combines near and distant orders” (Lefebvre, pp.129-
130). An isotopy [or isotopia], on the other hand, “is a place (topos) and everything
that surrounds it [...], that is, everything that makes a place the same place”, it is
this “very place” which does exist and is real (38). Lefebvre, similarly, locates his
“heterotopy” (or heterotopia) between these two spaces and defines it as “a different
place, an other place” (38). In The Production of Space, Lefebvre defines
“heterotopias” as “contrasting places” between “analogous place” and “no place”
(Lefebvre 1991, p. 165).

Lefebvre’s term heterotopy coincides with Foucault’s heterotopia in respect
to its location since Foucault, as mentioned before, does too locate his heterotopia
between utopia, the non-place, and the real place. Lefebvre presents his heterotopy
as a different place and points out that its difference is “a difference that marks it by
situating it (situating itself) with respect to the initial place” and with this, an
‘incision-structure of juxtaposed places” arises (p. 38). According to Lefebvre, it
results elsewhere, “place characterized by absence-presence” and “the non-place
that has no place and seeks a place of its own” and eventually finds it in a
heterotopy (p. 38). It stands as “the other place, the place of the other,
simultaneously excluded and interwoven” (p. 129).

Thus, as Neil Brenner and Stuart Elden mention, Lefebvre is “less
polemical, in his treatment of Michel Foucault” (p. 12); he just promotes what
Foucault explores in a way to develop his theorization of the term. However, unlike
Lefebvre, David Harvey cannot be said to have approved of the use of the term.
Harvey, in his own words, has “profound objections to Foucault’s conception [of
heterotopia] precisely because of its basis on a purely Kantian (Newtonian)
interpretation of spatiality” (Harvey p. 45,) In his account, Foucault’s term is “a
very undialectical rendering of what space is and can be about”. (Harvey, 2001, p.
45) Harvey finds it insufficient to apply since anything or any place/space can be a
heterotopia and he sees heterotopia as a ‘not-category’ (qtd. in Thrift, p. 55) and
claims that “Foucault fails to develop a viable critical theory of what space and time

might be about” (Harvey 2007, p. 46).
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As Joanne Tompkins points out, Harvey “objects to a simplistic application
of heterotopia that fails to account for its critical, disruptive, political point” (p. 22).
And he also suggests that the term should not be used just to utter that there are
other spaces/places or worlds than the one which we inhabit and which is visible

(13

and concrete. In contrast to Foucault’s “simplistic” use of the term, it rather should
be used with an emphasis on its political function so as to challenge the socio-
political matters and to improve its possible competence in the social context
(Harvey 2009, p. 111). Harvey also makes an emphasis on the difference in the use
of the term by two critiques, namely Lefebvre and Foucault. His articulates in his
Rebel Cities (2012) that “Lefebvre’s concept of heterotopia (radically different
from that of Foucault) delineates liminal social spaces of possibility where
“something different” is not only possible, but foundational for the defining
revolutionary trajectories” (Harvey 2012, p. xvii).

Edward Soja, to continue, agrees on Foucault’s discerning of the take-over
of the space as he concurs with the “rebalancing of this prioritization of time over
space”. (Soja, Postmodern Geographies, 1989, p. 11). However, in his study titled
Thirdspace: Journeys to Los Angeles and Other Real-and-Imagined Places (1996),
he assumes that heterotopia is “Foucault’s version of Thirdspace” (Soja 1996, p.
154) alleging that “Foucault first notes that our lives are still governed by
“sanctified” (modernist?) oppositions (e.g. between private and public space, family
and social space, cultural and useful space, leisure and work space)” (Soja 1996, p.
156). He, thus, claims that it functions as what he calls ““a critical thirding-as-
Othering” (Soja 1996, 157). Although Soja admits the incompleteness of Foucault’s
term, he gives credit where it is due. He holds:

Foucault’s heterotopologies are frustratingly incomplete, inconsistent,
incoherent. They seem narrowly focused on peculiar microgeographies,
nearsighted and near-sited, deviant and deviously apolitical. Yet they are
also marvellous incunabula of another fruitful journey into Thirdspace, into
the spaces that difference makes, into geohistories of otherness. Are they
similar or are they different from the Thirdspace of Lefebvre, bell hooks or
Homi Bhabha? The answer, to both questions, is yes. (Soja 1996, p. 162)
Eric C. Smith, on the other hand, favours the concept and uses it in

Foucault’s Heterotopia in Christian Catacombs (2014) pointing that the

articulation of the term helps understand “the real and the imaginary” spaces
17



because “heterotopia describes the ways that certain spaces relate to other spaces by
mimicking, mirroring, subverting, and critiquing those spaces” (Smith p. 3).
According to Smith, “the most common form” of the term is that which
“describe([s] the relationship of a marginal or marginalized physical space to more
hegemonic space”. (Smith p.3) He suggests heterotopias explain the hegemonic
space and it 1s “a useful tool” for scholars to investigate “the operations of power
and meaning within and between spaces” (Smith p. 19). His use of the term proves
common traits with that of other several contemporary scholars, one of whom is
Stephen Legg. According to Legg, too, the concept of heterotopia “attempts to
mediate the utopic and the real” (Legg p. 280).

Lasty Kevin Hetherington’s interpretation of heterotopia is crucial for this
study because Tompkins’ use of the term heterotopia dwells much on it. In her
study Theatre’s Heterotopias, Tompkins points out the differences between
Hetherington’s analysis and that of the other critics. She asserts that Harvey’s
approach to the term heterotopia is similar to Foucault’s use. She notes that
Harvey’s heterotopia is not just to solidify “the presence of other worlds, spaces or
places”. It, on the contrary, has a political function and such function helps attempt
to articulate the potential for social changes.

In this regard, the term heterotopia is unanimously accepted by various
scholars of spatial theory to have helped and to keep helping understand the
relationship between the real place(s) and the non-place(s). Heterotopia has been
existent in the projects of those who are interested in theatre studies as well. Plays
that have been produced in national and historical theatres in UK consist a
significant part of such studies. And for this study, Tompkins’ book, Theatre’s

Heterotopias, proves to be an outstanding and pioneering project.

2. 2. 1. Theatre’s Heterotopias or Tompkins’ Formulation Based on
Hetherington’s Concerns
Basing her ‘method of heterotopia’ on Foucault’s exploration of the term

and on such theoreticians as Henri Lefebvre, David Harvey and especially Kevin
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Hetherington, each of whom either enhanced or straighten the use of it, Joanne
Tompkins applies the term in her analysis of selected plays performed in specific
theatre venues. In her exceptionally prominent book Theatre’s Heterotopias:
Performance and the Cultural Politics of Space (2014), she has extended the path
for heterotopia paved by the antecedent theoreticians. Theatre’s Heterotopias
“accounts for the refractive, challenging, and distorting nature of theatrical space.”
(Tompkins p. 15) As Laura Levin points out in her review of the book Theatre’s
Heterotopias is the first book to engage in a sustained way the idea that theatre
forms part of a socials group of alternative, heterotopic space.” (Levin p. 261)

Tompkins states that “space in performance can instigate a significant
interaction between theatre and culture” and that heterotopia has the efficacy to
operate “as a means of rendering more palpable both the spatial and the socio-
political possibilities that theatre presents” (p. 15). She suggests that a heterotopia
in theatre can be generated when the performance takes place but she also admits
that it is not solely dependent on the performance itself and acknowledges that the
heterotopic space can be investigated through the textual analysis of a play too. The
venue of the theatrical performance can work as what helps us understand its
involvement with the social context. No matter how one investigates a theatrical
work’s components i.e. the performance or the venue in which that performance
takes place or even the performance’s text itself, theatre is always able to create a
heterotopic space in the minds of the audience or the readers and each one of this
audience or the readers might perceive a different heterotopic space according to
their own personal experience and to concerns of the period they live in.

Theatre does not merely operate as a means of entertainment even though
one cannot deny such mechanism of its. Tompkins claims that

[h]eterotopias offer a means to articulate and extend theatre’s role in its
socio-political context, especially in an age when theatre competes more
than ever with the entertainment pleasures of cinema, television, and
internet-based social networking communities, among many other
possibilities. (p. 16)

Thus in its competence with contemporary world’s ‘entertainment pleasures’,
theatre conceives a role more engaged in the social and/or political context of the

life outside the walls of the theatre. This, however, does not necessarily mean that
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cinema or television cannot create a connection to such a context — it is just not a
concern of this study. A play’s intervention with space and its invaluable capacity
to render a connection between the spatiality and socio-political circumstances are
to be of higher importance for this study. It is also necessary to mention that while a
relationship between stage and performance forms the core of Tompkins’ study, the
relationship between the space that the characters occupy and the one that appears
in one’s mind as a reader or as a member of the audience will help construe the
essence of this study.

Tompkins further claims that the heterotopic spaces offered by the plays and
the performances can sometimes provide much more profound possibilities of the
connections between the play and the actual world.

Heterotopias open up the opportunity for exploring in detail the possibilities
that such connections present; they have the capacity to occupy a deeper
‘place’ than theatre already offers. They demonstrate how the layers of
spatiality — both the concrete spaces that architecture provides as well as the
abstract spaces and places that a specific production creates — articulate
meaning in their own right, let alone through overlap between and among
these layers. In so doing, they attend to spatial ordering, leaving open the
chance to reveal and rethink existing structures of power and knowledge.
(17)

She suggests that heterotopia be accepted “as a bridge that connects theatre with
cultural politics and practice”, and she believes “theatre’s continual presentation of
a ‘possible world’ in performance can intensify the art form’s relationship with the
actual world beyond a venue.” (p. 16)

Tompkins, too, underlines utopia’s significance in examining heterotopias.
She analyses the term from the beginning of its existence that is “since ‘utopia’ was
coined in 1518 by Sir Thomas More in his foundational narrative that is named for
the word” (p. 17). Utopia and utopianism has since been present and indispensable
for a range of fields including literature. This irrevocable existence of utopia, she
mentions, is emphasized by Angelika Bammer as she claims that ‘utopianism has
been a staple, if not a bedrock, of the western cultural tradition’ (1991, p.1) (qtd in
Tompkins p. 17). Nevertheless, Tompkins points out that the concept of heterotopia

is no less important than utopia and it is essential to make a clear detection of the
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term to distinguish them precisely from each other. Her description of the term
utopia starts again from Thomas More grand opus;

More’s Utopia describes a society and its location in which life is ordered
for the benefit of all by limiting the freedoms of the individual in favour of
the greater good. Utopia satirizes the society of its time, contrasting the
inequalities and injustices of sixteenth-century England with the
egalitarianism of its fictional society [...] But a fundamental quality of this
fictional -‘elsewhere’ — this impossible place — was precisely the fact that it
was elsewhere. (Tompkins pp. 17-18)

Heterotopia, on the contrary, “retains the quality of otherness in a way that utopia
does not” and like in Smith’s remark, Tompkins does too point the medical
meaning of the term which follows as “the medical situation in which an organ is
displaced from its usual location or position in the body (Concise Medical
Dictionary). Like the anatomical abnormality of its etymological origin, heterotopia
can work from within, albeit occurring where we may least expect it” (p. 18). It is
pointed out that heterotopia can live at the current time in the present place as a part
of the community. It thus has a function in the time, place and the society within
which it exists.

Tompkins builds a significant part of the basis for her method on
Hetherington’s employment of the term. As Hetherington points out, it is the
procedure of “alternate ordering” (2001, p. 51) and it “looks to how society might
be improved in the future” (qtd. in Tompkins p.18) And for Tompkins,
“heterotopia, ironically unlike utopia, has the capacity to actually build the
foundations for making what Hetherington terms alternate orderings of spatial
structures.” (p. 20) In theatre, it helps detect the unavoidable relationship between
the staged performance and the real world that has long been accepted as a stage
itself as it is also declared in William Shakespeare’s famous play, As You Like It
(11.7.140).

Theatre’s affinity with the real world is comparable to that with the non-
real, imagined world(s) or utopia(s). Tompkins’ instantiation of the relation
between utopia and the theatre performance is supported with what Jill Dolan puts
forth: “performance always exceeds its space and its image, since it lives only in its

doing, which is imagining, in the good no-place that is theatre” (p. 13) Since there
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is such a relationship between the real place and the no place, it seems inevitable
for heterotopias to arise in-between. As Diana Saco, as well, defines, a heterotopia
as “a kind of in-between space of contradiction, of contestation: a space that mimics
or stimulates lived spaces, but that in so doing, calls those spaces we live in into
question (2002, p. 14)” and it is widely accepted that “[s]uch fraying or contestation
IS core to Foucault’s heterotopia” (Saco gtd. in Tompkins p.21). This, one might
say, can be core to its use in theatre as well.

As Foucault delineates, heterotopia is “disturbing” and this aspect of it is
surely no exception for its presence in theatre. Tompkins offers that heterotopia,
because of its disturbing characteristic, “unsettles the world as we know it, a quality
that will come to be key in its use in theatre (pp. 21, 22). Kevin Hetherington also
casts the same role to heterotopias for he finds them “unsettl[ing] because they have
the effect of making things appear out of place” (1997, p.50). He also believes that
“[t]he power of the concept of heterotopia lies in its ambiguity, that it can be a site
of order just as much as it can be a site of resistance”, which causes an
“ambivalence” and “[i]t is the ambivalence contained in the idea of heterotopia”
(ibid. p.51). In this sense, Tompkins bases her study on Hetherington’s
conceptualization of theory. It is critical to mention that Foucault’s heterotopia is
slightly different from that of Hetherington because Hetherington defines
heterotopia as ‘ambivalent’

whereas heterotopia for Foucault is a counter-site of resistance (1986, p 22),
Hetherington sees it as not quite oppositional. Instead, for him, heterotopias
‘organize a bit of the social world in a way different to that which surrounds
them. That alternate ordering marks them out as Other and allows them to
be seen as an example of an alternative way of doing things’ (1997, p. viii).
(Tompkins p. 24)

Furthermore, as Tompkins reveals “[h]eterotopias do not simply exist in the
delineation of an alternative space: rather, their power is derived from being read
against a context of a real or actual world” as it is mentioned in Foucault’s Des
Espaces Autres. Yet, she adds that “[f]or Hetherington, heterotopias are not
necessarily the fixed locations or entities that they are for Foucault” (ibid. pp.25-
26). They are located in “Other” sites and this “otherness” is quite critical for the

locating of heterotopias. (Hetherington, p.50) For Tompkins, this location of
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otherness strengthens the heterotopic space “significantly” vis-a-vis the real site and
“[t]hus, a heterotopia without such an actual point of comparison is meaningless”
(Tompkins p.26). She, then, relates this to the theatre’s function against the ‘real’
world since there is, she suggests, a parallelism between heterotopic space’s
relation with the real space and theatre venue’s relation with actual world beyond
the theatre’s wall. While the performance in the stage temporarily seems real, it is
not as continuously real as the world outside. As she conveys,

[t]o clarify, a theatre venue is obviously real even if what is staged within it
is not. Many locations that are created on stage are real in that they are, in,
say, naturalistic theatre, made with wood and objects that are recognizably
‘concrete’. Yet they are also unreal in that they do not exist beyond their
function in a performance and they will be destroyed or repurposed when
the production closes. (ibid. p. 26)

However, she also notes that, in theatre, even though heterotopias are likely to be
representations of actual world outside the theatre building’s wall, they may evenly
tend to be abstract spaces as well. She takes it forward asserting that “[h]eterotopias
may, then, be the actual or imagined spaces/places (or spaces of the imagination) in
dialogue with ‘real’ locations (although it is important to note that real and non-real
places are not equivalent to the ‘good place’ and ‘no place)” (ibid. p. 26).

In regard to “the relation between theatre and the world outside its walls”,
which is what Tompkins bases her study on, we must bear in mind that heterotopias
might come to existence in assorted types concerning the social, political and/or
cultural issues beyond that very specific wall of the theatre venue. Each member of
the audience, or the reader in the case of my study, is likely to witness a distinct
type of heterotopia or to have an unconventional spatial experience because it is
noteworthy to keep in mind that “[h]eterotopias might exist in any number of
varieties, depending on the social contexts in which they form and the peculiar
persons or community to which they belong.” (Eric C. Smith p. 20) Any such
particular ‘variety’ of heterotopia that a member of the spectators or a reader
associates with enables to comprehend and to make comments on the socio-
political and cultural issues which are faced with when the performance ends. This

is why “heterotopias do, for the duration of the theatrical production in which they
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are produced, take up space” (Tompkins p. 28) since heterotopias are neither the
actual world outside nor the stage’s concrete entity.

This aspect of heterotopia forms the ground for Tompkins’ study as she
investigates heterotopias capability to prompt the audience to discern and interpret
the actual world. Thus, the theatre or the performance, generating heterotopias,
continues to function in its cultural context out-of-doors. With its continuation in
the mind of the audience within the actual world, “[h]eterotopia opposes the real in
some cases while offering a means of ‘alternate ordering’ in others” (ibid. p. 28)
because they, Hetherington claims, function as “spaces of alternate ordering”
(1997, p. vii). Similarly, Lefebvre’s analysis of heterotopia leads to a comparable
function of the term in the social context, which is what, Hetherington believes,
lacks in Foucault’s treatment of it.

Hetherington’s interpretation of heterotopia is crucial for Tompkins because
in her study Theatre’s Heterotopias she clarifies the differences between
Hetherington’s analysis and that of the other scholars together with the dissent that
each of these scholars put forth. She, for example, notes that David Harvey’s
heterotopia was different from that of Foucault. She claims that Harvey “has argued
most strongly that heterotopia not be used simply to mark the presence of other
worlds, spaces or places” and instead he argued “that it be connected with what
might be called a political function, such as the attempt to articulate the potential
for social, however that may be conceived” and she utters Harvey’s objection “to a
simplistic application of heterotopia that fails to account for its critical, disruptive,
political point” (Tompkins p. 22).

She also compares Soja’s perception of the term and the difference between
these two scholars’ approach towards Foucault’s utilisation of the term. She argues
that “Edward Soja understands Harvey’s reservations but appreciates that ‘Foucault
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focused our attention on another spatiality of social life’”” and this social life for

Soja is an ‘external space’, “the actually lived (and socially produced) space of sites
and the relations between them”. She indicates that Soja disagreed to employ
heterotopias just as ‘other spaces’ because for him they ‘are not just “other spaces™’

to be added on to the geographical imagination, they are also “other than” the
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established ways of thinking spatially” and thus she claims heterotopias “require an
intersection with the cultural context of which they are a part, rather than a narrow
metaphoric application” (ibid. p. 22). For Tompkins, Soja’s interpretation of
heterotopia is, in a clear way, related to his use of the term ‘thirdspace’ which, she
points, is not applicable for her study. She, therefore, does not put emphasis on
Soja’s use of the term heterotopia.

The way she employs heterotopia is similar to that of Michal Kobialka, as
she clarifies herself. Kobialka analyses Foucault’s heterotopia in Tadeysz Kantors’s
work. Tompkins remarks that “[f]lor Kantor, heterotopia can be located within the
‘space’ of the self” and it can be ‘used’ “to push the potential for theatre ‘beyond
the physical aspects [...] in the direction of metaphysical theatre’ (1993, p. 339)”
(gtd. in Tompkins p. 23). For her, to exploit the term so as to make a connection to
the outside world and to the social issues is the essence in spatial theory in studies
of theatrical productions and it is primarily put forth that “a potential outcome of a
study of heterotopias is, then, more detailed examination of locations in which
cultural and political meanings can be produced spatially” (ibid. p. 1). Even though
Tompkins’ interest in social, cultural and political issues is obvious, it must be
stated that the plays that she investigates are, by nature, spatially political since, as
Michael Kirby suggests, theatre, after all, “is political to the extent that it attempts
to be political” (Kirby p. 132). This might be the answer to why Tompkins is
interweaving the stances of Lefebvre and Hetherington in her study, Theatre’s
Heterotopias.

Tompkins, putting the emphasis on Hetherington’s analysis of heterotopia,
scrutinizes various plays. Her investigation includes watching of the performances
of the plays that she has chosen. She mentions this as well when she explains the
method that she is planning to follow.

My analysis takes into account a combination of the following spaces,
which intersect and interact to generate heterotopic locations: the theatre
venue in which a performance takes place (or, if it does not take place in a
conventional venue, the location in which it is staged); the narrative
space(s)/place(s) that the playwright establishes, which are generated in the
venue or even referred to beyond the limits of the performance space; the
layers of design and the direction that are added to the first two types of
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space which continue to accrete (and in some cases challenge or subvert)
meaning. (Tompkins p. 29)

Tompkins’ investigation includes the stage which generally presents the actual
world, the performance which is produced on that stage, and the atmosphere which
is created throughout each and every scene and act of the play by such concrete
elements as the decors, adornments, actions, directions.

To investigate spatiality of a production or a performance, Tompkins says,
one has to check the design of the venue or the stage, and ask what types of
places/space are presented in the performance and to what end. Moreover, she
asserts that reviews, posters, promotional material, the nature of the playwright,
director, and/or the company which produces the performance might also help
understand and investigate the spatiality of the performance or the play. These
components, therefore, produce the heterotopic space in theatre. Nevertheless, as it
is remarked clearly, one must remember that “[s]Jometimes a heterotopic space
becomes apparent only for a short time, whereas in other instances it may be staged
for a much more significant part of a performance” (ibid. p. 29). And it depends on
how the spectator, or the reader in this study, might receive it.

Accentuating that “[a] heterotopic experience is more likely to emerge and
affect an audience member when that person remains attentive to and welcoming of
the theatrical — and other — conditions taking place and being generated around
them”, Tompkins stresses that it is highly probable to witness heterotopic moments
and spaces throughout a play but “[i]t requires effort as does any thorough
interpretational reading frame” (ibid. p. 30). In order to find out and pursue the
clues of the existence of a heterotopia, or a heterotopic space or moment in a
specific play, there are a great number of practical questions that, she claims,
should be asked concerning the play or the production so that it might be easier to
detect such spatial functions of theatre plays and performances. The questions that
Tompkins, herself, poses at the selected plays in her book are as follows:

What space(s) and place(s) contribute to a production’s diegesis and how
are they operating? Do they overlap and intersect to suggest the potential for
collapsing time and space? Do the locations in the performance require
disentangling to even identify (since theatrical worlds often intertwine,
sometimes in very confusing manners)? Or do they create rigid contrasting
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zones? What is their function vis-a-vis contemporary social or cultural
politics? Do these spaces and places provoke connections for their
audiences to other possibilities, whether implicit or explicit, or do they
simply reproduce the social and political norms? In addition to strictly
spatial considerations, | also stress how such spaces intersect with (or
contradict) the actors’ embodiment(s), the dialogue, the narrative, the sound.
What is the role of the venue in which the performance takes place? Do the
production’s locations ‘fit” in this venue? What is the potential for an
alternative and /or resistant reading of the spatial practice in this
performance? (ibid. p. 30)

Since Tompkins utters that a heterotopia “requires a spatio-centric analysis, but it
also accommodates and incorporates other theatrical elements of any production”
and thus these questions are, for her, the ‘background work’ or the ‘mathematical
figurings’ to bring light onto heterotopic interpretations of the spaces in the
theatrical productions. However, she keeps up with the reality that “[t]he answers to
such questions do not in themselves determine whether a production is heterotopic”
but instead these answers might rather “provide information about how space
operates, from which an interpretation can be built about the worlds that the
production establishes, as well as the crucial relationships between these worlds™.
Tompkins’ analytical reading frame obviously draws connections between the
spatiality of a play/performance/production to its social/political contexts (ibid. pp.
30-31). She, then, compares the worlds that emerge from the spatial abundance in
terms of heterotopia within the theatrical productions and builds up her own
interpretation of the heterotopic space.

Amongst these questions that Tompkins addresses, I might emphasize that
there are some which might provide tenets for my reading of the spatiality in the
plays. The first and the foremost one is that which is concerned with contributions
of the space and the place to the texts. Another question that will be concentrated
on is about the function of these spaces concerning contemporary social or cultural
politics. Thus, the connection which the plays help draw in the minds of the
spectators in relation to any possible other ways of solutions to such political issues
will be another focal point. Such theatrical elements as the narrative, the voice, the
music and songs that are used in the plays will also be prioritized in regard to their

contributions to forming of heterotopic spaces. And finally, the venues that the
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plays are performed for the first time are to be stressed regarding their relation and
interventions to such mentioned politics. Akin to Tompkins’ reading, the one that is
aimed for this study will also involve into the social, cultural and political contexts
of the plays i.e. the issues related to the migrants in the United Kingdom, the
policies that are implemented and the way they are perceived in the society.

In its relation to social and political matters Tompkins’ employment of
heterotopia is fundamental for this study. Even though she mainly investigated the
plays that she has chosen with a close eye on the performative productions of the
plays, she lays the way open for the textual analysis of any play. She suggests that
“[h]eterotopia may be embedded in the narrative of a text” and she adds that it
might “be enhanced by a production team of designer, director, actors, composer,
lighting technicians, and so on”. However, she also makes it clear that “[o]f course,
one person’s perception of the heterotopic may not ‘translate’ in the same way to
another” (ibid. p. 31). She, thenceforth, elucidates her own terminology to construct
heterotopias.

According to Tompkins, ‘good place’ and ‘no place’ are not enough to
identify the spatial poles in theatrical performances. These terms seem to be too
broad and not practical enough for theatrical use. Thus she articulates the need for a
beneficial adaption of the two terms and gives preference to the adoption of two
modified terms. Despite “retain[ing] the structure” of the two poles, she
“modifie[s] the terms to ‘constructed space’ instead of ‘good place’ and ‘abstracted
space’ instead of ‘no place’”(ibid. p. 32). She strongly suggests that these two terms
are much more applicable to theatrical productions than good place/no place and
real place, and if applied in theatre, between these constructed and abstracted
spaces can a heterotopic space be easily registered. Tompkins explains more
thoroughly these two terms i.e. constructed space and abstracted space that she
conceived for theatre studies.

By ‘constructed’ | mean the spatial environment that one usually confronts
as a production begins, whether determined by a venue/location, its (initial)
set, by expectations, and/or by setting(s) required by the narrative/action.
‘Abstracted’ space that is produced by the other dimension of utopics is a
sometimes oppositional but certainly contrasting spatial environment that
may be located in a geographically determined place; it may take on more of
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an abstract quality (a state of mind/being) that is nevertheless rendered
spatial in performance. Abstracted spaces may not necessarily be abstract
per se. (ibid. 32)

She favours the word space instead of place in theatre studies because she
claims what is analysed is the play’s space rather than geographical places with
coordinates. Constructed and abstracted spaces come to exist in a play, on a stage
and in the mind of the audience. According to Tompkins, a heterotopia ensues
when the two poles come together that is to say when constructed space and
abstracted space assembles, there arises heterotopic space and it brings about an
alternative zone to the ‘status quo’ that the audience of the performance or the
reader of the text is exposed to in the real world. For this study is to inspect the
plays through the model that Tompkins builds, it is fundamentally substantial to
accentuate that her “heterotopic model extends the three component parts
(constructed space, abstracted space, heterotopic space) to account for what this
might mean in a cultural context and beyond performance” (ibid. p. 33). In this
regard, the cultural, social and political contexts in which these plays were
produced will also generate profound relevance.

It is also critical that one should remember the way heterotopias come into
existence. They are likely to be literal spaces as well as abstract spaces. It can
come as a scene in the play, it can be visible through some certain decors and
adornments or it can just fade in as one’s personal experience of outside world lets.
It can even be the “absence of a space” in that the absence might be as decisive as
an existing space, a concrete space. Absent or existent, space is always imperative
for theatre.

Space in theatre can function not just at the level of an individual audience
member’s reactions but also in terms of a larger community response.
Theatre assumes and builds on the connection between space and the
collective experience in which its world-making takes place. Theatre’s
ability to play with an infinite number of spaces in front of a collective
audience makes it an ideal context with and through which to examine
heterotopia. The potential existence of a paradoxical world on stage wherein
both the actual and ‘conjured’ locations coexist offers the opportunity to
practice — to ‘rehearse’, as it were — potential socio-political alternatives to
the larger space-time reality. (ibid. 37)
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Having noted the importance of space in theatre and the significance of
heterotopic space in it, it must be remarked that a moment in which a heterotopic
space occurs in a play, as Tompkins utters “is not going to transform the world” for
sure. Nevertheless, one must also remember “that it can prompt a rethinking,
however minor initially, or a personal reaction to a larger social issue that can foster
changed attitudes and responses” (ibid. pp. 37-38). Such moments of heterotopic
spaces are abundant in the plays that this thesis is to investigate in the following
chapters. Some of the social and the cultural issues that are encountered in today’s
UK are too palpable to ignore in those plays and so are such heterotopic spaces.

In this regard, Tompkins’ project paves the way to analyse such issues or
problems and as she makes obvious such intention of hers in the book and states
clearly that her project

aims to connect theatre practice and criticism to social history and
geography with a view to more fully articulating theatre’s role in culture. A
heterotopic reading strategy enables us to better understand the concrete
space(s) of both theatre and its social context, not to mention the
performative relationship between them. (ibid. p.38)

It is the ultimate function of a heterotopia as it causes to “rethink theatre’s function
and its social space, however widely we may choose to define that context”.
Whether it be Foucault’s juxtaposing space, Lefebvre’s different place or Soja’s
thirdspace or Hetherington’s alternate ordering space, a heterotopia calls into
question the social, cultural or political norms in the real world. As theatre has the
potential to “shap[e] cultural formation and cultural change”, it is highly possible to
detect such potential through the spatiality of the theatre play.

Following the lead of aforementioned spatial theoreticians, | aim to
investigate the spatiality of Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’s plays Behsharam and Khandan
so as to bring light onto the heterotopic spaces in these plays. | believe the
heterotopias that are produced throughout these plays have the power to affect the
perception of the social norms, especially those that are cast over the migrants and
those that migrants cast over one another. The aim of the following chapters,
thenceforth, will be to detect and to interpret such explicit or implicit spatial
features i.e. heterotopias that are arisen conspicuously throughout the plays and are,

in that sense, unmatched among her other plays.
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CHAPTER 3

HETEROTOPIAS IN BEHSHARAM

This chapter will explore the heterotopic space which is formed in and
around the lives of the migrants i.e. those characters in Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’s play
named Behsharam. It is anticipated that these heterotopic spaces which are most
likely to have been instigated by the act of migrating from a specific space to
another prompt the British audience to put into consideration the situation of the
Sikh families. In the play, the Sikh family members of which have either migrated
from India or been parented by those who migrated from India is to construe the
centre of this analysis. It can be claimed that heterotopic spaces are generated
around the immigrants and these heterotopias enables the audience, specifically the
British, to see and to comprehend the situation in which immigrant are stuck while
trying to attach to the country of arrival.

No matter whether they are a part of this family or not, it is noteworthy that
every character in the play necessitates a second adjective next to the word
‘British’. To exemplify; one might need to define the characters as British Indian,
British Sikh, British Jamaican or Black British. It must also be mentioned that there
is no single white character in the play although the play is totally set in
Birmingham. It does not necessarily mean that this is the reason why this play
makes it possible to investigate the characters heterotopically. Neither does it mean
that this study aims to involve in the fight to arrange composed adjectives, names or
identity markers for those who perform Britishness in their specific way. It is just to
say that these characters naturally have their own distinct and unique way of living,
use of language and daily practices and that, for this study, it is crucial to scrutinize

such aspects.
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To be able to make a well-developed scrutiny of the play Behsharam, it is
also crucial to have a look at the plot. It will, for sure, help understand what route
the action of the play follows. Throughout the play, one is exposed to a Sikh
family’s experience and break-up in the British city of Birmingham. There is the
father whose name is not uttered even for a single time and who is just mentioned
as Father or Dad. His mother Beji is also important since it is possible to claim that
she is the one who is clung to the Sikh traditions; not the ones related to the religion
but rather the cultural ones. The father has two daughters namely Jaspal and Sati.
After the birth of the latter who is the younger daughter, the Father divorces his
wife, Mummy 1 and marries another woman, Mummy 2 in order to have a son to
ensure the continuation of his blood which apparently is believed to be done
through sons not through daughters. The father and Mummy 2 achieve it and they
manage to have a son. However, left by her husband just because she could not give
birth to a son, Mummy 1 loses her psychological well-being and goes insane. She
blames herself for this and harms herself and eventually she is sent to a psychiatric
hospital where she is taken care of.

The play which consists of one act with thirteen scenes starts in 1998 and
Sati, the younger sister, is about 20 years old. But after a couple of scenes, the
action goes back to 1994 when she is a 16-year-old child. It is conveyed that she
has not been informed about her mother’s situation when she is sixteen years old.
She lives with the Father, Beji and Mummy 2. She is told that Mummy 1 is in India
travelling across the country for a pilgrimage which composes of visiting each and
every gurdwara, “the place of Sikh worship” (A Popular Dictionary of Sikhism), in
India and Pakistan. And it is revealed that she has been ‘travelling’ for the last
seven years. Sati is the only member of the family who does not know about what
happened to her biological mother because when she was sent to a psychiatric ward
Sati was just child. She, therefore, does not have any remembrance of her mother.

Everyone in the family, including her elder sister, Jaspal, deliberately hides
what happened to Mummy 1 from Sati as they think it would hurt her, which might
lead to similar psychological problems as her mother’s or which might push her

into the same situation as her sister Jaspal, who is considered to be behsharam
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(shameless) by everyone in the family except Sati. Jaspal, on the other hand, cannot
stand what has been done to her mother and leaves the family so as to become a
well-known singer just as her mother wanted her to be. She performs music and
that is why she is accused of being the behsharam (shameless) daughter.

Beji, the grandmother, thinks that Jaspal brought ‘sharam’ (shame) onto the
family because she left home, involved in prostitution and now she lives with a
black guy. Jaspal, however, does not care about what her family thinks of herself.
She lives a life away from her father and grandmother. The only family member
that she sees is her sister Sati. Yet, her relationship with Sati is also problematic
because she heavily smokes and has several other unhealthy habits. She, thus,
escapes her responsibilities not only towards her sister but also towards her
boyfriend Patrick with whom she shares the same flat.

For the larger part of the play, the relationships between Sati, Jaspal, the
Father, Beji and Patrick are given light onto. The audience, or the reader, is exposed
to the distorted nature of their relationships. One might see the spoiled familial
relations in all aspects. The play goes on with these relationships to a certain
climactic point where all characters are gathered in a room where they are obliged
to confront each other and the truth about Mummy 1 is disclosed to Sati at once.

The play’s temporal setting, then, goes back to where it starts i.e.1998.
Sati’s visit to Jaspal in one of her performances at a show brings the two sisters
together. Sati wants the family, her mother, Jaspal and herself, to get united but she
finds out that it is too late for such a reunion because her mother has already passed
away. Nevertheless, Jaspal and Sati seem to be hopeful of their future and they, in a
way, promise to look after each other because even though Jaspal has cleaned
herself from her bad habits, it is Sati now having smoking addiction as did Jaspal.

Bitter but hopeful at the end, this play provides a great deal of heterotopic
analysis of the space throughout. Thus, the stage directions which shed light on the
spatiality of Behsharam play a crucial role in this study. However it is not only
these directions because the characters themselves are of great importance as they

seem to create their own space throughout the play.
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3. 1. Heterotopic Space Generated Around the Migrant

Migration, for human beings, is a process in which people move from a
place to another or are displaced from one to another. And this displacement might
leave unique impact on each person because migration requires crossing one or
more boundaries at the same time. With the word boundary, | do not solely mean
the concrete and visible ones which shape the political map of the world. In its
dictionary explanation migration is described as “[a] change in permanent
residency” and it might involve a geographical move that crosses a political
boundary” or “an international boundary, from one country to another” (The
Cambridge Dictionary of Sociology).

An international boundary is obviously the one separating sovereign states
and, of course, when migrants came from India to the United Kingdom, they had to
cross one. A political boundary, however, depends on the definition of the word
‘political’; it might be a boundary that separates any two distinct spheres where a
change is visible not only in politics but also in culture, way of living, language and
the like. Thus, it is quite accurate to say that when one crosses an international
boundary, it is supremely possible that one crosses a political boundary as well as
the international one at the same time.

In this study, the act of migration will be treated as a phenomenon that leads
the one who migrates to establish a space of one’s own after crossing the boundary
no matter whether international or political. When one leaves the place/space of
origin and relocates in the place/space of arrival, one is to create space for oneself.
For what this study concerns, it does not necessarily mean that the migrant has to
build a place which consists of bricks, cement and concrete but it rather means that
the migrant is to establish a space where there is enough room to move forth and
back between the norms of the cultural/racial/religious origin and those of the place
of arrival. It, thus, makes it a necessity to prefer the word ‘space’ over the word
‘place’. Such a constraint was put forth as a requirement by Joanne Tompkins too.
However, the concern that was identified was more about the “theatre’s

manipulation of space” on its stage (Tompkins 2006, p.1). In another study of hers,
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Tompkins elucidates that the term ‘place’ has long been used by spatial
theoreticians as “a geographical site” (Tompkins 2012 p. 4). And since this thesis
study does not intend to intervene with the field of geography or the spatiality of
some certain locations but it rather analyses the abstract heterotopias generated in
the minds of audience or reader and those that intercepts with the migrants’ lives,
this is why it can best be explained with the term ‘space’ rather than ‘place’ or
‘site’.

The heterotopic spaces that are created throughout the play Behsharam draw
parallels to the spaces that the migrants occupy individually. One can easily detect
these conspicuous parallelisms that produce heterotopias which opt into the
problems that are encountered today. One of the various possible ways to detect
these heterotopic spaces is to scrutinize the characters who ardently shape the
spaces that they occupy with an unintentional gargantuan effort to survive while the
norms of their culture of origin and those of the place that they are re-located in
collide with each other. It, then, is of acute importance to investigate the characters
and the spaces that they produce in order to get over the problems.

Some of the characters, thenceforth, will be the focus of point in this study
and among the characters in the play, Jaspal, the elder sister, stands prominent and
it is certain that no analysis without Jaspal would be possible. Sati, on the other
hand, will provide for one of the other foci of this analysis as she is at the centre of
the play. The Father and Beji, the grandfather, could also be investigated
individually but for the benefit of this study both characters will be scrutinized
together with the other characters while inspecting the family as a heterotopic

space.

3. 2. Heterotopic Space Generated Around Jaspal

Jaspal, the elder daughter, has problematic relationships both with the
members of her family and with her boyfriend. The reason for Jaspal’s
psychological weakness is, of course, her memories of Mummy 1, her biological

mother. When the Father divorces Mummy 1 and brings Mummy 2 on the ground
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that Mummy 1 cannot give him a son who would provide the continuation of his
blood, Jaspal witnesses the mental breakdown of her mother. In the play, it is
revealed that one day, Jaspal finds Mummy 1 drenched in blood in one of the
rooms upstairs because she has cut her genitals with a pair of scissors in order to
find and bring out the son that, she thought, was stuck inside (XI, p. 78). Having
witnessed such a mental breakdown in her mother, Jaspal loses ties with her family.
Her respect for her father and for her grandmother is totally lost. She leaves the
house after her mother’s admission to a psychiatric hospital. She gets involved in
prostitution for her survival and to afford the drugs she is addicted to.

However, her mother’s situation is not the only reason for Jaspal. The
impetus behind her leave is her zeal for getting involved in entertainment and
becoming a famous singer, as her mother would wish. The culture of the
community that she was born into does not let her do what she wants or become
who she wishes to be. Even though it is written in the Sikh scriptures that women
are equal to men and can do what men do, Darshan S. Tatla from Coventry
University’s Centre for South Asian Studies claims, like several other scholars, that
Sikh women, when compared to Sikh men, are left with “less freedom and choice
of out-of-home activities” in practice when it comes to work, jobs or professions
“as is common with South Asian societies” (Tatla p. 277). This proves to be correct
for Jaspal too since she is a female member of a Sikh family.

She wants to be like the American singer Karen Carpenter and she sings her
songs. Nevertheless, her family, especially Beji, finds shameless such women who
sing songs in front of crowds, who have any kind of intercourse with men without
the permission of the family and who live with men before marriage. Jaspal, thus,
creates a space for herself where she can act as she wishes and this space from time
to time produces heterotopias for those who read in between lines. This space that
she creates and occupies is visible even in the very beginning of the play. The stage
directions that are given are quite explanatory in this sense. The first stage direction
elucidates where Jaspal is located and what kind of space she created for herself. It
is revealed that she is in a show as a singer but she uses the nickname Kiran

Carpenter instead of her own name Jaspal. She pretends to be like Karen Carpenter
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whom, she claims, her mother fancied a lot. The space which is described is indeed
relevant to the community which Jaspal’s family belongs to.

1998. The sound of applause. A room upstairs in a seedy pub/club in a
hopeless Birmingham suburb. Cabaret night. Red velvet curtains are behind
a small raised platform on top of which there is an empty microphone. (1, p.
15)

The temporal setting, the end of the second millennium, is of great
importance for the Sikh community in the United Kingdom. During the 90s the
Sikh community struggled to gain some minority rights related to education. Until
the latter half of the decade the community did not have their own minority schools
recognized by the government. But a campaign started in 1997 and lasted for two
years resulted in victory and the first Sikh religious minority school was recognized
and began to be supported by the government (Smithers The Guardian).
Birmingham is, on the other hand, another key element in terms of the spatiality in
the opening of the play since the city, after London, has long been a centre for the
Sikh community to dwell in and the religious festival of Vaisakhi’s celebrations
have been the most important and the largest Sikh celebrations in the UK and the
one in 1998 was also noted to be the largest celebration outside Punjab region.

The descriptive directions which introduce us Jaspal should also be pointed
out since it gives clues about how the character seems and what kind of a person
she is. In the play, the sound of applause increases when Jaspal comes in. There is

more applause as JASPAL, a damaged-looking Asian woman in her late
twenties, comes out wearing a long sequinned fuschia pink dress.
Silhouette/shadow of a band. Intro to ‘Yesterday Once More’ and she starts
to sing with the attitude (though not voice) of a diva. (l., p. 15)

The “damaged-looking” image of Jaspal is crucially important when it is used with
“Asian woman” as it is later revealed in the play that she suffered from lots of
things including her broken relationships and her addiction and such. Despite her
weary look she seems to enjoy the show, singing one of the songs of the
Carpenters! “Yesterday Once More” with the band “Asian Invasion” that she takes

the stage together. The name of the band is also crucial since it was a heated debate

! The Carpenters: An American band formed by Karen and Richard Carpenter and got popular in the

70s and 80s until Karen Carpenter’s death (www.richardandkarencarpenter.com/biography/htm).
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in the UK that the conservatives have been worried about the increasing numbers of
the immigrants in the country and a possible Asian invasion or Asian-ization of
Britain ever since the first group of the immigrants arrived in the UK in the post-
war years. The performance that Jaspal and The Asian Invasion present is disrupted
because “suddenly the sound system fails, microphones screech and the singing and
music become inaudible.” Yet, “JASPAL does her best to carry on but to no avail.”
She eventually “looks pissed off and walks off the stage” (I, p.15). She goes to her
dressing room which is described as “a small poky room with a huge old-fashioned
dressing table which has three mirrors on it” (II, 16).

To employ Tompkins’ terms, the constructed space is apparently the “seedy
pub/club in a hopeless Birmingham suburb” as it is to be set on the stage. The
abstracted space, whereas, is the contrasting atmosphere created through the song
that Jaspal sings as the song is very cheerful and buoyant. The heterotopic space
appears between these two spaces and prompts us to think about the suburbs of
British metropolitans where the immigrants are generally located. If a place is
“hopeless” it is not surprising that it might be “seedy” as well. Thus we are
encouraged to think of these places and their destinies. The heterotopic space
generated through this scene is crucial for us to take into consideration the actual
world outside. Such social matters are bought out so that the audience or the reader
can ponder on and think of alternate orderings of the actual world no matter how
impossible it is to make a change in the actual world.

Following this scene, Jaspal encounters her sister Sati after four years.
Jaspal gets “silenced by the sight of SATI at the door”. Sati is described as “a young
pretty Asian girl, dressed in trendy clothes. She is about twenty”. They get nervous
in the silence and Sati lights a cigarette offering one to her sister too.

JASPAL: I’ve stopped.
SATI: What?... Since when?
JASPAL: Since after... never mind. I’ve stopped.
SATI: Oh.
JASPAL: I didn’t know you’d started.
SATI: Oh yeah. It’s been a while... soon after... well I started just as you
stopped. How about that? (I1, 16-17)
Jaspal reveals that Sati has “picked up bad habits” and Sati referring Jaspal’s

addictions four years ago says “[m]aybe it runs in the family” (I, p. 18). Their
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encounter follows such heavy atmosphere filled with silence or contentious
dialogues. The pause that they give after saying “since after...” and avoiding to
name what happened four years ago is quite important and the reason for it is
revealed later in the play.

As Sati lays her eyes on Jaspal, she breaks the silence that has reigned for a
while saying “Look at you. You’ve turned yourself into her, [Karen Carpenter]” (Il,
p. 18) because she knows how much Jaspal wanted to look like Karen Carpenter.
She reveals that she has been following Jaspal for a long time and tries to gain her
sympathy as she says “You should have won [Stars in Their Eyes?]. You looked
great, they did a good job on you didn’t they? I mean the hair and the make-up and
everything... it was so... believable” (Il, p. 19). However, Jaspal seems untouched
and she shows no emotion but Jaspal still manages to ask Sati what she has come
for. Sati talks about her eagerness to unite the family again, two sisters and their
mother but the answer she receives is “four fucking years” that has passed since
their last encounter which caused everything to be revealed and the family to break
up leaving no room for them to live together.

Even before the final break-up of the family when she conveys the truth to
Sati, Jaspal has her own space that she has created for her own survival. As
mentioned before, she leaves home so as not to obey the rules that her father, her
grandmother and her stepmother want her to follow. These rules in a way limit her.
However, in the space that she creates she cannot manage to achieve her goals at
first and she is accused of being a “behsharam kuthee” or a shameless girl for her
bad habits. That is why she gets angry when Sati comes and tries to make up for all
that has been lost but she does so by judging her sister.

JASPAL: And don’t think you’re putting me on any guilt trip.
Because I won’t have it. I’ve got no bad habits now. None. I’ve read the

books, I’ve done the steps, I've even Feng Shui-ed my flat. I’'m me,
right, ME? (1, p. 19)

Yet, Sati’s answer Jaspal’s reaction is tough as she asks “Is that why you pretend to

be Karen Carpenter?” Even though she points that “it’s entertainment” and she uses

2 Stars in Their Eyes: “a musical talent show in which amateur lookalikes and sound-alikes

impersonate their favourite singing stars” (Www.imdb.com/title/tt0200379/).
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the name because “people like it”, it is conspicuous that she creates a space in
which she could act as an independent woman.

The constructed space here is the fact that Jaspal cannot live as herself but
she rather needs to use a different name to live peacefully and the abstracted space
would be that space where one lives in one’s own peaceful world with one’s own
identity. When these two spaces appear together, the heterotopic space emerges
making us to think about the actual world with such an alternate ordering through
which one can live as one wishes. The reader, thereby, is spiritually stimulated to
consider the real space outside where countless people have to live according to
some norms no matter which society they belong to and it becomes necessary for
the reader to probe so that they can develop such a space at least in their minds.

Moreover, when Sati appears she fears losing this space of hers and she gets
mad at her sister;

JASPAL.: You walked out and you left me. You left me. You turn up here,
at one of my performances and expect me to hug you and Kiss you and be
all happy and excited. Well I’'m not. I did everything for you, everything.
You never even bothered about me. No one ever bothered me except when
they wanted to call someone slug or slut or whore or prostitute. I’'m dead to
you Sati. Look at me, the living dead. Just get out, get the fuck out, I can’t
stand looking at you anymore. (11, p. 20)

She shows the door to her sister and Sati leaves the dressing room and she “is left
on her own.” However, “she calms down and looks around the room. She catches
sight of herself in the mirror, looks towards the door and goes out after her sister”
because she cannot make it (I1. p.21). The scene ends and the temporal setting
changes in the following scene, going back to 1994.

As the temporal setting is drawn backwards to her mid-twenties 4 years ago
in 1994 in the third scene, Jaspal is presented to us when she is a heavy smoker and
a drug addict and she prostitutes herself in exchange for drugs and weed. She lives
with her Jamaican boyfriend, Patrick but she has sex with the drug dealer Stan to
get some more drugs and she does it in Patrick’s flat on the bed she shares with him
as it is revealed in the following stage direction;

1994. Day One, Jaspal and Patrick’s flat. The Carpenters’ ‘Top of the
World’ plays, and transforms into the music on Jaspal’s sound system. Very
messy bedsit — two chairs and a beanbag in the middle of the room, there is
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a bathroom area and a kitchen area. The place is dunk and the colours are
garish and mismatched. It is like no-one has cleared up for three weeks.
There is a messy, hacked coffee table, covered with tobacco, rizla papers,
bits of food, papers, old makeup and empty takeaway containers. JASPAL is
partially dressed, having just had sex with STAN, a punter friend and
dealer. (1V, p. 26)

The reason why the place she lives in is “mismatched” and “messy” and not
cleaned for some time is actually because she apparently does not feel she belongs
to this place i.e. the flat that she shares with another migrant. After leaving the
house, or better to say the familial space that she was born into, she does not feel a
sense of belonging to any place. However, this does not either mean that she feels
she belongs to the space where she was born into. It can be claimed that she lives in
what Homi Bhabha calls “hybridity” or “the third space” (Bhabha 211). She does
not have a place in her family because the culture of the country of origin still rules
the family to some extent. Yet, she does not have a place in what is known to be the
second space. She therefore is in a space of her own but she is not settled. And this
is why she does not care about the space she physically occupies.

The constructed space is obviously the flat that Jaspal lives ever since she
left her family. She has chosen to live here with her boyfriend Patrick. The
abstracted space, on the other hand, is the place one would suppose she must have
been living in. One would expect it to be a better place where Jaspal could live
however she pleases. Yet, she lives in a dirty place where the only thing she does is
to instigate her addictions. The heterotopic spaces once more surface between these
two spaces and it is, in a way, a space of considering the possible results of such
actions. When one makes decisions to initiate a life purified from restrictive social
norms, one should think to improve oneself and the life that one lives instead of
such addictions which can most possibly lead to the destructive consequences.

As the play continues, what we are exposed to see of Jaspal is the only thing
which she does in the flat i.e. building “spliffs” or in other words rolling rizla
papers filled with weed that she frequently smokes since she is an addict. While
alone in the flat, Jaspal makes deliberate movements talking to herself, which hint
at her psychological condition. She sings along to the words of the song that plays

in the background. She then talks to the singer.
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JASPAL: [...] You might be a skinny bitch Karen, but you know how to
carry a tune. Mummy 1 would have liked this. She liked entertainment
didn’t she? She loved you Karen. She’d have been proud of me, if [ was a
bit more like you. (1V, p.27)

As mentioned before, she wants to be like Karen Carpenter. That’s why she
chooses the name Kiran Carpenter. While she listens to the song and talks to the
singer on the track, her boyfriend Patrick comes into the living room and realizes
what she does. He looks at her as if she has a mental problem. Then he tries to talk
to Jaspal but she scolds and rebuffs him at a frequent level. She always behaves
rudely, shouts at Patrick, and also at Sati. The reason why she is so angry and harsh
at people is her weakened psychological health. She escapes from her
responsibilities and avoids talking to people about serious matters. However, she
always covers this situation finding such excuses as “My head hurts.”, “I can’t
[talk]. I’ve got a period pain.” But Sati reveals later to us that “That’s [her] answer
to everything” (VI, p.39).With explanations of such kind, she manages to fend off
any unwanted conversation and she keeps smoking the papers full of weed that she
rolls.

Each time she offers Patrick another “fag” to smoke, he tries his best not to
join her but with her insistence, he fails to resist and generally ends up saying
“Let’s make this the last time alright. I need to clean myselfup” (IV, p.30). She,
therefore, harms not only herself but also people around her because apparently
Patrick tries to clean himself off this addiction as he has plans to progress in his
boxing career in order to become a well-known boxer like his favourite one,
Muhammad Ali. However, he is interrupted several times by Jaspal no matter how
hard he tries to help her quit this addiction. Not only does he fail to help her quit
but also he fails resisting her offers. He obviously does what she wants each time
because he loves her and he does not want to break her heart and that is why he
surrenders whenever she persists on something, which harms him, his plans and his
career.

It is not only Patrick that Jaspal is being harsh on; she cannot get on well
with her only sister, Sati, who is the sole family member that visits her and sees her

every now and then even though she is very busy with working at the shop that
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Uncle Comrade owns and with the college and courses that she has to continue so
as to graduate and get a degree. As Sati visits Jaspal one day after the school and
the shop, she tries to talk about the situation at the house complaining about
Mummy 2’s attitude toward her and her only friend, a cardboard cut-out of the
football player in Arsenal, lan Wright. He is the “third son of Jamaican
immigrants” (Arlidge, 2002) and a football player who started his career at the age
of 22 and “accepted an offer from Arsenal” (Wright, 2018) which made him
famous and he is an important figure in this play. Sati keeps talking to him every
day and behaves as if it is a real person, a real friend of hers. The temporal setting is
again four years back; “1994. Day three, early evening. Jaspal'’s flat. Jaspal sits
opposite the IW cut-out. She beholds him suspiciously.” Sati tries to explain
Mummy 2’s hateful attitude toward Ian Wright the cut-out and asks Jaspal;

SATI: Do you think it’s because lan’s black?

JASPAL.: | expect there is a connection.

SATI: It’s not just Mummy 2. It’s Dad and Beji as well. They pretend they
don’t mind Ian but they do. I’ve heard them say things. (VI, p. 39)

Jaspal, in a reluctant manner, asks what they talk about and when she hears that
they talk about the black people and they always express distaste for the black
people, she just warns Sati and says “You shouldn’t listen to their shit” so as to stop
the conversation which disturbs her. Sati pauses for a while after Jaspal’s reaction
but since she wants to talk to her, she moots another related topic saying
“Sometimes they say things about you™ and this time Jaspal listens to her more
interestedly after having asked what they say;

SATI: Beji says you go out with a black bastard.

JASPAL laughs as she continues to build a spliff.

SATI: Why do Indian people hate black people?

JASPAL: I don’t know do I? Some black people hate Indians as well
y’know... do we have to talk about this. It’s so depressing.

SATI: That’s your answer to everything. (VI, p. 39)

She thus curtails every conversation repulsing Sati’s eagerness to start a chat so as
to spend some more time with Jaspal. Nevertheless, what is more important than
Jaspal’s attitude here is the momentarily space that s created in this scene.

It will once again be very useful to apply the terms employed by Joanne

Tompkins the constructed space and the abstracted space, since this scene provides
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both, leading to a heterotopic space to come into existence. The constructed space
is the one that Sati utters. The reality that her family members, her father,
grandmother and stepmother apparently have hatred towards the black people,
another minority group in the United Kingdom, is the constructed space. The
abstracted space is the perception that all the immigrants or minorities are the same
and they aim and serve for the same purpose living in harmony. Here appears the
heterotopic space which leads us to rethink what we see of the immigrants in the
United Kingdom.

The minorities in Britain are naturally not the same since they come from
different backgrounds and thus they might have different interests. In the play
Behsharam it is obvious that there might be racist perceptions between members of
the South Asian community or the Sikh community in particular, and the black
people in the country. The conversation between Jaspal and Sati reveals that
especially the older members of the family have preconceived opinions about the
black people. What Jaspal puts forth is that the black people have similar opinions
towards the Asians as well and this fact is supported with what Patrick says to
Jaspal about the opinions of his friends and family members. In this vain, the
heterotopic space that appears between these two abstracted and constructed spaces
proves to be inviting us to re-think the flaws in the society or in the racial, ethnic or
religious communities. It is not irrelevant to make such a claim when it is
considered that the playwright, Bhatti, herself, is a part of the Sikh community.
However, it should be highlighted that this claim is not to say that such racist
utterances cannot be attributed to every single member of the given communities. It
is to say that one can easily see the possible divisions and disagreements and even
prejudices between minorities; it is not always the white vs the minority, sometimes
it is minority vs another minority as well as minority vs a smaller minority.

The space that emerges around Jaspal through her actions, behaviours and
conversations creates heterotopic spaces which lead the British audience to think
and re-think about not only the world that she is stuck in but also the actual world
behind the walls. There are lots of such real characters around, who are not noticed,

not given importance, not taken care of and not seen worth enough to ponder on
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and to start a change. It is quite significant that Jaspal’s in-between situation
generates such heterotopic spaces. And it is noteworthy that she is not the only
character around whom heterotopic spaces come into existence. Her sister, Sati,
will be the next character to focus on.

3. 3. Heterotopic Space Generated Around Sati

Like her elder sister, Sati creates a space for herself among the people
surrounding her and leaving her no space to move accordingly. The space that she
has to create to find her own way out produces numerous heterotopias for the reader
or the audience from time to time. As she is a daughter to a family who gives more
importance to sons, she is oppressed by her father, her grandmother and by her
stepmother, Mummy 2. Even her elder sister Jaspal as well oppresses her to some
extent.

She is a young girl in her early twenties at the beginning of the play but the
temporal setting brings us back to 1994 when she is only sixteen years old. It is
conveyed in the play that when her mother, Mummy 1, gives birth to her, her father
wants to divorce Mummy 1 since he thinks she could not give him a son and
instead she has given birth to two daughters. As a member of a community which
gives much more importance to boys than to girls, he marries another woman,
Mummy 2, so that he can have a son in order for his blood to continue. However,
things do not get simpler from then on, it rather gets tougher. The family extends
with a son but forges ahead towards devastation at the same time.

In this family, she is not taken care of as her father never shows an intention
to look at her let alone listen to her and her stepmother does nothing but limit her
and direct her life. She, therefore, is forced to create herself a space. In this space
she goes to college and works at the shop and interestingly makes an irreplaceable
friend out of a cut-out. In the third scene, when she is again in Uncle Comrade’s
shop, she plays with lan Wright cut-out as she often does. The stage direction in
this scene provides us with an abundance of heterotopias.

1994. Day One, The Shop. Early evening. The radio is on, ‘Whatta Man’ by
Salt 'n’ Pepa and En Vogue plays. Half-empty boxes of tinned produce
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adorn the dingy space. There are Boots carrier bags everywhere. Sati,
sixteen, wears an old shalwar kameez and trendy Nike trainers. She stands
behind the shop counter. She vaguely looks over to the shop entrance and
when she feels the coast is more or less clear she begins to construct a kind
of love seat next to the counter. She creates seats out of boxes of tinned
beans and spaghetti hoops, a small step ladder and a shop stool. She sprays
some body spray on herself. She then takes a deep breath and goes to fetch
the piece de resistance — a life-size cardboard cut-out of lan Wright in
Arsenal strip. The cut-out is bendy and can be manipulated into different
positions. SATI sits IW on the side of the seat closest to the counter, and sits
down next to him. (111, p. 22)

First of all, it is necessary to mention the song that plays on the radio since it
gives clues about what lan Wright means to Sati. The lyrics of the song follow as
“What a man, what a man, what a man / What a mighty good man / | want to take a
minute or two, and give much respect due / To the man that’s made a difference in
my world” and it is important because it most probably is played intentionally in
the very scene where Sati is seen with lan Wright cut-out for the first time. It
therefore shows how much value she gives to lan Wright. It makes a difference in
her world because the cut-out is the only thing that she talks to for no one in the
family cares to listen to her or to show respect to her. They even do not tell her
about what happened to her mother and she has to count the days to meet her
mother again.

Beside the lyrics, the carrier bags that are randomly put everywhere on the
stage are also very noteworthy. It is pretty well-known that the pharmacy-led
health and beauty chain Boots’ white carrier bags have the advertising slogan in
blue and it reads as “Let’s feel good” and it is pretty unlikely that the slogan would
not be seen when there are so many bags. It is quite ironic that in such a messy or
“dingy” place finding beauty bags that suggest feeling good. Another contorted
element in the scene is the costume that Sati wears. She has her traditional Indian
clothing which is the shalwar kameez but she wears a pair of Nike trainers as well.
This mismatch might lead us to consider the boundary between the traditional and
the modern or in this case the eastern and the western. Thus such a heterotopia is
capable of challenging and contesting the codes that might be pre-assigned when

one thinks of a character as a stereotypical example.
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Sati’s outfit which seems to be a combination of the symbols of both her
country of origin and country of residency is not the only thing that is squeezed
between two poles. She, herself, is squeezed in between her father/grandmother and
her sister, Jaspal. The space that her family occupies and the one that rules the
country they live in lead her to the necessity to create a zone for herself.
Interestingly, she tries to hide this space that she created for herself and for lan
Wright from the people around her. When, for instance, she is in the shop, she
spends time pretending to have a nice conversation with lan Wright and the
moment she hears that “[b]ell rings to indicate shop door is opening” she gathers
herself and “as she hears the bell, SATI pushes IW to the floor and scrambles
across the love seat regaining her position behind the counter [because] PATRICK
enters. He is a young, Jamaican male, carrying a big gym bag” (l1l. p. 22). She,
therefore, is not who she shows to the others. She behaves differently when she is
alone with IW. When someone interrupts, she becomes another person all of a
sudden; she keeps pretending to be the person that all people around her know her
for. The reason for this is the restriction that is imposed on her by the people around
her. Not only her consanguineous family members but also her step mother tries to
control her life and give it a direction as she pleases. She reveals this to Patrick
when she tells what Mummy 2 does to her. She wants Patrick to tell it to Jaspal
when he gets home;

SATI: Hey tell Jaspal that Mummy 2 keeps trying to fix me up.

PATRICK: Yeah?

SATI: She’s a right bloody kuthi [bitch]. I’ve told I’m not interested, but
she won’t listen. She got me to meet this BMW dealer the other week. And
when they left us on our own he started crying, he told me he was in love
with his brother-in-law. He pleaded with me to refuse him.

PATRICK: What happened?

SATI: | pretended | was deaf and dumb. [...] (I, p. 24)

In this excerpt, a sound example of heterotopia comes into existence and it is an
abstract one though. The constructed and abstracted ones are also abstract spaces.
The constructed space is the one that pictures in our minds when Sati tells it. Since
we do not witness what she has experienced, we are bound to accept what she tells.
She is forced to accept the meeting for a possible arranged marriage that Mummy 2

wants to carry out. The meeting is the constructed space. The abstracted space, on
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the other hand, is the one that emerges in the mind when we think of Sati as a
sixteen-year-old girl forced to accept a meeting for an arranged marriage. The
heterotopia of this scene emerges out of the cracks and puts forth the fact that the
tradition of arranged marriages is still being carried out among the Sikh community
both in India and, as seen in the play, in the United Kingdom. The minority groups
do continue the cultural and traditional practices even if they are not in accordance
with the international laws that are enforced by the government so as to protect
children as well as keep vindicated, for those who are not under the age limit of
marriage, the right to choose whom to marry.

Moreover, with the same constructed space, one sees the abstracted space
that is created by the BMW dealer who had to see Sati and who is not very different
from Sati since he does not have any choice except to follow the cultural rules of
the community that he and his family is a part of. When Sati conveys that the
candidate did not wanted to be a part of such a meeting since he is a homosexual
and he is in love with his brother-in-law, a similar heterotopic space surfaces. This
time it involves the situation of the non-heterosexual individuals in the community.
Apparently the play reveals that the diversity of sexual orientation and the gender
identity-based cultures are ignored as the LGBT individuals or those who cannot be
defined with the heterosexual norms are not allowed to live outside the cultural
norms of the community they belong to. They have to obey the rules reigning their
family and surroundings and are oppressed by the community, which leads them to
hide themselves. It is obvious that the relation that the candidate mentions he has
with his brother-in-law is a hidden one since they cannot live and act according to
the norms of the gender identity that they belong to. They rather have to carve out a
space out of the status quo which is a heteronormative one. They, therefore, have
created this space in which they can act ‘freely’ to a certain limit which would not
make them palpably visible in the family or among the surroundings. So the
heterotopia generated by this scene enables us to think and re-think of the silent
LGBT individuals who are unvoiced not only in the Sikh community but also in the
whole world if one considers the number of countries that have the existing laws

that are enforced to protect the individuals with diverse gender identities.
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In addition, Sati talks to IW when she is alone with him once more. She tells
him how Mummy 2 behaves her and expects that everything be over when Mummy
1 turns back;

Evreyone’s got problems lan, everyone. I mean Mummy 2’s not the easiest
person to get on with, (imitates Mummy 2) Sati choose a boy before | choose
one for you... I mean I don’t understand why she’s so keen, she’s not
exactly over the moon being with my dad. (Pause.) Poor dad. It must be
terrible being hated by your mother [...] Mummy 1’11 sort Mummy 2 out for
a start [...] No more (imitates) ‘educating your daughter is like watering
another man’s fields.’ [...] ‘Bad girl, sisters are supposed to look after their
brothers’. It’s not like I’m going to forget. (V, p. 38)

After she finishes, “‘Bad Girl’ by Donna Summer starts playing.” And it is quite
notable that the song creates a heterotopic space as well because it follows as “Now
you and me we’re both the same / But you call yourself by different names” This is
attention-grabbing not only because it is a lilting song but also because it makes a
point: Mummy 2 sees Sati and especially her sister Jaspal as ‘bad girls’ because
Sati does not take care of her sister and Jaspal sleeps with strangers for money. Yet,
it is revealed in the play that Mummy 2 sleeps with Uncle Comrade because he
pays for her son Raju’s dancing lessons. It, therefore, creates a heterotopic space in
which one might think of the labelling of women. One fact is that in patriarchal
societies women can also internalize the patriarchal norms and sadly it is Mummy 2
who internalized the patriarchal norms of her community in this play. She keeps
saying the same things as what Beji says about Jaspal. One difference between the
two, though, might be that Beji does not utter such words for Sati. Nevertheless, it
is only these two women that talk about Jaspal accusing her of being a “bad girl”,
“behsharam” or wishing that it would be better if she died in a car crash. It is ironic
enough that none of the male characters talk about what Jaspal does while these two
women are constantly critical of Jaspal and behave as the spokespersons of the
patriarchal norm. For this reason, Sati always feels obliged to hide that she visits
her sister Jaspal from time to time. The heterotopia, then, is generated through this
scene and it prompts us to re-think of the patriarchal norms.

On one occasion, when Sati visits Jaspal, another heterotopic space surfaces
as she again talks to IW. She first tries to communicate with Jaspal but to no avail.

Jaspal does not care about what Sati says and quits the conversations as soon as
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possible. When Sati tries to explain the situation she is in and advises her to give up
her addiction, Jaspal shouts at her and then goes to the toilet “leaving SATI alone
on the sofa” as usual. Sati then gets prepared to go and talks to IW cut-out again
clearly putting across everything that she knows having heard what has been talked
in her parents’ conversations;

SATTI: It’s because I’m a girl. That’s one thing I know for certain. | heard
them all saying things, I remember hearing the fights. If I’d been a boy, dad
would never have divorced Mummy 1, never married Mummy 2. There
would be no Raju. Jaspal most probably would never have got a boyfriend
and Mummy 1 would never have gone to India. If I’d been a boy they’d
have had more children — another girl, another boy, another girl, another
boy. We’d be like an Indian Brady Bunch. Beji would love dad, dad would
be rich and not read poems about dying and | might be an apprentice at
Highbury, not just a fan. Jaspal would clean her room and Beji wouldn’t
drink whisky in Uncle Comrade’s stock room. It’s an adverse situation Ian.
Like when Graham Taylor became England manager. Only there’s no-one
to sack. Anyway whatever happens, I’ve got you. I’'m going to come and see
you at The Pallasades. See you in flesh. It’s going to be a really special day.
(VI, p. 44-45)

She clasps Ian Wright and “solemnly turns and leaves the flat.” This soliloquy-like
utterance of Sati about her family provides us with heterotopic spaces as well. To
draw Tompkins’ terms to the scene again, the situation that, she says, she is in is the
constructed space i.e. the reality that she ascertains; her family being shattered after
her birth. The abstracted space, though, is determined through the if-clauses which
start with “if I’d been a boy”. She wishes to have been born a boy because she has
realized the possibility that her family would have been following a totally different
direction from the one that they are in now if it was a son that her mother gave birth
to instead of her. Between these two spaces that the scene provides a heterotopia
comes into being by itself. This heterotopic space stimulates us to think about the
social or cultural constructs in her society, that is, the inequality between genders,
the prevalence of male dominance and preferring sons over daughters.

It is necessary to mention that the patriarchal male dominance in Sikh
community is shown in the play. Nevertheless, it does not mean that this is a
characteristic which is solely attributed to the Sikh community. There are, of
course, a great number of male dominant societies and communities. It is just the

fact that this play is involved with the patriarchal norms of the Sikh community
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which the playwright herself is a part of. It might be considered as a criticism from
within since Bhatti might have observed it much better than any other outsider, so
to speak. Therefore, as a person who self-proclaims to be a Sikh and to be proud of
it, Bhatti reveals such patriarchal codes of the community that she belongs to.

One last scene which provides a heterotopia of its kind around Sati is related
to what she says in the previous quotation. As she talks to lan Wright, the cut-out,
she tells him she would see him when he comes to Birmingham. She, of course,
refers to the real lan Wright. She is apparently a fan of him as she is interested in
football. And it is therefore very important for her to meet him when he comes to
Birmingham. Even though she plans her encounter with him, she cannot go to see
him because her grandmother gets involved in trouble and she receives a call from
the police just before she is trying to close the shop and leave to see him. She tells
everything that she experiences to her father after she takes her grandmother and it
is told with full of emotions.

SATI: (Points to BEJI who is sitting on the floor, looking away.) She’s been
shoplifting, Dad. Your mother has been stealing goods. Vitamin pills, hair
accessories and over the counter medicines. They caught her dad, they
caught her today, the Boots store detectives have had their eyes on her for
months. They caught her dad and | had to deal with it because you were
sitting here trying to finish your stupid poem.

FATHER: Beji?

SATI: | had somewhere to go Dad, something to do, it was important. And |
had to go and deal with it. (Gestures to Beji again.) She pretended she
couldn’t speak English. She’d been swearing at the interpreter, reduced her
to tears. I had to go Dad, I had to go and translate... It was horrible.

I’'m 16 dad, I’'m only 16... (XI, p. 74)

The way she emphasizes that she is only a sixteen-year-old person is quite
influential for it helps generate a heterotopic space through which we can consider
the relations in the family. The constructed and abstracted spaces here might be a
bit difficult to determine. Yet, it can be said that what Sati experiences is basically
the constructed space since it is visible on the stage and one can see, in the course
of the play, the situation that Sati passes through.

The abstracted space, on the other hand, is the one that appears when one

thinks of a sixteen-year-old girl who is expected to be a school girl, having friends,
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playing with them, going to school, studying lessons and making plans about her
future career. In between these two spaces appears a heterotopia which exhorts us
to think about the role of family and the ruined relations in immigrant families as
such families, to a large extent, suffer from economic problems. It must be pointed
out clearly that it is, once more, not to say that this is unique to the immigrant
families but to the concerns of this study and as the plays involve mainly immigrant
families, the focus is on the problems faced by such families.

The heterotopic space in this scene thus primarily includes re-thinking of the
familial relations and orderings in families, particularly the ones in immigrant
families. It is also pivotal to remind that Bhatti’s plays necessitate re-thinking of
family which is to be exemplified in the following part of this chapter.

3. 4. Heterotopic Space Generated Around the Sikh Family

The heterotopic space which comes into existence around the other
members of the family and the family as a whole also functions significantly. It will
be meaningful to investigate these heterotopias before moving to the next chapter
which will mainly concern itself with heterotopias of such kind in Bhatti’s other
play, Khandan. However, the only family in the play Behsharam provides
numerous scenes where heterotopias are inevitable to form. Jaspal and Sati are the
most important two characters whom this study analysed individually since the plot
is shaped around them. Yet, apart from the two, the other characters such as the
Father, Beji and Patrick can also be investigated for the heterotopic spaces that is
produced around them. It, nevertheless, is best to include all of them in this part
instead of tackling them individually.

To start with, the image that they present as a family is quite attention
grabbing and it shows the spoiled relationships that they have. When they are
present at one scene all together it is obvious that they are indifferent to each other.
Early in the play when temporal space moves backwards, one sees them in the
shop; while Sati watches a football programme, her father is lost in his notebook

and Beji is busy with make-up stuff. They “seem to be in their own worlds” and
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when Sati makes comments about the football players her father tells her to ask
Uncle Comrade for money and Beji tells her how the lipstick would make her
beautiful saying “Remember is not what you feel like but what you look like. That
is the important thing” (V, p.34). In the meantime, Sati tell her father to ask for the
money himself and to “stop being immature”. They, thus, seem quite indifferent to
each other. This indifference provides the constructed space while presupposed idea
that the father should be the one who works and Beji should be the one to tell Sati
not to give importance to beauty brings about the abstracted space. The heterotopic
space, whereas, is generated between these two poles questioning the ways in
which the family functions.

The father and Patrick’s conversation in the dole office, on the other hand,
produces another constructed space as the father tells lies to Patrick about his
family since he does not know who Patrick is. He tells him that his elder daughter,
who is Patrick’s girlfriend, is a doctor and his younger daughter is a very successful
student, whom Patrick knows as well. Besides this constructed space, the abstracted
space comes into existence and it is the fact that Patrick is not yet aware of; the man
he talks with is his girlfriend’s father. The heterotopic space exposes the father’s
dream family and shows us that the father as well is a victim of the social norms
that rules his life and family just like his daughters and his first wife. It is revealed
that he would like to have a parallel version of his family in which he would be
living happily with his daughters and wife. However, since he had to meet the
expectations of the community that he belongs to, he had to bring a second wife so
that he would have a son. At the end of the play, when left alone on the stage, he
breaks down saying “I feel shame. So much shame. I want my girls. Where are my
girls?” He, therefore, is no different from the female characters that are apparently
victimized; the patriarchal norms prey on men as well. Yet, it should be clarified
that he does not end up in a psychiatric ward like the wife he left because he wanted
to have a son.

Another heterotopic space emerges through the end of the play. When all

characters are gathered at the dole office where Patrick and the father is already
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present waiting to receive the payment of unemployment, a heterotopia makes us
realize that the dole office hosts or serves only to immigrants.

SATI enters with BEJI. They both carry lots of Boots bags, crammed with
toiletries and make-up. SATI drags along the IW cut-out. SATI’s make-up is
by now dishevelled, she is still in her shalwar kameez and JVC shirt. BEJI
has her head covered and her head down. [...] SATI starts emptying
contents of Boots bags on to his lap. (X1, p. 73)

When the father, Sati, Beji and Patrick are all in the scene, Jaspal enters rushing
toward Patrick to tell him she decided to clear herself off and she realizes everyone
is there. Therefore the family unites in the dole office. This union in the dole office
supplies the constructed space whereas the abstracted space is the ironical fact that
throughout the play the characters come together in the house, in the shop, in
Patrick’s flat several times and in Jaspal’s show in the first and the last scenes but
the very truth that everyone hides from Sati is revealed to her when everyone is at
the dole office.

This heterotopic space encourages us to think about the role of the dole
office in the lives of the unemployed and among these unemployed, obviously,
immigrants. It is not likely that all these characters are gathered in such a place for
nothing. The gathering at the dole office apparently lays bare the current situation
when one considers the statistics revealed by Centre for Social Investigation; “the
second group most likely to be found poor are Sikhs (27 per cent)” after the
Muslims (Heath and Li p. 2).

To conclude this chapter, it is quintessential to point out that the play
Behsharam makes it possible for heterotopias to emerge around the characters
specifically Jaspal and Sati. When one investigates each character in detail, one
realizes that the characters are stuck between two poles. One is the space that they
occupy and the other is generally a space which contradicts to the first one.
Tompkins names these spaces as constructed and abstracted spaces. Between these
two spaces a heterotopia come to exist and it also is generally abstract per se as it is
expected to emerge in the mind of the British audience. The British audience can
either be a member of the immigrant community or of any of the minority groups
and it can also be a member of the larger white citizens who are familiar with the

immigration or immigrants. The heterotopic spaces in this play, thereof, encourage
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the British audience to think about the immigrants’ lives and the circumstances that
surround them and it is anticipated that an alternate ordering of the society is put
into consideration by the audience.

Heterotopias of such kind, concerning families of the immigrants and the
space that surrounds that will be foregrounded in the following chapter which bases
its analyses of heterotopias in another prominent play by Bhatti, namely Khandan.
It is very significant that while Behsharam involves individuals, Khandan is rather
concerned with the family as a whole even though it might give insight into
individuals and the heterotopic space generated around them.
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CHAPTER 4

HETEROTOPIAS IN KHANDAN

4. 1. Heterotopic Space Generated Around Family

This chapter will be analysing the heterotopic spaces that emerge around the
family in Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’s play, Khandan. The name of the play, “khandan”
is the Punjabi word for “family” and it mainly draws to the centre a Sikh family
which has plenty of features that are quite different from those of the family in the
previous play. It should be admitted that even though the Sikh family is basically
the point of focus, there is another family which must not be forgotten about.
Heterotopic spaces come into existence around both families and these heterotopias
prompt the British audience to think about the positioning of the immigrant family
in the society and their integration into the British society. It, thus, is expected that
the heterotopias in this play urges the British audience to think of an alternate
ordering in which the immigrant families are much more integrated because it
seems in the play that in the reality there are examples which prove the opposite.

Unlike the Behsharam in which characters are all immigrants, this rather
new play of Bhatti includes white characters as well. Among the members of the
family the mother, the son and the daughter-in-law live in the same house. They are
named relatively Jeeto, Pal and Liz or Elizabeth. Jeeto is a first generation
immigrant, she migrated together with her husband from India to the United
Kingdom in the 1960s whereas Pal is a second generation immigrant who was born
and raised in Britain. He is married to a white woman, Liz. There are also Cookie
and Major. Cookie is daughter to Jeeto and sister to Pal and she is Major’s wife.

It might be helpful to recount the events briefly so as to comprehend better

the heterotopic spaces of the play. The two-act play consists of several scenes; four
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scenes in the first act and seven scenes in the second act. It starts with a Christmas
setting and spots light on the lives of the members of the family. Pal is trying to
undertake a new job and he neglects his wife Liz who wants to get pregnant and
have a baby. Jeeto also wants them to give her a grandson. Even though Cookie is
married with children, Jeeto is not content with her other grandchildren since they
are girls not boys and besides they are her daughter’s children. She wants her son to
have sons, which she believes will provide the continuation of the blood of the
family.

Pal and Liz cannot have babies so they try in vitro fertilisation (IVF) but the
process is too long for Pal to put up with. Because of his prioritizing of business
over IVF process, Liz leaves him. Therefore, he does not take any account of it
while busy with the business that he plans to set up. One day, he is left alone with
Reema, a distant relative, who came from India because her husband left the house
for some reason. While Pal grouches about Liz, they get closer to each other and
cannot prevent a sexual intercourse. Later it is revealed that Reema is pregnant and
Jeeto lets Liz know about it. Reema gives birth to a boy, which quite pleases Jeeto
and Pal fails in his business losing a great amount of money. The play ends up with
Reema’s relinquishing and abdication of the child in order to set off for a new,
independent life and Pal’s bankruptcy which causes them to sell their house and
move to a small council flat.

This family in a way acts as a heterotopic space itself for it brings up two
distinct poles in one space itself. It, therefore, is indispensable to see the family as a
heterotopia of its own kind. In comparison with the previous play Behsharam
which centres on space around individual characters and which enables us to
consider the migrant as a heterotopic space, this play, Khandan, helps explore
family as a heterotopia. The Sikh family — or to some extent the families — in this
play stands prominent.

It is doubtless that the space around this family provides the larger amount
of the heterotopias to be analysed in this chapter. Nevertheless, the family of the
daughter-in-law will also be able to present heterotopias. Even though the events

evolve around the Sikh family, Liz or Elizabeth and her family stand prominent as
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well despite the fact that her family is not given any space or voice throughout the
play. This presence of absence will also be analysed. These two families and the
heterotopic spaces generated around them will be discussed thoroughly in two
separate parts.

4. 2. Heterotopic Space Generated Around Gill Family

The very beginning of the play is quite striking for it generates the first and
one of the most efficacious heterotopias of the play. The first scene which
introduces us Jeeto, Liz and Pal respectively is set in the house and seems as a
representation of what it is like to be a British Sikh family because the setting
witnesses a clash of the two cultures, that is to say, the English or Christian culture
and the Indian or Sikh culture are intertwined and mingled in such a way that it is
difficult to pull out one from the other.

The space that is created seems like what is considered to be westernized
and non-western at the same time. The setting of the stage is given quite clearly,
which urges the one who looks at it to ponder on it and to see the contrasting image
of the same space.

A few weeks before Christmas. A large bright nouveau rich living room
space in neutral colours opens out into a modern well-equipped country
style kitchen fitted with a breakfast bar. The atmosphere is regal,
comfortable, vast, blank. Huge stainless steel pans sit on the hob. A
mahogany sideboard, dining table and chairs occupy part of the living room
area and a DFS leather extendable armchair is plonked in the middle.
Small, decorative tables are scattered around. Family photographs in gold
frames adorn the walls alongside images of the Golden Temple and assorted
Sikh Gurus. There is a plush burgundy carpet and a large plasma screen in
one corner. (I, 1, 307)

The house that the family lives in is apparently a combination of two cultures since
it is both adorned with the pictures that represent the Sikh culture and decorated in
a very western way and the stage direction describes it as “nouveau riche”. It
obviously is a mismatched decoration. Highly western urban style house with

furniture of such kind is filled with the Punjabi materials and special pans brought
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from India to cook the traditional tea “chah” in the traditional way as it is done in
the country of their origin.

The constructed, the abstracted and the heterotopic spaces come into
existence at the house where the immigrant family lives. The furniture provides us
with the constructed space but the pictures of family members and the “gurdwara”
creates the abstracted space where one is expected to think of the Sikh people or
maybe the Indian immigrants in general. Between these two spaces it is easy to
detect a heterotopic space through which we are forced in mind to think of the
immigrant community and their integration to the country where they live in, which
is the United Kingdom.

In the second scene, the stage direction support a better understanding of
such heterotopia formed around the family and this heterotopic space obviously
concerns itself with the elements of mentioned religions i.e. Christianity and
Sikhism. It follows as; “New Year’s Eve. The same living room is lavishly adorned
with Christmas decorations, crammed full with cards and a lit up B&Q tree looms
at the back.” (1, 11, 318) When one thinks of the pictures of the family members,
the father with Sikh turban who passed away some time ago and the picture of the
Golden Temple of the Sikhs in India, it is inevitable for one to see the juxtaposition
of religions in the living room of the house where the immigrant family creates the
space they live in. The heterotopia that is produced through the mismatch in the
scene inverts the pre-assumptions considering religions. It vaguely seems to be
capable of turning the perception of the impossibility of coexistence of the religions
upside down.

Likewise, another such mismatch is visible with Jeeto as well. It can
actually be said that she always appears on the scene with an atmosphere of
mismatch and incongruity. When this character enters the house, it is inevitable to
see this fact as the stage direction reveals it.

JEETO, 60s, a portly, kind-looking woman with dangerous eyes walks into
her home. She wears a bright blue tabard on top of an old flowery shalwar
kameez. Carrying a leather handbag over her shoulder, she absent-
mindedly holds a wad of letter which she has just picked up. JEETO sings
lhums ‘Challa’, a famous Punjabi folk song, this morphs into the ‘Oh na na
na’ chorus from Rihanna’s ‘What’s My Name [...] (1, 1, 307).
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Her outfit is pointed out since it is most probably expected that one would think her
clothes are mismatched as one sees her. She wears both a shalwar kameez and a
leather handbag. She, therefore, juxtaposes on her body two items which might
connote two contrasting cultures; one is the Punjabi traditional cloth while the other
would rather be associated to western/postmodern fashion. One might claim that
her body becomes a space for her where she can perform her ‘self” and exhibit it.
This does not mean that she does it intentionally for some purposes. But this is how
heterotopias work as well — a heterotopia is not always generated intentionally. In
this instance, her body is what includes the constructed, the abstracted and the
heterotopic spaces all at once, at the same time: at the same spatiality and
temporality. It strongly prompts us to think about the politics of integration or
assimilation of the immigrants into the local community and some of the responses
of such local communities.

Jeeto, generally seems not to have accepted to be assimilated into the British
society as she is never pleased with the white people whom she always call ‘goreh’
and she frequently exhibits her discontent about the white. She, in a sense, filled
with this discontent because of her experiences when she arrived in the 60s. Pal and
Cookie, on the other hand, seems to be second generation immigrants well
integrating into the country since both of them are introduced as a part of the
working class. Pal is in his mid-30s and as he enters to the scene and the stage
direction conveys “he’s a powerfully built leonine alpha male. Buoyant, lively and
slightly drunk, he wears a high street suit” (I, 1, 312). He performs the practices
that his mother, Jeeto, attributes to the English society — despite her mother’s
disapproval he goes to pubs, drinks beer and besides, unlike Jeeto, he finds no harm
working with some white businessmen to whom he wants to sell the shop left from
his father. Similarly and more profoundly, his sister Cookie can be placed to such a
place between her mother/her culture and Britishness. She also drinks but she has to
try her best so as to hide it because her mother does not want them to live like the
‘goreh’ (or white).

COOKIE SAMRA, early 40s, ferocious, rough, hard-faced and
immaculately made up, sits at the table, texting avidly on her iPhone.
COOKIE drips with gold, and wears an expensive, ultra fashionable
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shalwar kameez. She puts the phone down, wanders over to the kitchen
area, opens the fridge, stares into it. She has a quick look around carefully
removes a bottle of wine. COOKIE hurriedly unscrews it, takes a long sip
and puts it back.

COOKIE walks back to the table, opens her designer handbag, takes out
Gold Spot mouth freshener, sprays it into her mouth and retouches her
lipstick. Her phone rings, she scans the caller’s name, takes a deep breath,
sits back on the dining chair, answers the phone, talks quietly. (I, 2, 319)

She talks to the caller explaining why she cannot meet. In this scene, thus, it is
revealed that Cookie also has habits which would not be accepted by her mother.
Like her brother, she drinks alcohol and hides it and she apparently has an
extramarital relationship and because she is married to Major with two children, she
hides from the family members as she tells lies to Liz about the person she talks to
when Liz enters. Pal and Cookie’s daily practices and their relationships contradict
what their mother would want them to do.

Such difference between the mother and the children stands prominent since
it creates a heterotopic space through which we are led to think about the first and
the second generations as well as the future ones. The scene in which these realities
about Pal and Cookie are revealed provides us with the constructed space and
Jeeto’s expectations from them stand for the abstracted space. Between the two
spaces a heterotopia appears and it reveals the difference between the integration of
the first generation immigrants and that of their children, the second generation. It,
of course, does not mean that when an immigrant drinks beer or wine, that an
immigrant turns integrated into the English society. Yet, the way it is revealed and
contrasted to Jeeto’s view of such practices, it sounds and stands prominent. When
one thinks of the first generation immigrants, one should admit that the influence of
the country of origin is highly visible whereas one cannot say the same thing for the
second generation immigrants who, for some, are considered as ‘hybrid’ or a
mixture of two distinct spaces or spheres.

There is yet another significant difference that provided in the play by Pal
and Cookie, the latter in particular. It is what these two characters think of the
community and the country of origin from where their parents emigrated. That is to

say, Pal and Cookie seem to be looking down on the people living in India or in
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Punjab in particular. When Jeeto tells Pal that Reema has bought flight ticket to
England and that she will spend some time with them, Pal’s reaction is
straightforwardly strict and he utters his annoyance about the situation. He tries to
persuade his mother not to accept Reema and complains about his possible
responsibilities if she comes; “[...] what happens when she arrives? I’m the one
who’ll have to buy her a bus pass, teach her how to use a till, take her up
Pilmark...” (I, 1, 316). Such similar attitude is visible with Cookie as well. When
she talks with Liz, she tells her not to tire herself to make Reema feel comfortable.

COOKIE: Stick some Indian films on for her. That’ll keep her happy. Oh
and get some cream cakes, they like cream cakes for some reason. If there is
any in the shop past the sell-by date she can have them.

[...]
COOKIE: I can’t be dealing with this Indian timing.

LI1Z: Traffic innit?

COOKIE: Suppose she’ll wanna sightseeing at the weekend. Buckingham
Palace and all that shit.

LI1Z: Dunno.

COOKIE: They all wanna go there. And Madame Tussauds. Five quid for a
diet coke it was when that Jiti came. I can’t be dealing with it. I told Mum
I’m not taking her. You lot’ll have to do it. (I, 2, 320)

Apparently, Cookie’s view concerning the Indians is the result of a stance. In other
words, she puts a distance between herself and the people of her country of origin.
It is most obvious with her use of the pronoun “they” when she talks about the
Indians. She avoids saying “we” because such an inclusion would remove the
distance, and she no longer associates herself with the people from her country of
origin. However, such exclusion causes a heterotopic space around these two
members of the family, Pal and Cookie. With this heterotopic space, we might
think of the positioning of the second generation in the British society and their
closeness/distantness to their country of origin and to the society which their
parents belonged to.

Furthermore, the heterotopic spaces which emerge around this Sikh family
increases plentifully when Reema comes from India. She becomes an important
part of the family’s destiny. She is actually living in India but her husband Jiti
leaves her because he is a drug addict and he has no intention to quit it. He,

therefore, runs away to live freely so that he can continue his addiction without
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rendering an account of what he does. Left by her husband, it is revealed that
Reema is attacked by some men who come to ask for the debt that her husband had.
When they attack her, her father-in-law, Chacha, tries to protect her with a rifle but
he is beaten up and Reema takes the rifle that Chacha brought and kills one of the
men with it. After this event, Chacha decides to keep Reema away from the village
where she is not safe because she is a widow now. This is why he sends Reema to
the United Kingdom which they regard as a safe place for women.

However, she does not feel safe in this new environment, she is seen as an
outsider and is not welcome at first by Pal and Cookie who are themselves
considered to be outsiders by some conservatives such as Liz’s parents as the play
reveals later. Jeeto is the only one who does not have any objection to hosting her
in their house. She seems to understand the concerns of Reema and Chacha
because, one can suppose, she knows what it is like to live in India as a woman left
by her husband. She was born in India and she always gives examples from her
mother country comparing it to the United Kingdom. Even though she seems not to
be content with the life she had to build in England, she considers her arrival as her
second birth.

JEETO: You know I was born twice. Once when | came out of my mother.
And then when a 747 landed at Heathrow Airport in 1969.

Reema makes tea. JEETO eyes her gravely.

JEETO: It will be the same for you. (I, 2, 333)

Her conversation with Reema reveals a heterotopic space for us to put into
consideration the migrants’ reasons for moving to England. In order to put forth the
two poles that lead to this heterotopic space, one can consider what Jeeto says as
the constructed space because it is laid by the migrant herself. The abstracted space,
however, would be a linguistic one when she declares her arrival in the airport as
her re-birth. Between these two spaces the generation of a challenging space is
inevitable. This space is a heterotopic one which leads us to take notice of what the
United Kingdom signifies for the immigrants. It certainly is not to say that all
migrants feel the same about the country of arrival i.e. the UK. Yet, it is to say that
there is a reason or there are reasons for migration. It is clearly seen throughout the

play that the characters consider the UK as a safer place and the country of freedom
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when they compare it to India. This is, especially, expressed by female characters,
namely Jeeto, Cookie and Reema. Therefore, such a heterotopic space pushes us to
think about such reasons for migrants to move into the UK. However, it is better to
clarify that this does not necessarily put forth the prioritization of one country over
the other.

It is also noteworthy that Reema has her own plans about her life in the UK.
She seems to be eager to live as an independent woman and decide her own destiny
and she shows this as her main reason for moving from India. What is more
attention grabbing is her proposal to Pal in order to be free from the circumstances
that surrounded her after her sexual intercourse with him. She apparently did not
want to give birth to the child and it can be said that she sees it as an obstacle in her
way to her long-wanted freedom. She proposes Pal to leave the baby boy, in
exchange with some money to buy a ticket to America, with him and his mother
Jeeto who has always wished a grandson to continue their blood. She also mentions
that this might result in the return of his ex-wife, Liz. Hearing this, Pal accepts her
offer but because of the bankruptcy that he had recently experienced has nothing
but a biscuit jar that he uses as a money box and saves money in for difficult days.
He tells her she can have it if she wants. Reema hesitantly makes her decision.

REEMA: You... you make sure you look after him...

After a few moments, she composes herself and hands PAL the baby. She
opens the jar and frantically stuffs the money in her pockets. She exits. PAL
is left with the baby in his arms. (Il, 6, 396)

This scene also secures a heterotopic space; the constructed space is formed when
Reema hands the baby to Pal receiving the money in return. The abstracted space is
her will to live as an independent woman, which is, she points several times, her
main reason to migrate to the UK. The heterotopia that emerges in this scene
requires us to ponder on the situation that Reema is in, that is to say, the choice that
an immigrant woman is left to made for her freedom. It can be claimed that this is
strongly felt in her conversation with Pal when she says “freedom in your country,
real freedom, it costs” (I, 6, 394).

Moreover, another heterotopia concerning the immigrant family as a whole

appears when the family moves from their house which they had to sell because Pal
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went bankrupt. The house which was depicted in the beginning of the play as a
fully furnished with a nouveau riche living room is gone because Pal had to sell it
after he went bankrupt.

The stage is transformed into a grubby, grim council flat. A vast expanse of
space, bare and soulless. Someone left the dirty mattress they died on in a
corner. Bits of litter here and there. Chintz curtains hang at the back, they
are closed and covers a massive window. The layout of the space is the
same as JEETO'’s house but the décor is a thousand times cheaper. The
kitchen area is old-fashioned, modest. A suitcase and a black bag are on
one side of the room. PAL and COOKIE enter through a door, with more
black bags, a broom and cleaning materials. They put them next to the
suitcase and black bag. COOKIE contemplates the space as PAL unpacks.
(11, 7, 396)

This new council flat which is given a detailed depiction would form the
constructed space while the previous house of the Gills which one can easily
compare to this flat would be the abstracted space. An image of the old big house
and this council flat would make a heterotopia come to exist. This heterotopic space
is capable of leading us to think of the impossibility for the immigrants to turn back
to their country of origin. As it is revealed in the play, the family has a house and a
land in India which they keep in order to use when needed. After Pal’s economic
fall, the first thing that Jeeto suggests is to sell the house and keep their lives safe
and sound in the United Kingdom. Staying in England is more important than the
land they own in India and thus they accept to live in a small council flat. In a way
they prefer staying in England no matter what to turning back to India. This might
be assessed in regards to the reasons for the Indian people to migrate to the UK.
The Sikh family does not even think of moving back to India as they want to secure
the recognition that they received in England. Such heterotopic space, therefore,
prompts the British audience to think about the point of no return for the
immigrants after such a long time spent in a new place having set a way of existing
in the lands where they were welcomed as well as seen as point of controversy.
Lastly, the linguistic space in the family is also a heterotopic one since it
brings two languages together. The characters speak a mixture of two languages
juxtaposing a Punjabi verb next to an English noun or vice versa. Even though the

language that dominates the whole play is English, it is not rare that the Punjabi
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language feels its presence throughout the play. One can realise there are even fully
Punjabi sentences. It is generally Jeeto who sets fully Punjabi sentences since she
represents the first generation of immigrants. So does Reema as she has just arrived
in the United Kingdom. She is obviously the other character who has an advanced
conduct of the language. However, Pal and Cookie barely speak any Punjabi. They
do understand when their mother addresses them in the Punjabi language and they
use numerous words related especially to food but they are not seen to speak their
mother’s language fully.

The juxtaposition of two languages generates a heterotopic space of its own
kind i.e. a linguistic one. It can be claimed that such a linguistically formed
heterotopic space is capable of pushing us to re-think of the integration process of
the immigrant families. It is not a surprising fact that the first generation immigrant
can find some difficulty in getting used to an environment which culturally,
socially, traditionally and linguistically different from that of their country of
origin. Unlike this first generation, their children, the second generation, might tend
to assimilate into the local community, culture and language reaching a more
achieved integration. This might be an overgeneralization but it still might shed
light on the difference between the attitudes of the first and the second generation
immigrants. The members of the first generation immigrants seem to be strongly
attached to the Indian values finding difficulty in adapting to the cultural

differences in England.

4. 3. Heterotopic Space Generated Around the White Family

The Sikh family in the play Khandan is obviously quite significant with its
representation of heterotopic spaces which has led us to think about alternative re-
orderings concerning the immigrants. Yet, there is another family in the play which
deserves attention. Similar to the Sikh family, the English family generates
heterotopic spaces that engage with the relation between the immigrants and the
English people and with the perception of the white English people as well as with

that of the immigrants, particularly the first generation immigrants. It then would
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make this thesis incomplete to fail to notice and to point out such spaces generated
around the only English family not only in Khandan but also in all other plays of
Bhatti since there is no other English family either in Behsharam or in her other
plays.

Despite being unvoiced and not appearing on the stage, the English family
creates heterotopias of such kind which engage with one type of the English
perceptions of the immigrant. This English family has a relation with the Sikh
family around which the play generates its plot. Pal the only male member of the
Sikh family is married to a white woman named Liz or Elizabeth whose family is
the only white family in Bhatti’s plays as mentioned before. Liz is a woman at her
30s and she is very eager to have a baby but her husband’s and her efforts prove
useless. She is introduced to us as “white, loud, big hearted and exuding cheap
glamour breezes” and she appears for the first time on the stage “wearing
fashionable too tight clothes” (1, 1, 308).

In the initial scene of the play, she tries to speak with her mother-in-law,
Jeeto, but she is not listened to as Jeeto pays no attention to what she says. Liz tries
to show Jeeto the calendar that some kids made and gave her as a gift. She is
apparently seen to be very content with what she received from children. One can
say it is because her desire to have a child of her own and maybe to receive such
presents from her child. While she tries to explain what she feels, Jeeto warns her
for she has forgotten to perform a ritualistic movement.

JEETO: Nee Koorih! [hey you girl!]

L1Z stops, sighs, covers her head with a scarf and goes over to touch
JEETO’s feet [in the way Punjabi daughter-in-law would touch her mother-
in-law’s feet].

JEETO: Chah!

L1Z nips back out. JEETO picks up the photo, looks longingly at it again.
Puts it back in the bag. LIZ returns holding a few more supermarket
carriers. (I, 1, 308)

It is seen that Liz is accustomed to performing such a ritual as she understands what
her mother-in-law expects her to do the moment she addresses to her. Even though
she is not content with what she does i.e. performing a Punjabi tradition, she fulfils
what she needs to do and touches Jeeto’s feet, she feels she is obliged to a perform

this Punjabi tradition because she is married to a man who is the only male member
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of the Sikh family. Her obligation and discontent makes the heterotopic space more
visible and it appears between the two poles.

As to Tompkins’ terms; the constructed space, on the one hand, is what is
being performed, that is to say, touching the feet of an older member of the family.
In this regard, the way the play contests the culture and tradition and the fact that
the white woman performs such tradition. The abstracted space, on the other hand,
emerges when Liz stops and sighs; one would expect her to resist what she is told
to do as her sighing shows that she is not very content with what she has to do to
show respect to her mother-in-law. It, in a way, exhibits her disapprobation.
However, she unwillingly continues and performs the Sikh tradition and an obvious
heterotopia emerges thereof. This heterotopic space prompts us to ponder the
condition in which Liz’s encounter with the Sikh traditions is noticeable. It can be
deduced that as a white woman who tries to integrate to the Sikh family and their
tradition, Liz experiences another type of encounter. The approval of her entrance
into the family requires her to perform such tasks that she is not used to at all,
neither is she delighted with it.

Notwithstanding her encounter with the Sikh traditions in respect to family,
Liz is to reveal some clues about her own family. When she talks to her husband,
Pal, about the economic crisis that the Gills experience, she reminds her husband
that she could ask her mother and father for some loan so as to start the IVF
procedure because she looks forward to having her own baby and to taking care of
it. As she really wants to experience how it feels to be a mother she insists on
asking her parents to give them financial support so that they see the doctor and
accelerate the medical process. However, her husband reminds her of the fact about
her parents as he says, “they don’t want no brown babies going around their
house!” This fact is conceded by Liz too as she falls quiet and quits insisting on the
loan. They decide to try on their own as they have been doing.

In this sense, the play exhibits the reaction of a conservative English family
to the union of their daughter with a ‘brown’ man. It does so through this very
scene when Pal reveals the fact and Liz is left with no choice to accept. The scene

therefore produces a heterotopic space. In order to pinpoint this heterotopia, one
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should detect the constructed and the abstracted spaces between which the
heterotopia emerges itself. The constructed, space in this scene, is the fact that a
Punjabi, ‘brown’ man is married to a white English woman and the abstracted is
that the parents of the white woman would show no interest in helping their
daughter to have babies with an Indian man. It, then, is not any difficult to locate
the heterotopic space which brings to the light the reactions of white people
towards the immigrants or the people of colour. This heterotopia is strong in nature
to urge us on valuing the racist perspectives concerning any racial indicators like
skin colour. One who detects this heterotopia is sure to ponder on racism and the
attitude of the majority towards the minority.

Furthermore, when Liz arrives at Gills’ flat and talks with Reema upstairs,
Pal, Cookie and Major enters the living room respectively. After Jeeto reveals Liz’s
presence, they get surprized and Pal is both upset and excited. Then Major makes it
clear that they have not seen Liz’s car outside the building and he asks where she
has parked her car before coming in and points that if they had seen the car they
would know that she is there. Jeeto reveals how she got there but what Cookie
reveals is something to ponder on.

JEETO: Her father is outside waiting in his car.

MAJOR: We could have given her a lift.

COOKIE: Yeah, her mum and dad are only up the road. We see them in
Asda all the time. They never say hello. (I, 4, 372-373)

It is obvious that Liz’s parents do not want to have any kind of relationship
with an immigrant family as Cookie unveils the fact that they do always avoid
greeting them whenever they come across at the supermarket. Once more, it can be
claimed that this fact which is uttered by an immigrant provides us a heterotopia.
The constructed space is what Cookie discloses i.e. white English couple bypassing
the immigrants. The abstracted space is the one that comes to mind in expectation
of a better integrated British society as the play apparently points an unintegrated
part of the British society. Between these two poles, one can find the heterotopic
space which is an abstract space in nature like a great amount of the rest of the
heterotopias in Bhatti’s plays. It leads us to think of a re-ordering of the British

society in which the minority groups are admitted. This, of course, is never to say
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that the immigrant groups or the minority groups, particularly the Sikh community
is not integrated into the British society. It is just meant to point that the play
reveals that one should be in hope of a better integrated society.

The play’s anticipation of such society and its insistence on the solid
discordance between the minority group and the white majority is ascertained
several other times. For instance, when Pal and Liz encounter at Gills’ flat after
their separation, Liz uncovers her parents’ attitude towards her relationship and she
also wonders what they think of the co-existence of the white people and the people
of colour. It additionally is worth reminding that she does this when Pal is trying to
communicate with her.

PAL.: (Gets up.) Liz...

LI1Z: (interrupts.) My dad said they should have kept the Asian kids separate
from us at school, on the other side of the classroom, you know like the men
and women are at the Gurdwara. (A beat.) But no one could keep us apart.
PAL: Never. (ll, 4. 376-377)

In this poignant scene of farewell, Liz’s reason to tell what her parents have always
thought about their relation is apparently her broken-hearted situation. Yet, she
helps detect a heterotopic space with what she reveals. The constructed space, on
the one hand, is the fact that Liz and Pal received education together. The
abstracted space, on the other hand, is what her parents think about the mixed-race
education that they have received. The approach of Liz’s parents proves solemnly
to be a discriminative one. Therefore, the heterotopia that this scene generates
pushes us once more to think about the discrimination, disintegration in the society
because no matter how hard both groups try to integrate and accept each other,
there certainly are such conservative people with racist and discriminative thoughts
and stances. It is inevitable to imagine an alternate society each and every part of
which is well integrated and is not discriminated against.

It is noteworthy to admit anew that Liz’s parents are never voiced and thus
they never speak of themselves. What is known about them is rather other
characters’ account. It is either Cookie or Liz or another character that puts forth
the details presented about the English family. It, therefore, is important to point
out that these heterotopic spaces emerge despite the absence of the English family

because the absence, as Tompkins claims, is as significant as the presence.
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Yet, the only member of the English family who is given voice in the play is
Liz and it can be claim that what is known about her is rather reliable in nature as
she appears in scenes and speaks of herself giving her own reactions. Her attitude
towards the Sikh family and culture is notable. When she enters into the Gill family
she tries hard to be accepted and she becomes a member of the family. She learns
about the Sikh traditions, culture and cuisine. As mentioned before, she also
performs Sikh rituals even though she is not very keen on. Moreover, as she
reveals, she does all these things challenging her own family.

LI1Z: I turned my back on my family for you.

PAL: | know.

LIZ: I learned to goon the atta, make tharka, do gidha with Mum. Daddy
always said | was more Indian than you. (A beat.) Can | please have a photo
of him?

Cookie finds one on the sideboard, hands it to her. L1Z looks at it.

L1Z: 1 still miss him so much. (I, 4. 377)

It is mentioned several other times that Daddy was really respectful and
kind to Liz as he considered her to be more Sikh than his own children, Pal and
Cookie. It is obviously acknowledged almost in every scene that Liz has become a
part of the Sikh family and she knows more about the traditions especially the
cuisine. Whenever she is on the scene, someone asks her to prepare some tea or
some Punjabi bread, etc. Thus, Liz’s entrance into the family provides another
heterotopic space as well. In this scene, the constructed space is Liz’s presence on
the stage with her skin colour which is different from that of the other members of
the Sikh family and her clothing as she seems quite distinct from the rest with her
outfit. The abstracted space, whereas, is what she performs in the family. That is to
say, she is the one who always cooks ‘chah’ and takes part in every custom of the
Sikh family so devotedly that her father-in-law appreciates it as it is conveyed. The
heterotopia that emerges here puts forward one thing which can be considered to
have been rather overlooked; the white people who are not conservative and are
more open to immigrants or outsider as some conservatives consider.

In this regard, among the plays of Bhatti, Khandan stands prominent for it
not only provides insight into the nature of a Sikh immigrant family in Britain but

also shed light onto an English family even though some members of it are not
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present in the play and are just mentioned in conversations. Through its
intervention with the Sikh family’s effort to survive and create a space of their own
in Britain and with the perception of the white family, the play becomes a solid
ground in which heterotopias emerge and prompt the audience or the reader to think
and re-think about the contemporary British society with every piece which it
consists of. No matter absent or present, the Sikh and white families in the play are
key figures as they provide the scenes that generate the heterotopic spaces which
require the audience to put into consideration the social and cultural differences and

distinct perceptions that make up the British society today.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This thesis has analysed the heterotopic spaces generated through the plays
Behsharam and Khandan by the Biritish Sikh playwright Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti. The
heterotopic spaces in these two plays intervene with the situation in which the
characters almost all of whom are immigrants are stuck. In the way they create the
heterotopias Behsharam and Khandan seem to involve themselves in the same
social context while they do so in distinct ways. The first play is open to investigate
Sikh characters individually whereas the second is more concerned with a Sikh
family as a whole. This study, therefore, necessitates analysing the two plays
accordingly while drawing the term heterotopia to a position where it is easier to
make a connection to the social, cultural and political conditions present at the
space they occupy.

In this regard the theoretical framework of this thesis explores the term
which was initially propounded by Michel Foucault. Since it is quite critical to
comprehend Foucault’s use of the term as it was not probed adequately at first, the
first part of the chapter which deals with the theoretical framework concerns itself
with Foucault’s heterotopia and it examines it critically. Foucault suggests that
there are heterotopias which are emergent between two poles of space. The best
example, as he puts forth, is the ship which is described to have a place but not
belonging to any place at the same time. To draw the attention to the utopics, it is
suggested to be a space between the real place and no place. It, therefore, has the
potential to mirror the both at the same time.

The second part of the chapter which deals with the theoretical background

is reserved for the later theoreticians and critics who probed the term in depth.

73



Critics like Henri Lefebvre appreciated the term and developed it into a “different
place” or to “an other place” as he points out that a heterotopia is a contracting
space, that is to say it is in opposition to the place that it occupies. Edward Soja, on
the other hand, points to a relation between the heterotopic space and rather the
third space which was point of focus for some critics. Most distinctly, David
Harvey criticizes Foucault’s use of the term heterotopia and finds it weak and
uncertain for its inability to intervene with the social context. For Harvey,
heterotopia should be a space that helps improve or make a change in the social
norms and presuppositions that rule the social issues.

The following part of this chapter has been devoted to Joanne Tompkins’
adjustment of the term and its employment for theatre studies. She claims that
heterotopias occur quite frequently in theatre plays assuring Foucault’s
exemplification of the term. She, however, promotes David Harvey’s concerns
about situating heterotopias in a context that makes it possible to draw connections
to social matters. She suggests analysing heterotopic spaces in theatre plays might
be able to lead us to draw connections between what is performed on the stage
which is a reflection of the real world and the actual world outside the theatre
venue. Her adjustment further includes a change in the appellation of the poles that
heterotopia emerges in between. Instead of real place she uses the term ‘constructed
space’ as the space in a play or on the stage is rather a constructed one which can be
related to the real space outside. She also prefers ‘abstracted space’ over ‘no place’
or ‘good place’ which, she claims are not terminologically applicable in theatre
studies. Tompkins asserts the use of such terms as constructed and abstracted with
which one can mark the heterotopic space is better capable of serving the theatrical
purposes. She also suggests that heterotopia should be used in the social context so
as to push and encourage the audience to think and re-think about the real world
behind the theatre wall noting that it might help better the real conditions even if it
cannot make an entire change in the society that we belong to.

Following the theoretical framework, Chapter 3 investigates the heterotopic
spaces that are generated around the characters in Bhatti’s debut play Behsharam.

Since the characters in the play are very distinct from each other and are exposed to
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different forms of isolation, the heterotopias come into existence around these
immigrant characters individually. This chapter, therefore, has discussed the
migrant’s heterotopic features as an individual as each character seems to be
providing us with heterotopias concerning the lives of these immigrants.

Among them, Jaspal is especially essential as she lives in isolation not only
because she is an immigrant passing through her own fight for survival but also
because she is abandoned by her family after her mother’s death. She embarks on a
new lifestyle which is not approved by her father and her grandmother, the only
remaining elder members of her family. She is subjected to harsh discrimination
from her family members except her sister. Therefore, one part of Chapter 3 has
been devoted to the analysis of the heterotopias generated around Jaspal since they
are crucially important in regards to their quality which urges us to think about the
social norms that rule the lives of a specific people belonging to a minority group in
a space that they have migrated into, that is to say, the members of the Sikh
community in Britain.

Another subheading has investigated a similar form of heterotopic space
which emerges around Sati, Jaspal’s sister as she herself is exposed to isolation no
less important than what Jaspal receives. She is a focal character through the play
as her birth is pointed to be the source of the problems that the family faced. Her
father divorced her mother after Sati was born and his main reason is that the
mother could not give birth to a son. Sati, left alone after her mother’s death and her
sister’s leave, experiences the restrictions that her stepmother puts according to
what she calls the Sikh culture and traditions. This thesis has managed to analyse
certain types of heterotopias which are emergent when Sati is on the scene because
they are of value in terms of shedding light onto the positioning of the women and
the hierarchical structure of the family in the Sikh community since male members
of the family are prioritized over the female members.

Other characters in the play are also quite essential in respect to the
heterotopias which promote a re-thinking of the structure of the Sikh family as an
example of immigrant family which has been put to scrutiny more in detail in in the

following chapter. The heterotopic spaces around the grandmother in Behsharam
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has been investigated because it helps extend our understanding of the immigrant
woman who is in between the two spaces or spheres which are dominated by
distinct cultures and social norms. The heterotopia emerging around the father, on
the other hand, has been analysed so that it might advocate the desperate position in
which men are located. Especially male immigrants, like all other characters, have
to experience a similar in-betweenness if not the same. Thus the way the social and
cultural norms are problematized is put forth and shed light onto so that one should
ponder and think critically of what these norms result in, particularly those in which
the immigrants are to face difficulties both as individuals and as groups or families
while living in a space that, the conservative white people claim, belongs to them
both culturally and historically.

In this regard, Chapter 4 has analysed the other play Khandan which
concerns itself more with what the immigrant family has to encounter as a whole.
Even the name of the play is the Punjabi word for family. Therefore, the first
subheading of this chapter has suggested that immigrant family is likely to be
approached as an entity functioning like a heterotopic space itself. Through this
approach in the following part of this chapter the Sikh family, the Gills, in the play
has been analysed because there are numerous heterotopic spaces emerging in or
around this family. These heterotopic spaces are very appropriate examples which
induce us to evaluate the immigrant family together the changes that they are to
face because the immigrant family do certainly commence to follow a different path
in terms of the cultural or social norms of their country of origin. The moment the
immigrant family begins a life in the country of arrival, it turns into an
undetachable part of that country. It is, thenceforth, not possible in any way to
detach and shatter it and disconnect these parts. When the ‘brown’ Indians migrate
to England or are born there, they apparently are a part of the country.

Eventually this chapter has also put effort into shedding light on the only
white family in Bhatti’s plays. As a family, they are also attention grabbing even
though they are not given as much voice as the Sikh family. There is rather less
mentioning of the family but each time the conversations between the characters

reveal the family’s attitude towards the Gill family, a heterotopia is to emerge and it
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definitely gives insight into the perceptions of the conservative white people and
their reception of the immigrants. In this sense, it has certainly widened depth of
this analysis of spatiality of the play. This spatiality is emergent rather linguistically
as the family is not voiced but introduced through the characters’ conversations.

It must be admitted that the performances of these two plays receives more
attention in the British stage but not in other countries. The reason for this is of
course the number of the people with full or partial Sikh origin. Since Britain hosts
a great proportion of the Sikh diaspora, the plays find their place in the British
stage. It, therefore, is vital to mention the heterotopic feature of the British stage for
these plays — it, in a way, acts as a heterotopia itself if one remembers that one of
the best examples of heterotopias is theatre stage by nature. In Tompkins’
terminology the British stage forms the constructed space and the representations of
the actual world on the stage form the abstracted spaces and in between the two
theatre’s heterotopias emerge with their full strength to urge the audience to find a
way out challenging and contesting the actual world and initiating a sparkle to
change or to find an alternate ordering.

In the last analysis, this thesis has attempted to ascertain that the spatial term
heterotopia, as instigated by Michel Foucault, developed for usage in socio-political
context by David Harvey and adjusted for theatrical purposes by Joanne Tompkins,
is essentially applicable to Bhatti’s plays Behsharam and Khandan. Such
representations of heterotopic spaces in these plays give insight into the
immigrants’ social presence, cultural distinctness and its contestation of the white
British perception about the immigrants. In this sense, Bhatti’s plays prove that
theatre’s potential in its heterotopicality has the capacity to create an atmosphere
for the audience and enables the audience to think of an alternate ordering of the
society. For these plays, the target audience is the British audience and the alternate
ordering is that of the contemporary British society whose current situation seems
problematic in Bhatti’s plays as the exploration of the heterotopic spaces in these

two plays unveils.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: TURKCE OZET / TURKISH SUMMARY

Onceki yiizyilda teorisyenlerin zaman mefhumuna verdigi deger ve 6ncelik
son yiizyilda siklikla meké&n kavrami iizerine evirildigi soylenmektedir. Mekéan
calismalar1 oldukc¢a yogun bir sekilde teorisyen ve elestirmenler tarafindan
degerlendirilmekte, hali hazirda var olan anlami {izerine tartigmalar siirmekte ve de
bunun diginda yeni anlamlar da yiiklenmektedir. Bu yilizyilda mekanin kavram
olarak zaman kavramimin dniine gececegini linlii teorisyen Michel Foucault da bir
yazisinda belirtmistir. Foucault’nun 6lmeden 6nce gelistirmekte oldugu
kavramlardan biri olan ‘heterotopya’ (heterotopia) da mekén ile alakalidir. Bu tezde
de Michel Foucault’nun kavramsallastirdig1 ve doneminde ve sonrasinda ayni
kavrami ele alan teorisyenlerin gelistirdigi ve de Joanne Tompkins’in tiyatro
caligmalarina uyarladigi heterotopya kavrami Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’nin Behsharam
ve Kahndan adli iki oyununda incelenmistir. Bu ¢alisma ile gliniimiiz
Ingiltere’sindeki dzellikle Sih toplulugu gibi gd¢men topluluklari ile alakali giincel
durum ve sorunlar1 yiizeye ¢ikarmak amaclanmistir.

Bu calismada heterotopya kavrami ve bu kavramin nasil gelistirildigi
iizerinde dnemle durulmustur. Bu sebeple tezin ikinci boliimii heteretopya kavrami
ve onu gelistiren teorisyenlerin heterotopya kavramina katkilarina ayrilmistir.
Foucault’nun heterotopyasi bir alt baslikta ayrintili bir sekilde tanitilip
incelenmistir. Bunu takip eden ikinci bir alt bashkta Foucault’dan sonra
heterotopyay1 ¢aligmalarinin temel unsurlarindan biri haline getirip mekan
caligmalarina katki saglayan Henri Lefebvre, Edward Soja ve David Harvey gibi

teorisyenlerin katkilarindan bahsedilmistir. Bu boliimiin son alt bagliginda ise
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heterotopyanin tiyatro ¢aligmalarina nasil uyarlandigi ve de se¢ili oyunlarda nasil
incelenebilecegi ifade edilmistir.

Bu baglamda heterotopya kavraminin tagidigi yiiksek 6neme boliim alt
basliklarinda oldugu gibi gelisim sirasina 6zen gostererek deginmekte fayda vardir.
Daha onceleri terim olarak farkli alanlarda kullanilmis olan heterotopya mekan
calismalarina Michel Foucault sayesinde yerini buldugunu iddia etmek yanlis
olmayacaktir. Foucalt’nun &liimiinden sonra yayimlanan “Oteki Mekanlara Dair”
adli eserinde ilk kez kavramsallastirmaya basladig1 heterotopya o zamandan beri
mekan teorisyenleri arasindaki tartismalarin odak noktasi olmustur. Zit kutuplar bir
araya getiren somut bir mekén oldugu kadar soyut bir mekan olarak da karsimiza
¢ikabilen heterotopya ¢ok sayida bilim dalinda yogun bir bicimde ele alinmaktadir.

Henri Lefebvre gibi bir takim mekan teorisyenleri Foucault’nun
heterotopyasinin olduk¢a 6nemli bir kavram oldugunu ifade etmekle birlikte
gelistirilmesi gerekliligine de deginmislerdir. Edward Soja ise bu kavramin mekan
caligmalarinda yine epeyce yer edinen ‘liglincii mekan’ kavramimin sadece baska bir
bi¢cimi oldugunu iddia etmistir. David Harvey gibi politik a¢idan daha etkin olan bir
kisim teorisyenler ise Foucault’yu ve kavramsallagtirmaya caligtig1 heterotopyasini
ziyadesiyle ‘apolitik’ bulmuslar ve bu sebeple heterotopya kavramini politik anlam
yiikleyerek ele almislardir. Ornegin Kevin Hetherington heterotopyanin sadece
cografya veya mimari gibi alanlarda kullanilan somut bir kavram olarak kalmanin
Otesine gegmesi gerektigini vurgulamistir. Bu soyut anlam ve politik baglam ile
birlikte kullanildiginda heterotopya sosyoloji, felsefe ve edebiyat gibi alanlarda
benzersiz yorumlama olanaklar1 olusturmakta ve giincel veya tarihsel olarak kiklii
sorunlara yeni yaklasim olanaklar1 saglamaktadir.

Bahsi gecen teorisyenlerin 1s1gindan hareketle giinlimtzin kabul gormiis
akademisyenlerinden biri olan Joanne Tompkins heterotopya kavramini yeniden
yorumlayip bigimlendirerek tiyatro alaninda kullanima uygun hale getirmistir.
Tiyatronun Heterotopyalar: adl kitabinda Tompkins se¢mis oldugu oyunlari
belirlemis oldugu siniflandirmalara gore incelemistir ve bunu yaparken de
heterotopya kavranni tiyatro ¢alismalarina uygun hale getirmistir. Ornegin mekan

teorisyenlerine gore heterotopyanin bir araya getirdigi kutuplar ‘gercek mekan’ ile
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var olmayan mekan’ yahut ‘iyi mekan’ ile ‘bulunamayan mekan’ iken Tompkins
tiyatro ¢alismalarinda bu kavramlarin yetersiz kalacagini belirtmistir. Bu vesileyle
gercek mekani yani sahnedeki mekani ‘yapma mekan’ diye ¢evirebilecegimiz
‘constructed space’ ile yenilerken var olmayan mekani da ‘soyutlanmis mekan’
yani ‘abstracted space’ ile glincellemistir. Bu sekilde bir isimlendirme ve
kullanimin tabiat1 g6z 6niinde bulunduruldugunda tiyatroya daha uygun oldugunu
ifade etmistir. Heterotopyalarin ise bu iki mekani bir araya getiren veya bu iki
mekan arasinda ortaya ¢ikan ve tiyatro ¢alismalarinda ¢ogunlukla soyut olan bir
mekan oldugunu iler1 siirmiistiir. Tompkins bu heterotopyalarin politik yanmin agir
oldugunu ve tiyatro sahnesi disinda tiim carpicilig1 ve ¢arpikligiyla var olan temel
sorunlarin yeniden degerlendirilmesinde kullanilabilecek bir ara¢ oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Her ne kadar var olan ger¢ek toplumsal sorunlari1 topyekdn bir
bi¢imde ortadan kaldirmalarini beklemenin yaniltici olacagini belirtse de
heterotopyalarin izleyici veya okuyucular {izerindeki etkisi sayesinde bu sorunlarin
¢Oziimlenmesinin ilk adimlarinin atilmasimi saglayabilecek gilicte oldugunu iddia
etmektedir.

Tompkins’in sekillendirmis oldugu tiyatronun heterotopyalarmin Kimi
tiyatro eserlerinde yogun bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikmasi s6z konusudur. Giincel bir
Ingiltereli Sih oyun yazar1 olan Gurpreet Kaur Bhatti’nin oyunlar1 da bu eserler
arasinda hemen yer edinebilecek eserlerdendir. Zira Bhatti oyunlarinda temel olarak
gocmenleri ele almaktadir; gogmeler arasinda ise 6zellikle tarihsel olarak Hindistan
ve Pakistan’da meskiin olan fakat son yarim yiizyilda 6nemli bir boliimiiniin
Ingiltere’ye gdg ettigi bilinen Sihler dikkat ¢ekmektedir. ingiliz yasam bigimi,
Ingiliz toplumu ve Ingiliz yasalart ile kiiltiirel ve tarihsel olarak bagli olduklar1 Sih
yasam bi¢imi, Sih toplumu ve Sih dini kurallar1 arasinda sikigip kalmis olan bu
gdecmen toplulugu oyunlardaki heterotopik mekanlarin temel kaynagmi
olusturmaktadir. Sih bireyler, Sih aileler, Sih tapinagi olan ‘gurdwara’ gibi topluluk
ortak alanlar1 ve Sih gurular1 oyunlardaki temel unsurlar haline gelmekte ve oyunlar
her ne kadar Ingilizce olarak kaleme alimus olsa da tiim go¢menler arasi

sohbetlerde Sih toplumunun ortak dili olan Pencapga varligin1 hissettirmektedir.
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Tiim bu iki kutupluluk ve iki farkl kiiltiir arasinda sikigmis olma durumu
heterotopik alanlarin olusumunu kolaylastirmakta ve saglamlastirmaktadir.

Oyunlar ele alindiginda ii¢ilincii boliimiin inceledigi Behsharam oyunundaki
heterotopyalari ¢ogunlukla go¢men bireyler etrafinda olustugu goriilmektedir. Bu
ortak payda gégmenleri dahi birer heterotopya olarak inceleme olanagi
saglamaktadir. Fakat Tompkins’in bi¢imlendirdigi sekilde heterotopyalar
incelendiginde iki kutuplu sistemlerin olusan tezatlar igerisinden yarilarak
heterotopik mekanlarin goriiniir oldugu gézlemlenmektedir. Birbirine zit veya zit
olmasa dahi organik bir bigcimde uyusmadigi goriilen kutuplar yani yapma mekanlar
ile soyutlanmis mekanlar arasinda fitraten ortaya ¢ikan heterotopik mekanlar
izleyicileri, 6zellikle Ingiliz tiyatro severleri, go¢menler ve onlarin yasamlari ile
alakali tiim sorunlar1 bir kez daha diisiinmeye itmektedir. Sadece g¢gme eyleminin
ve yeni bir mekana yerlesme ¢abasinin yarattigi travmanin gé¢men bireyler
iizerindeki etkisi hissedilmekte ve izleyici eger tam ya da kismi olarak gogmen bir
aileden gelmiyorsa dahi duygudaslik kurmaya tesvik edilmektedir. Gogme eylemini
birebir kendisi yagsamasa dahi ikinci nesil gogmenler de birinci nesil olan
ebeveynlerinin yasamis oldugu travmadan paylarina diiseni almaktadirlar.

Behsharam oyunundaki goé¢men aile bu baglamda incelendiginde
heterotopik mekanlar varliklarini oyun boyunca hissettirmektedir. Anne, baba ve
babaanneleri Hindistan’dan gd¢miis fakat kendileri Ingiltere’de dogmus olan Jaspal
ve Sati bu oyunun odagmi olusturmaktadir. Dolayisiyla oyundaki heterotopyalar en
cok bu iki karakter etrafinda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Adi bilinmeyen ve sadece ‘baba’
olarak isimlendirilen babalar1 Ingiltere’ye gdgmiis olmalarina ragmen Sih
toplumunun Ingiliz toplumundan farklilasan geleneklerine gére erkek cocuk sahibi
olamamanin hissettirdigi zorunlulukla iki kiz gocugunun annesi olan Mummy 1 ile
bosanir. Erkek evlat iimidiyle Mummy 2 ile evlenir. Sonunda bir erkek evladi olsa
da aile bireyleri arasindaki yikim baglar. Mummy 1 ikinci defa kiz ¢ocugu dogurup
yine erkek evlat sahibi olamamanin sonucunda mental bir kopus yasar ve kendine
zarar vermeye baglar. Biiyiik kizlar1 Jaspal onu evin bir odasinda i¢inden erkek bir
evlat ¢ikaracagini iimit ederek genital bolgesini makas ile keserken bulur ve

sonrasinda psikiyatrik bir hastaneye yatirilir. Bu durum Jaspal’da da kopmalara
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sebep olur ve o da ailesinden uzaklasir. Evden kagar, sigara, alkol ve uyusturucu
gibi bagimliliklar edinir ve bunlar1 maddi olarak karsilayabilmek i¢in bedenini
satmaya baglar. Babaannesi Beji ise bu durumdan Jaspal’in babasini yani oglunu
sorumlu tutar ve ona kars1 nefret soylemlerine baslar. Yillar boyu annesinden uzak,
ablasindan ayri, babasi ve babaannesi ile birlikte biiyliyen Sati ise {izey annesi
Mummy 2’nin baskilar1 altinda biiyiir. Biyolojik annesi Mummy 1’in bagina neler
geldigi ondan saklanmaktadir. Boyle ¢arpik bir aile igerisinde blyuyen Sati de
ablasi Jaspal gibi bu aile igerisinde farkli bir mekana konumlanmustir.

Jaspal bir yandan ailenin utanmaz kiz1 olarak kendi i¢inde miicadele
ederken bir yandan da bagimliliklarindan 6tiirii mutlu olmadigi bir hayat
yasamaktadir. Babasi, babaannesi ve iivey annesi ondan bahsederken siklikla,
oyuna da adin1 veren, “behsharam” (utanmaz) kelimesini kullanirlar. Jaspal tiim
‘utanmaz’lifiyla eglence sektoriinde ¢alisma timidini canli tutup annesinin de ¢ok
sevdigi bir zamanlarm en {inlii Amerikan sarkicilarindan biri olan Karen Carpenter
sarkilarini soyler. Birlikte yasadig1 erkek arkadasi Patrick’i de kendisinden
uyusturucu madde aldig1 torbaciyla aldatir. Aldig1 maddelere 6deyecegi parasi
olmadigi i¢in satici ile cinsel birliktelik yasar. Onu diizenli olarak ziyaret eden kiz
kardesini de siirekli azarlar ve hor gortr.

Ablasi tarafindan azarlanan, kendini melankolik siirlere kaptirmis olan
babasi tarafindan hig sevilmeyen, gizlice ve yogun alkol tiikketen babaannesinin
bakimini iistlenen, para kazanmak i¢in bir yandan ¢alisan ve iivey annesi tarafindan
gOricu usult ile evlendirilmeye zorlanan Sati ise karigik duygulara sahiptir.
Ailesinden hi¢ kimse ile saglikli iletisim kuramadigi i¢in Ian Wright adinda siyah
bir futbolcunun kagittan yapma oyuncagi ile dertlesir, tiim sirlarini ona anlatir ve
bir anlamda ona ask duygusu besler. Boyle aile baglarinin yipranmis oldugu bir
ortamda bu bireylerin her birinin etrafinda heterotopik mekanlarm ortaya ¢iktigi
rahatlikla gézlemlenmektedir. Dolayisiyla tezin ti¢lincti bdlumutinde oyundaki en
onemli karakterler olan kiz kardesler Jaspal ve Sati’nin ¢everisnde olustugu goriilen
heterotopyalar iki ayr1 alt baslikta incelenmistir. Bu heterotopyalarin ise izleyiciyi

Sih toplumundaki kiiltiirel kodlarin tamamen farkli kiiltiirel kodlara sahip olan
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Ingiltere’de yasayan gdgmen bireyler iizerinde nasil etki yarattigin diisiinmeye
itme potansiyeline sahip oldugu iddia edilmistir.

Oyuna bir yerde adin1 kazandiran karakter Jaspal’1 ele alacak olursak
ailesinin gorece yogun bir sekilde bagli oldugu Sih toplumsal yap1 ve kiiltiirel
kodlar ile gd¢miis olduklar1 ve kendisinin de dogup biiyiidiigii ingiltere’nin
toplumsal yapis1 ve farkli kiiltiirel kodlar1 arasinda sikisip kalmasi birgok
heterotopik mekanin ortaya ¢ikmasina sebebiyet vermektedir. Ornegin; Jaspal’in
kendi bireysel diinyasini olustururken kendi isminden fedakarlik etmek zorunda
kalmasi 6nemli bir durumdur. Jaspal oyunun ilk sahnesinde bir sarkici olarak bir
miizik programina katilmaktadir ve dis ses Jaspal’1 Kiran Carpenter olarak tanitir.
Muzik kariyerini icra etmek i¢in daha dnceleri yagsami olan bir sarkicinin isminin
benzerini kullanmak zorunda kalmasi onun kendi ismi ile yani Jaspal olarak
miizisyen olamayacagi olarak yorumlanabilir. Bu durumda Jaspal hayallerini
gergeklestirebilmek i¢in kendinden yahut ailesinin kendisine vermis oldugu
isimden feragat etmek zorunda hissetmektedir.

Boyle bir ortamda Tompkins’in de 6ngordiigii gibi heterotopik mekanlar
peyda oluvermektedir. Jaspal’in Kiran Carpenter’1 takma isim olarak kullaniyor
olmasi elbette ki yapma mekani olusturmaktadir ¢linkii sonug itibariyle sahnede
olusturulmus, insa edilmis yani yapma bir durum s6z konusudur. Halbuki
izleyicinin Jaspal’1 Jaspal olarak biliyor olmasi durumu ise soyutlanmis mekani
olusturmaktadir. Birbirine tezat olusturan bu iki durum arasinda bir heterotopya yer
bulmaktadir. Bu heterotopya tabii ki izleyicinin zihninde olusur ve izleyiciden
izleyiciye farkliliklar da gosterebilir. Her ne kadar farklilagsa da bdyle zit durumlari
aciga cikaran heterotopik bir mekanin izleyiciyi maruz kaldigi bu durumun iizerine
diisiinmeye itecek olmasi kaginilmazdir. Bu heterotopya gogmen kadinin veya
gencin hep hayalini kurdugu amacini gergeklestirmesi i¢in kendisinden vazgegme
veya en azindan kisiliginin 6nemli bir par¢asindan olma durumunu gozler dniine
sermektedir. Bu sebeple bu sahnedeki heterotopya izleyiciyi gégmenin veya
go¢men kokenli bir bireyin karsilasmakta oldugu sorunlarla basa ¢ikmasindaki
zorluklarin ne denli biiyiik oldugunu anlamaya ve duygudaslik kurmaya

itilmektedir.
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Ote yandan Jaspal’m erkek arkadasi Patrick ile olan iliskisi Jaspal’in diger
tiim davraniglar1 ve se¢imleri gibi ailesi tarafindan onanmamaktadir. Sati’nin bu
onanmamay1 ortaya ¢ikarirken babalarinin ve Beji’nin Patrick ile ilgi bildikleri tek
seyin sadece siyah tenli bir insan oldugunu ve teninin renginden 6tiiri onu
istemediklerini dile getirmesi ¢arpici bir sahne yaratmaktadir. Sati bunu Jaspal’a
aktarirken Jaspal bu tarz ciddi ve sikict konularda konugmak istemedigini vurgular
fakat Sati’nin 1srar1 lizerine gozlemlemis oldugu baska bir durumu dile getirir.
Kendi ailesi gibi Hindistan asilli go¢menlerin siyahlara karsi nefret duygularinin ne
yazik ki siyahlarin Hindistanlilara karsi olan nefret duygulariin birbirinden farksiz
oldugunu dile getirir. Bu sahneye de giincel Ingiltere toplumuna yaptig1 atiftan
oturd bayik 6nem yiiklemek mumkiindir. Gogmen topluluklarindan veya
azmliklardan bahsederken tiim azinliklarin benzer 6zellikteki kiiltiir ve degerlere
sahip oldugu, benzer bakis agilar1 ile hareket ettikleri ve de birlesik veya bir biitiin
olarak degerlendirilmeleri gerektigi gibi pek de yerinde olmayan bir bakis agisi
daha onceki on yillarda farkli sosyologlar tarafindan dile getirilmistir. Tabii ki bunu
elestiren ve bu bakis agisia tepki gosteren diisiintirler de bulunmaktadir.

Bu sahnedeki sergilenen veya dile getirilen gergek yine yapma mekani
olusturmaktadir. Diger taraftan soyutlanmig mekan ise izleyicinin bu durumdaki
elestirel tavr1 gormesidir. Ne yazik ki go¢men topluluklarmin da birbirlerine karsi
On yargi ile yaklasiyor olmasi ve zaten hali hazirda vardiklari tilkede yerlesik halk
tarafindan tiirlii 6n yargilarla miicadele etmek durumunda kalmis olmalar1 gergegi
bir yana dursun onlarm da birbirlerine karci ¢esitli 6n yargilara sahip oldugu
gercegi ortadadir. Ve bu kutbun icerisinde yine izleyicinin, 6zellikle Ingiltereli
izleyicinin fark edecegi bir heterotopya olusmaktadir. Bu heterotopya izleyiciyi
gdemenlerin arasinda da farkl bakis acilarinin oldugu, birbirlerine karsi ¢esitli 6n
yargilara sahip olma ihtimallerinin bulundugu ve tiim gé¢gmen veya azinlik
topluluklarmin tek viicut olarak algilanmasmin yaniltic1 oldugunu diistinmeye
tesvik etmektedir. Zira bu sahnedeki heterotopya gd¢menleri yekpare bir azinlhk
olarak gormek yerine farkli inang, mezhep, etnisite, cinsiyet, cinsel kimlik, cinsel

yonelim gibi unsurlara sahip olan ve tolumun igerisinde 6zgun bir konuma sahip
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olan bir topluluk olarak degerlendirmenin ne kadar 6nemli ve yerinde oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Ote yandan Jaspal’m kiz kardesi Sati de bulundugu konum itibariyle
etrafinda heterotopik mekanlarin oldukg¢a yogun bir sekilde olustugu karakterlerden
biridir. Ornek vermek gerekirse Sati’nin iivey annesi Mummy 2 tarafindan goriicii
usulii ile goriistiigiinii anlattig1 sahne oldukega ¢arpicidir. Sati gériismek zorunda
kaldig1 adamin kendisine aslinda onun da goriicii usulii bir evlilik yapmak
istemedigini anlattir. Hatta bir kadinla evlilik yapmay1 asla diisiinmedigini ¢linkii
aslinda ablasmin esiyle yani enistesiyle escinsel bir iligkisi oldugunu anlatir. Sati
ise bu duyduklar1 karsisinda sagir ve dilsiz taklidi yaparak adama herhangi bir sey
sOylemez. Sati’nin anlatimin temel alindig1 bu sahnede yine yapma mekén ve
soyutlanmis mekanlar ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu iki mekan arasinda bir degil iki defa
heterotopik mekanlar olugsmaktadir. Buradaki yapma mekan Sati’nin anlattigi
gOriicti usulii goriismedir. Soyutlanmigs mekan ise Sati’nin yasmin heniiz on alt1
olduguna dair daha 6ncesinde bilgi edinmis izleyicinin zihnindedir. Heterotopik
mekan ise yine izleyicinin bu tezathig1 fark etmesiyle zihninde olusan soru
isaretlerinin tiimiidiir. Belki Sih toplumu gibi birgok Giiney Asya toplumunda norm
olarak kabul ediliyor olsa dahi Ingiltere gibi on sekiz yasinin altinda olan bireylerin
evlilik miiessesesinden uzak tutuldugu bir iilkede dahi bu kiiltiiriin devam ettiriliyor
olmasi izleyiciyi diisiinmeye sevk etmektedir. Denilebilir ki buradaki hedef
izleyicinin yine Ingiltere’deki go¢gmen Sih topluluguna bagli izleyici olma olasilig
cok yiksektir. Bu heterotopya ile onlarmn Sih toplumsal normlarini diisiiniip var
olan toplumsal diizene meydan okuyarak alternatif bir toplumsal diizen izerine
yogunlagmalarinin beklenmesi ihtimaller dahilindedir.

Yine ayni yapma mekan ile ayni soyutlanmis mekan arasinda yer bulan bir
diger heterotopya ise Sati’nin anlatiminda sakli kalan goriigmenin 6teki ayaginda
bulunun erkektir. Sati’ye anlattig1 kadariyla kendisinin de bu gdriigmeye zorlandig1
anlagilmaktadir ve hatta gizli bir sekilde ask yasadigi enistesinin de benzer bir
goriismeye zorlanmis oldugu ve sonucunda da evlenmis oldugu ¢ikariminda da
bulunabilir. Bu anlamda sahnenin iirettigi heterotopya izleyiciyi benzer bir sekilde

sadece Sih toplumuna 6zgili olmayan ve bir¢ok diger toplumda da karsilagilan farkl
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cinsel yonelimlere sahip bireylerin 6tekilestirilmesi hususunda kafa yormaya
itmekte oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu heterotopya da gogmen topluluklarinin farkl
bireylerden olustugunu ve tek bir gat1 altinda yekpare olarak varsayilmalarinin
yaniltict olacagmi da kanitlamaktadir.

Oyundaki diger karakterlerin de goriindiikleri sahnelerde heterotopyalari
sayica arttirdiklarini sdylemek yanlis olmaz. Ornegin babaanneleri Beji’nin guizellik
magazasindan stirekli olarak giizellik {irtinleri agirmasi veya livey annenin ayni
zamanda akrabalar1 olan ¢alistiklar1 diikkkanin sahibi ile evlilik dis1 iliskisi
heterotopik agidan yorumlanmaya uygundur. Ancak yalnizca oyunun son
sahnesinde tiim aile bireylerinin ve Patrick’in issizlerin 6denek aldiklar1 bir devlet
dairesinde bir araya gelmeleri ziyadesiyle mihimdir. Baba, babaanne, Jaspal ve
Patrick, her biri yetiskin ve ¢alisabilir durumda olmalarina ragmen igsizdirler ve
dolayisiyla igsizlik maasi almaktadirlar. Bu ylizden bu devlet dairesinde bir
sebepten bir araya gelirler ve Sati’den sakladiklar1 ger¢egi burada ortaya ¢ikarirlar.
Annesinin Hindistan’da degil de bir ruh saglig1 hastanesinde bulundugunu
ogrenmesi aile bireylerinin iligkilerinin yikimina yol acar. Bu sahnedeki
heterotopya ise yalnizca bu ¢arpik iliskileri degil ayn1 zamanda gé¢menlerin
ekonomik durumunu diisiinmeye de tesvik eder.

Sonraki boliimde ise Bhatti’nin nispeten daha giincel olan oyunlarindan
Khandan benzer bir sekilde ele almmuistir ve Ingiltere toplumundaki gd¢men
ailelerin sosyal, kilttrel ve ekonomik olarak hayatta kalma miicadelesine
deginilmistir. Ayn1 zamanda Ingiliz toplumundaki beyazlar1 temsil eden bir ailenin,
oyunda a¢i8a ¢ikarildig1 kadariyla, gd¢menlere bakis agisinin sorunlu yapisi da ele
alinmistir. Bu anlamda dordiincii boliim Khandan oyununda aile yapisinin da
heterotopik incelemeye uygun oldugunu gdstermektedir ve oyundaki gdze ¢arpan
iki aileyi kendileriyle birlikte olusan heterotopyalarla incelemektedir. Admi da
Pencapcadaki ‘aile’ anlamina gelen ‘khandan’ kelimesinden aliyor olmasi tezin bu
iddiasin1 kuvvetlendirmektedir.

Kahndan oyununun bel kemigini olusturan Gill ailesi bir gé¢ dalgasiyla
Jeeto ve esinin Ingiltere’ye yerlesmesi ve Birmingham’da hayat kurmalarin iizerine

kurulmustur. Ailenin ingiltere’de dogan ¢ocuklar1 Pal ve Cookie artik otuzlarinda
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birer yetiskindirler. Cookie Major ile evlidir ve iki kiz ¢cocugu vardir. Pal ise beyaz
tenli olmasi Jeeto tarafindan sik sik dile getirilen Liz ile evlidir ve heniiz bir
cocuklar1 yoktur fakat Liz tiip bebek yontemiyle bir bebek sahibi olma hayaliyle
yasamaktadir. Liz’e karsi pek hos bir tutum i¢inde olmayan Jeeto da onlarin
kendisine bir erkek torun vermelerini buyik bir hevesle beklemektedir. Zira hali
hazirda sahip oldugu iki kiz torunu Sih toplumsal normlar ¢ercevesinde kendisi i¢in
pek buytk dnem atfetmemektedir.

Oyunun ilk sahnesinde Gill ailesinin yasadigi evin betimlenmesi heterotopik
mekanlar tiretmekte oldukca zengin bir ev oldugunu gostermektedir. Pal ve Liz bu
evde yasadiklar1 i¢in ev hem Sih yasantisina uygun hem de batili yasam tarzina
uygundur. Evin salonunun duvarlarinda asili olan Sih gurularinin portreleri ve Sih
tapmaginin biiyiik¢e bir fotografinin hemen a ilerisinde bulunan siislenmis ¢cam
agac1 yeni yil partisi i¢in alinmig olan hediye kutular1 yapma mekan1 dretmeleri
acisindan 6nemlidir. Soyutlanmis mekan ise gogmen topluluklarinin yerel halk ile
biitiinlesmesi olarak belirlenebilir. Sih toplumunun ne kadar Ingiltere toplumuna
entegre olduguna dair herhangi bir saptama yapmaya gerek olmadan Sihlerin artik
Birlesik Krallik vatandasi olmalar1 ve 1960’lardan itibaren yogun sekilde Londra ve
Birmingham gibi metropol sehirlerde meskun olmalari itibariyle artik ingiltere’nin
ayrilmaz pargasi oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bununla birlikte Bhatti’nin oyunlarindaki nadir beyaz karakterlerden olan
Liz’in anne ve babas1 her ne kadar oyunda kendileri goriinmeseler de siklikla
isimlerinin ge¢mesi itibariyle biiyiik 6nem tasimaktadir. Liz’in anne ve babasinin
kizlarinin bir Hindistanl olan Pal ile evlenmesinden duyduklari rahatsizlik gézler
Oniine serilmektedir. Cookie’nin ortaya ¢ikardigi kadariyla bu beyaz ¢iftin Cookie
ve esi Major’1 markette her gordiiklerinde kafalarini ¢evirip selam vermekten
kacinmalar bu ¢iftin gogmen bir aileyle pek iliski kurmak istemediklerini
gostermektedir. Zaten Liz ve Pal’in tiip bebek siireclerinde ihtiya¢ duyduklari
paray1 anne-babasindan isteyebilecegini sdyleyen Liz’in bu 6nerisini Pal reddeder.
Sebebi anne-babasini ‘kahverengi’ torunlar edinmek isteyeceklerini ve bunun igin
maddi yardimda bulunacaklarini zannetmiyor olmasidir. Yine elbette buradaki

yapma mekan bu beyaz ¢ift hakkinda dile getirilenlerdir ve soyutlanmis mekan ise
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gdemenler kadar yerli halkin da biitiinlesmeye agik olmasi gerekliligidir. Buradaki
heterotopya ise Ingiliz toplumundaki sorunlu yapmin kaynaklandig1 benze
Onyargilarin lizerine diisiiniilmesine tesvik etmektedir. Dolayisiyla benzer
sorunlarm yasanmadig1 alternatif bir Ingiliz toplumu arzusu varhigimi
hissettirmektedir.

Sonug olarak bu tezdeki iki oyundaki heterotopik mekanlarin
incelenmesiyle giiniimiiz Ingiliz toplumundaki gégmen topluluklar hakkinda var
olan benzer tiim On yargilarin tekrar tekrar diistiniilmesi gerektigi gériilmektedir.
Bhatti’nin Behsharam ve Khandan oyunlar: Ingiltere’deki Sih gd¢men ailelerin
yapisini ve yasantisini ele almalari itibariyle 6nemli iki oyundur ve bu iki oyundaki
heterotopyalarin incelenmesiyle oyunlarin giincel sorunlara nasil degindigini ifade
etmek hedeflenmistir. Bu baglamda heterotopyalarin bu oyunlarda oldugu gibi var
olan diizene meydan okuyor olmalar1 ve bu diizenin sahip oldugu tiim norm ve
dayatmalarm izleyicideki tarafindan en azindan bir kez daha diistiniilmesi
gerekliligini ortaya koydugu iddia edilmistir. Bu ¢alismanin daha bagka birgok
tiyatro eserinde dogal olarak bolca bulunan ve gercek hayattaki sorunlu toplumsal
yapilarin sahneye tasinmasiyla ortaya ¢ikan zit kutuplu tezatliklar arasinda olusan

heterotopik mekan incelemelerine 151k tutmasi temenni edilmektedir.
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