G

g
G

s P
B2

g/&my/m%

|
b

A%

sooxs sy Bdward W, Said

FJoseph Conrad and the Fiction of Autobiography
Beginnings: Intention and Method
Orientalism
The Question of Palestine
Literature and Society
Covering Islam
The World, the Text, and the Critic
After the Last Sky

Blaming the Victims: Spurious Scholarship
and the Palestinian Question

Musical Elaborations

Culture and Imperialism

CULTURE
AND
IMPERIALISM

Edward W, Said

Ny VINTAGE BOOKS

A Division of Random House, Inc.

New York



FIRST VINTAGE BOOKS EDITION, JUNE 1994
Copyright ©1993 by Edward W. Said

All rights reserved under International and Pan-American Copyright Conventions.
Published in the United States by Vintage Books, a division of Random House, Inc.,
New York, and simultaneously in Canada by Random House of Canada Limited,
Toronto. Originally published in hardcover by Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.,

New York, in 1993.

Portions of this work, in different versions, have appeared in Field Day Pamphlets,
Grand Street, the Guardian, London Review of Books, New Left Review, Raritan, the
Penguin edition of Ki, Race and Class, and Raymond Williams: Critical Perspectives,
edited by Terry Eagleton.

Grateful acknowledgment is made to Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., arid Faber and
Faber Ltd,, for permission to reprint “Tradition and the Individual Talent” from
Selected Essays by T. S. Eliot, copyright 1950 by Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.,

and renewed 1978 by Esme Valerie Eliot.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Said, Edward W.
Culture and imperialism/Edward W. Said — Ist Vintage Books ed.
p. cm.
Originally published: New York: Knopf, 1993.
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-679-75054-1
1. European literature — History and criticism — Theory, etc.
2. Literature — History and criticism — Theory, etc. 3. Imperialism in literature.
4. Colonies in literature. .5. Politics and culture.
L Tite.
[PN761.528 1994]
809'.894 —dc20 93-43485
CIpP

Manufactured in the United States of America
10 9 8 7

For
Eqbal Ahmad

—

R

i




i

;WW&(%

s

E

.
|

G

o
[

i
ur
v

11
nx
v

VI
VII
VIII

Contents

Intyroduction

CHAPTER ONE
OVERLAPPING TERRITORIES,
INTERTWINED HISTORIES

Empire, Geography, and Culture

Images of the Past, Pure and Impure

Two Visions in Heart of Darkness

Discrepant Experiences

Connecting Empire to Secular Interpretation

CHAPTER TWO
CONSOLIDATED VISION

Narrative and Social Space

Jane Austen and Empire

The Cultural Integrity of Empire
The Empire at Work: Verdi’s Aida
The Pleasures of Imperialism

"The Native Under Control

Camus and the French Imperial Experience
A Note on Modernism

xi

)

3
43

62
8o
97
m
132
162
169
186



I
Jiig
v

I
I

Contents

CHAPTER THREE
RESISTANCE AND OPPOSITION

There Are Two Sides

Themes of Resistance Culture

Yeats and Decolonization

The Voyage In and the Emergence of Opposition
Collaboration, Independence, and Liberation

CHAPTER FOUR
FREEDOM FROM DOMINATION IN THE FUTURE

American Ascendancy: The Public Space at War
Challenging Orthodoxy and Authority
Movements and Migrations

Notes
Index

191
209
220
239

262

282

303
326

337
363

Introduction

bout five years after Orientalism was published in @ began to gather
together some ideas about the general relations ip between culture
and empire that had become clear to me while writing that book. The first
result was a series of lectures that I gave at universities in the United States,
Canada, and England in 1985 and 1986. These lectures form the core argu-
ment of the present work, which has occupied me steadily since that time.

. A substantial amount of scholarship in anthropolo history, and area

-studies has developed arguments I put forward in Orienzalism, which was
limited to the Middle East. So I, too, have tried here to expand the argu-
ments of the earlier book to describe a more general pattern of relationships
between the modern metropolitan West and its overseas territories,

What are some of the non—Middle Eastern materials drawn on here?
Wﬁm of the Far East, Australia, and the
Caribbean; these Africanist and Indianist discourses, as some of them have

been called, I see as part of the general European effort to rule distant lands
and peoples and, therefore, as related to Orientalist descriptions of the

Islamic world, as well as to Europe’s special ways of re resenting the

Caribbean islands, Ireland, and the Far East. What are striking in these

discourses are the rhetofical figurds one keeps encountering in their descrip-

tions of “the mysterious East,” as well as the stereotypes about “the African
[or Indian or Irish o i i ind,” the notions about bring-

ing civilization to primitive or barbaric peoples, the disturbingly familiar
ideas about flogging or death or extended punishment being required when
‘they” misbehaved or became rebellious, because “they” mainly understood
force or violence best; “they” were not like “us,” and for that reason de-
served to be ruled.
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Yet it was the case nearly everywhere in the non-European world that the
coming of the white man brought forth some sort of resistance. What I left
out of Orientalirm was that response to Western dominance which cul-
minated in the great movement of decolonization all across the Third
World. Along with armed resistance in places as diverse as nineteenth-
century Algeria, Ireland, and Thdonesia, there also went considerable efforts
in cyltural resistance almost everywhere, the assertions of nationalist identi-
ties, and, in the political realm, the creation of associations and parties whose
common goal was self-determination and national independence. Never was
it the case that the imperial encounter pitted an active Western intruder
against a supine or inert non-Western native; there was #/ways some form of
active resistance, and in the overwhelming majority of cases, the resistance
finally won out.

. These two factors—a general world-wide pattern of imperial culture, and
a historical experience of resistance against empire—inform this book in
ways that make it not just a sequel to Orientalism but an-astempt—to-do
something else. In both books I have emphasized what in a rather general
way I have called “cilture As I use the word, “culture” means two things
in particular. First of atl it means all those practices, like the arts of descrip-
tion, communication, and representation, that have relative autonomy from
the economic, social, and political realms and that often exist in aesthetic
forms, one of whose principal aims is pleasure. Included, of course, are both
the popular stock of lore about distant parts of the world and specialized
knowledge available in such learned disciplines as ethnography, historiogra-
phy, philology, sociology, and literary history. Since my exclusive focus here
is on the modern Western empires of the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ies, T have looked especially at cultural forms like thenovel) which I believe
were immensely important in the formation of imperial attitudes, references,
and experiences. I do not mean that only the novel was important, but that
I consider it #be aesthetic object whose connection to the expanding societies
of Britain and France is particularly interesting to study. The prototypical
modern realistic novel is Robinson Crusoe, and certainly not accidentally it is
about a European who creates a fiefdom for himself on a distant, non-
European island.

A great deal of recent criticism has concentrated on narrative fiction, yet
very little attention has been paid to_its position in the history and world of
empire. Readers of this book will quickly discover that is crucial

'Fm_y'érgument here, my basic point being that stories are at the heart of
what explorers and novelists say about strange regions of the world; they
also become the me nized people use to assert their own identity

and the existence of their own history. The main battle in imperialism is
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over land, of course; but when it came to who owned the land, who had the
right to settle and work on it, who kept it going, who won it back, and who
now plans its future—these issues wi

tme decided in narrative. As one critic has suggested, nations themselves
gre narrations. The power to narrate, or to block other narratives from
forming and emerging, is very important to culture and imperialism, and
constitutes one of the main connections between them. Most important, the
grand narratives of emancipation and enlightenment mobilized people in the
cw\mtw“,
many Europeans and Americans were also stirred by these stories and their
protagonists, and they too fought for new narratives of equality and human
community.

Second, and almost imperceptibly, culture is a concept that includes a
refining and elevating element, each society’s reservoir of the best that has
been known and thought, 25" Matthew Arnold put it in the 1860s. Arnold
believed thag@mw_nm_mme‘ther neutralize, the rav-
ages of a modern, aggressive, mercantile, and brutalizing urban existence.
You read Dante or Shakespeare in order to keep up with the best that was
thought and known, and also to see yourself, your people, society, and
tradition in their best lights. In time, culture comes to be associated, often
aggressively, with the nation or the state; this differentiates “us” from

“them,” almost always with some degree of xenophobia. Culture in this

sense is 2 source of identity, and a rather combative one at that, as we see
in recent “returns” to culture and tradition. These “returns” accompany
rigorous codes of intellectual and moral behavior that are opposed to the
permissiveness associated with such relatively liberal philosophies as mul-
ticulturalism and hybridity. In the formerly colonized world, these “returns”
have produced varieties of religious and nationalist fundamentalism.

In this second sense culture is a sort of theater where various political and

ideological causes engage one another. Far from being a placid realm of
Apollonian gentility, culture can even be a battleground on which causes
expose themselves to the light of day and contend with one another, making
it apparent that, for instance, American, French, or Indian students who are
taught to read thesr national classics before they read others are expected to

appreciate and bel en uncritically, to their_nations a i-
ions while denigrati ing agai S. )

Now the trouble with this idea of culture is that it entails not only
venerating one’s own culture but also thinking of it as somehow divorced
from, because transcending, the everyday world. Most professional human-

ists as a result are unable to make the connection between the prolonged and
sordid cruelty of practices such as slavery, colonialist and racial oppression,
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and imperial subjection on the one hand, and the Dpe%ﬁmyb\jl‘:EQPby
of the s6ciety that engages in these practices on the other. One of the d’ﬂ:‘jc_ult
truths T discovered in working on this book is how very few of the. Bn’flsh
or French artists whom I admire took issue with the notion of “51.1b]ect or
“inferior” races so prevalent among officials who practiced those ideas as a
matter of course in ruling India or Algeria. They were widely accepted
notions, and they helped fuel the imperial acquisition of territories in Africa
throughout the nineteenth century. In thinking of Carlyle or Ruskin, or even
of Dickens and Thackeray, critics have often, I believe, relegated these
writers’ ideas about colonial expansion, inferior races; or “niggers” to a very
different department from that of culture, culture being the elevated area of
activity in which they “truly” belong and in which they did their “really”
important work.

Culture conceived in this way can become a protective enclosure: check
your politics at the door before you enter it. As mt his
entire professional life teaching literature, yet who also grew up in the
pre—World War Two colonial world, I have found it a challenge not to see
culture in_this way—that is, antiseptically quarantined from its worldly
affiliations—but as an extraordinarily varied field of endeavor. The novels
and other books I consider here 1 analyze because first of all I find them
estimable and admirable works of art and learning, in which I and many
other readers take pleasure and from which we derive profit. Second, the
challenge is to connect them not only with that pleasure and profit but also
with the imperial pr of which they were manifestly and unconcealedly
a part; rather than condemning or ignoring their participation in what was
an unquestioned reality in their societies, I suggest that what we learn about
this hitherto ignored aspect actually and truly enbances our reading and
understanding of them.

Let me say a little here about what I have in mind, using two well-known
and very great novels. DWS&) is primarily a novel
about self-delusion, about Pip’s vain attempts to become a gentleman with
neither the hard work nor the aristocratic source of income required for such
arole. Early in life he helps a condemned convict, Abel Magwitch, who, after
being transported to Australia, pays back his young benefactor with large
sums of money; because the lawyer involved says nothing as he disburses the
money, Pip persuades himself that an elderly gentlewoman, Miss Havisham,
has been ‘his patron. Magwitch then reappears illegally in London, unwel-
comed by Pip because everything about the man reeks of delinquency and
unpleasantness. In the end, though, Pip is reconciled to Magwitch and to his
reality: he finally acknowledges Magwitch—hunted, apprehended, and fa-
tally ill—as his surrogate father, not as someone to be denied or rejected,
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though Magwitch is in fact unacceptable, being from Australia, a penal
colony designed for the rehabilitation but not the repatriation of transported
English criminals.

Most, if not all, readings of this remarkable work situate it squarely within
the metropolitan histo it ion, whereas I believe that it belongs
in a history both more inclusive and more dynamic than such interpretations
allow. It has been left to two more recent books than Dickens's—Robert
Hughes’s magisterial The Fatal Shore and Paul Carter’s brilliantly speculative
The Road 10 Botany Bay—to reveal a vast histo of speculation about and
experience of Australia, a “white” colony like Ireland, in which we can
locate Magwitch and Dickens not as mere coincidental references in that
history, but as participants in it, through the novel and through a much older
and wider experience between England and its overseas territories,

Australia was established as a penal colony in the late eighteenth century
mainly so that England could transport an_irredeemabl excess

-population of felons to a place, originally charted by Captain Cook, that
would also function as a colony replacing those lost in America. The pursuit
of profit, the building of empire, and what Hughes calls social apartheid
together produced modern Australia, which by the time Dickens first took
an interest in it during the 1840s (in David Copperfield Wilkins Micawber
happily immigrates there) had progressed somewhat into profitability and a

sort of “free system” where laborers could do well on their own if allowed
to do so. Yet in Magwitch

Dickens knotted several strands in the English perception of convicts
in Australia at the end of transportation. They could succeed, but th
uld hardly, in the real sense, return. They could expiate their crimes
mm they suffered there warped them
into permanent outsiders. And yet they were capable of redemption—

as long as they stayed in Australia.!

Carter’s exploration of what he calls Australia’ spatial histogy offers us
another version of that same experience. Here explorers, convicts, ethnogra-
phers, profiteers, soldiers chart the vast and relatively empty continent each
in a discourse that jostles, displaces, or incorporates the others. Botany Bay
is therefore first of all an Enlightenment discourse of travel and discovery,
then a set of travelling narrators (including Cook) whose words, charts, and
intentions accumulate the strange territories and gradually turn them into
“heme.” The adjacence between the Benthamite organization of space
(which produced the city of Melbourne) and the apparent disorder of the
Australian bush is shown by Carter to have become an optimistic transfor-
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xvi Introduction

mation of social space, which produced an I:ll_ysium for'g_gntl.emen, an Fde,ﬂ

for laborers in the 1840s.> What Dickens envisions for Pip, being M.agwntch s

“London gentleman,” is roughly equivalent to what was c'envmoned by

English benevolence for Australia, one social space authorizing another.

But Grear Expectations was not written with anything !ike the concern for
native Australian accounts that Hughes or Carter has, nor did it presume or
forecast a tradition of Australian writing, which in fact came later to include
the literary works of David Malouf, Peter Carey, and Patrick White. The
prohibition placed on Magwitch’s return is not only penal but impéma:

subjects can be taken to places like Australia, but they cannot be allowed a
“return” to metropolitan space, which, as all Dickens’s fiction testifies, is
meticulously charted, spoken for, inhabited by a hierarchy of metropolitan
personages. So on the one hand, interpreters like Hughes and Carter expand
on the relatively attenuated presence of Australia in nineteenth-century
British writing, expressing the fullness and earned integrity of an Australian
history that became independent from Britain’s in the twentieth century;
yet, on the other, an accurate reading of Grear Expectations must note that
after Magwitch’s delinquency is expiated, so to speak, after Pip redemp-
tively acknowledges his debt to the old, bitterly energized, and vengeful
convict, Pip himself collapses and is revived in two explicitly positive ways.
A new Pip appears, less laden than the old Pip with the chains of the
past—he is glimpsed in the form of a child, also called Pip; and the old Pip
takes on a new career with his boyhood friend Herbert Pocket, this time not
as an idle gentleman but as a hardworking trader in the East, where Britain’s
other colonies offer a sort of normality that Australia never could.

“Thus even as Dickens settles the difficulty with Australia, another struc-
ture of attitude and reference emerges to suggest Britain’s imperial inter-
course through trade and travel with the Orient. In his new career as colonial
businessman, Pip is hardly an exceptional figure, since nearly all of Dickens’s

2ll of Dickens’s
businessmen, wayward relatives, and frightening outsiders have a fairly

normal and secure connection with the empire. But it is only in recent years
that these connections have taken on interpretative importance. A new
generation of scholars and critics—the children of decolonization_in some
instances, the beneficiaries (like sexual, religious, and racial minorities) of
advances in human freedom at home—have seen in such great texts of
Western literature a standing interest in what was considered a lesser world,
populated with lesser people of color, portrayed as open to the intervention
of so many Robinson Crusoes.

By the end of the nineteenth century the empire is no longer merely a
shadowy presence, or embodied merely in the unwelcome appearance of a
fugitive convict but, in the works of writers like C%awli/ngl_gi@ld

(
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Loti, a central area of concern. Conrad’s Nostromq (1904)—my second exam-
ple—is'set in a Central American republic, independent (unlike the African
and East Asian colonial settings of his earlier fictions), and dominated at the
same time by outside interests because of its immense silver mine. For a
contemporary American the most compelling aspect of the work is Conrad’s
p,t'e%he forecasts the unstoppable unrest and “misrule” of the Latin
American republics (governing them, he says, quoting Bolivar, is like plow-
ing the sea), and he singmmm‘m uenc-
ing conditions in a decisive yet barely visible way. Holroyd, the San
Francisco financier who backs Charles Gould, the British owner of the San

Tomé mine, warns his protégé that “we won’t be drawn into any large
trouble” as investors. Nevertheless,

We can sit and watch. Of course, some day we shall step in. We are
bound to. But there’s no hurry. Time itself has got to wait on the
greatest country in the whole of God’s universe. We shall be giving the
word for everything—industry, trade, law, journalism, art, politics, and
religion, from Cape Horn clear over to Surith’s Sound, and beyond it
too, if anythin h taking hold of turns up at th ole. And
then Mjmds and
continents of the earth. ’ i

We shall run the world’s business whether the
world likes it or not. The 't help it—and neither can we. I

guess.?

Much of the rhetoric of the “New World Order” promulgated by the
American government since the end of the Cold War—with its redolent
self-congratulation, its unconcealed triumphalism, its grave proclamations of
responsibility—might have been scripted by
on. No American has been immune from this strucfare of feeling} and yer
the implicit warning contained in Conrad’s portraits of Holroyd and Gould
is rarely reflected on since the rhetoric of power all too easily produces an
illusion of benevolence when deployed in an imperial setting. Yet it is a
rhetoric whose most damning characteristic is that it has been used before,
not just once (by Spain and Portugal) but with deafeningly repetitive fre-
quency in the modern period, by the British, the F rench, the Belgians, the
Japanese, the Russians, and now the Americans.

Yet it would be incomplete to read Conrad’s great work simply as an early
prediction of what we see happening in twentieth-century Latin America,
with its string of United Fruit Companies, colonels, liberation forces, and

Conrad’s Holroyd: we are

American-financed mercenaries. Conrad is the precursor of the Western
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views of the Third World which one finds in the work of novelists as
different as Graham Greene, V. S. Naipaul, and Robert Stone, of theoreti-
cians of imperialism like Hannah Arendt, and of travel writers, filmmakers,
and polemicists whose specialty is to deliver the non-European world either
@w exotic tastes of European and
North American audiences. For if it is true that Conrad itonically sees the
‘ imperialism of the San Tomé silver mine’s British and American owners as
i doomed by its own pretentious and impossible ambitions, it is also true that

he writes as a man w We iew_of the non-Western world is so

'@\griined as to blind him to other histories, other cultures, other aspirations.

All Conrad can see is a world totally dominated by the Atlantic West, ift
which every opposition to the West only confirms the West’s wicked power.
What Conrad cannot see is an alternative to this cruel tautology. He could
neither understand that India, Africa, and South America also had lives and
D cultures with integrities not totally controlled by the gringo imperialists and
x reformers of this world, nor allow himself to believe that anti-imperialist
. independence movements were not all corrupt and in the pay of the puppet
masters in London or Washington. '

These crucial U@n vision are as much a part of Nostromo as its
characters and plot. Conrad’s novel embodies the same paternalistic arro-
‘ _gance of imperialism that it mocks in characters like Gould and Holroyd.
i Conrad seems to be saying, @stemers will decide who is a good
: native or a bad, because all natives have sufficient existence by virtue of our

recognition. We created them, we taught them to speak and think, and when
they rebel they simply confirm our views of them as silly children, duped
by some of their Western masters.” This is in effect what Americans have
felt about their southern neighbors: that independence is to be wished for
- them so long as it is the kind of ndence we approve of. Anything else
is unacceptable and, worse, finthinkable,

It is no paradox, therefore, that onrad was both anti-imperialist and
imperialist, progressive when it came to rendering fearlessly and pessimisti-
cally the self-confirming, self-deluding corruption of overseas domination,
deeply reactionary when it came to conceding that Africa or South America

could ever have had an independent history or cul which the imperial-
ists-vielently disturbed but by which they were ultimately defeated. Yet lest

we think patronizingly of Conrad as the creature of his own time, we had
better note that recent attitudes in Washington and among most Western
policymakers and intellectuals show little advance over his views. What
Conrad discerned as the futility latent in imperialist philanthropy—whose
intentions include such ideas as “making the world safe for democracy”—
the United States government is still unable to perceive, as it tries to
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implement its wishes all over the globe, especially in the Middle East. At
least Conrad had the courage to see that n‘gguch schemes ever succeed—
because they trap. the planners in more illusions of omnipotence and mis-
leading self-satisfaction (as in Vietnam), and because by their very nature
they falsify the evidence.

All this is worth bearing in mind if Nostromo is to be read with some
attention to its massive strengths and inherent limitations. The newly inde-
pendent state of Sulaco that emerges at the end of the novel is only a smaller,
more tightly controlled and intolerant version of the larger state from which
it has seceded and has now come to displace in wealth and importance.

Conrad allows the reader to see that i%tem Life in one
subordinate realm of experience is imprinted by the fictions and follies of the

dominant realm. But the reverse is true, too, as experience in the dominant
society comes to depend uncritically on natives and their territories per-
ceived as in need of lz mission civilisatrice.

However it is read, Nostromo offers a ofoundly unforgivin w, and it
has quite literally enabled the equally severe view of Western imperialist
illusions in Graham Greene’s The Quiet American or V. S. Naipaul’s 4 Bend
in the River, novels with very different agendas. Few readers today, after
Vietnam, Iran, the Philippines, Algeria, Cuba, Nicaragua, Iraq, would dis-
agree that it is precisely the fervent innocence of Greene’s Pyle or Naipaul’s
Father Huismans, men for whom the native can be educated into “our”
civilization, that turns out to produce the murder, subversion, and endless
instability of “primitive” societies. A similar anger pervades films like Oliver
Stone’s Salvador, Francis Ford Coppola’s Apocalypse Now, and Constantin
Costa-Gavras’s Missing, in which unscrupulous CIA operatives and power-
mad officers manipulate natives and well-intentioned Americans alike.

Yet all these works, which are so indebted to Conrad’s anti-imperialist
irony in Nostromo, argue that the source of the world’s significant action and
life is in the West, whose representatives seem at liberty to visit their
fantasies and philan&ropies upon a mind-deadened Third World. In this
view, the outlying regions of the world have no Tife, history, or culture to
speak of, no independence or integrity worth representing without the West.
And when there is something to be described it is, following Conrad, unut-
terably corrupt, degenerate, irredeemable. But whereas Conrad wrote Nos-
tromo during a period of Europe’s largely uncontested imperialist
enthusiasm, contemporary novelists and filmmakers who have learned his
ironies so well have done their work affer decolonization, after the massive
intellectual, moral, and imaginative overhaul and deconstruction of Western
representation of the non-Western world, after the work of Frantz Fanon,
Amilcar Cabral, C.L.R. James, Walter Rodney, affer the novels and plays of

i
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Chinua Achebe, Ngugi wa Thiongo, Wole Soyinka, Salman Rushdie, Ga-
briel Garcia Mirquez, and many others.

Thus Conrad has passed along his residual imperialist propensities, al-
though his heirs scarcely have an excuse to justify the often subtle and
unreflecting bias of their work. This is not just a matter of Westerners who
do not have enough sympathy for or comprehension of foreign cultures—
since there are, after all, some artists and intellectuals who have, in effect,
crossed to the other side—Jean Genet, Basil Davidson, Albert Memmi, Juan
Goytisolo, and others. What is perhaps more relevant is the political willing-
ness to take seriously the alternatives to_imperialism, among them the
existence of other cultures and societies, Whether one believes that Conrad’s
extraordinary fiction confirms habitual Western suspicions about Latin
America, Africa, and Asia, or whether one sees in novels like Nostromo and
Great Expectations the lineaments of an astonishingly durable imperial world-
view, capable of warping the perspectives of reader and author equally: bozh
those ways of reading the real alternatives seem @ d: The worlq tf)day
does not exist as a spectacle about which we can be either pessim.lsnc or
optimistic, about which our “texts” can be either ingenious or boring. All
such attitudes involve the deployment of power and interests. To the extent
that we see Conrad both criticizing and reproducing the imperial ideology
of his time, to that extent we can characterize our own present attitudes:
the projection, or the refusal, of the wish to dominate, the cap:.mity to fizilmn,
or the energy to comprehend and engage with other societies, traditions,
histories.

The_world has changed since Conrad and Dickens in ways that have
sumrim alarmed, metropolitan Europeans and Amerigzﬂirw_ho
now confront large non-white immigrant populations in their midst, and
face an impressive roster of newly empowered voices asking for their narra-
tives to be heard. The point of my book is that such populations and voices
have been there for some time, thanks to the globali rocess set in motion
by modern imperialism; to ignore or otherwise discount the overlapping
experience of Westerners and Orientals, the i ence of cultural
terrains in which colonizer and colonized co-existed and battled each other
through projections as well as rival geographies, narratives, and histories, is
to miss what is essential about the world in the past century.

For the first time, the history of imperialism and its culture can now be
studied as neither monolithic nor reductively compartmentalized, separate,
distinct. True, there has been a disturbing eruption of separatist andc&-
vinist discourse, whether in India, Lebanon, or Yugoslavia, or in Afrocentric,
Tslamocentric, or Eurocentric proclamations; far from invalidating the strug-
gle to be free from empire, these reductions of cultural discourse actually
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prove the validity of a fundamental liberationist energy that animates the
wish to be independent, to speak freely and without the burden of unfair
domination. The only way to understand this energy, however, is histori-
cally: and hence th i hical and histori d
in_this book. In our wish to make ourselves heard, we tend very often to
forget that the world is a crowded place, and that if everyone were to insist
on the radical purity or priority of one’s own voice, all we would have would
be the awful din of unending strife, and a bloody political mess, the true
horror of which is beginning to be perceptible here and there in the re-
emergence of racist politics in Europe, the cacophony of debates over
political correctness and identity politics in the United States, and—to speak
about my own part of the world—the intolerance of religious prejudice and
illusionary promises of Bismarckian despotism, 4 la Saddam Hussein and his
numerous Arab epigones and counterparts. )

What a sobering and inspiring thing it is therefore not just to read one’s
own side, as it were, but also to grasp how a great artist like Kipling (few
more imperialist and reactionary than he) rendered India with such skill, and
how in doing so his novel Kim not only depended on a long history of
Anglo-Indian perspective, but also, in spite of i ili
of that perspective in_its insistence on the belief that the Indian reality
required, indeed beseeched British tutelage more or less indefinitely. The
great cultural archive, I argue, is where the intellectual and aesthetic invest-
ments in overseas dominion are made. If you were British or French in the
1860s you saw, and you felt, India and North Africa with a combination of
familiarity and distance, but never with a sense of their separate sovereignty.
In your narratives, histories, travel tales, and explorations your conscious-
ness was represented as the principal authority, an active paﬁrtFEEeTgy
that made sense not just of colonizing activities but of exotic geographies and
peoples. Above all, your sense of power scarcely imagined that those “na-
tives” who appeared either subservient or sullenly uncooperative were ever
going to be capable of finally making you give up India or Algeria. Or of

' saying anything that might perhaps contradict, challenge, or otherwise dis-

rupt the prevailing discourse.

Imperialism’s culture was not invisible, nor did it conceal its worldly
affiliations and interests. There is a sufficient clarity in the culture’s major
lines for us to remark the often scrupulous notations recorded there, and also
to remark how they have not been paid much attention. Why they are now
of such interest as, for instance, to spur this and other books derives less
from a kind of retrospective vindictiveness than from a fortified need for
links and connections. One of imperialism’s achievements was to ring the
world close er, and although in the process the separation between
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Europeans and natives was an insidious and fundamentally‘ unjust one,
ard the histori rience of empire as’a com-
(mon one. The task then is to describe it as pertaining to Ir.xdians ar.m'
itishers, Algerians and French, Westerners and Africans, Asians, Latin
Americans, and Australians despite the horrors, the bloodshed, and the
. e e
vengeful bitterness.

/'R%mms—t.c) focus as much as possible on individua.ll wo.rks,.to.mad
em first as great products of the creative or i in
then 0 show them as part of the relationship between culture and empire.
I do not believe that authors are mechanically determined by ideology,.class,
or economic history, but authors are, I also believe, very much in t‘he hlstor.y
of their societies, shaping and shaped by that history and their social ex eri-
ence in different measure. Culture and the aesthetic forms it contains derlv.e
from historical experience, which in effect is one of the main su'bjcct.s of ?hls
book. As I discovered in writing Orientalism, you cannot grasp hlst-orlcal
experience by lists or catalogues, and no matter ho.w much you provide by
way of coverage, some books, articles, authors, and ma&a:e.g'mngt_oﬁ_lgft
out. Instead, I have tried to look at what I consider to be u_;l_p'_(gt_agt a.nd
essential things, conceding in advance that selectivity and conscious chou:.e
ave had to rule what I have done. My hope is that readers and critics of this
book will use it to further the lines of inquiry and arguments about the
historical experience of imperialism put forward in it. In disFussing and
analyzing what in fact is ag@(, I have had to be.occa5}onally both
general and summary; yet no one, I am sure, would wish this book any

longer than it is! .

Moreover, there are several empires that I do not discuss: the Austro-
Hungarian, the Russian, the Ottoman, and the Spanish and Portuguc?s?.
These omissions, however, are not at all meant to suggest that Russia’s
domination of Central Asia and Eastern Europe, Istanbul’s rule over the
Arab world, Portugal’s over what are today’s Angola and Mozambique,_ and
Spain’s domination in both the Pacific and Latin Afne:rica have been extl_ler
benign (and hence approved of)) or any less imperialist. .What. am sayin
about 1 ican-i ial experience is tha ‘h?s
@W@Englam of course is in
an imperial class by itself, bigger, grander, more imposin'g tha{x any ot.her;
for almost two centuries France was in direct competition with it. Since
narrative plays such a remarkable part in the imperigl quest, it is therefor‘e
not surprising that France and (especially) England have an M-
tion of novel-writing, unparalleled elsewhere. America began as an empire
during the nineteenth century, but it was in the second half of the twentieth,
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after the decolonization of the British and French empires, that it directly
followed its two great predecessors.

There are two additional reasons for focussing as I do on these three. One
is that the idea of overseas rule—jumping beyond adjacent territories to very
distant Tands—has a privileged status in these three cultures, This idea has
a lot to do with projections) whether in fiction or geography or art, and it
acquires a continuous presence through actual expansion, administration,
investment, and commitment. There is something systematic about imperial
culture therefore that is not as evident in any other empire as it is in Britain’s
or France’s and, in a different way, the United States’. When I use the phrase
“a structure of attitude and reference,” this is what I have in mind. Second
is that these countries are the three in whose orbits I was born, grew up, and
now live. Although I feel at home in them, I have remainied; 55 a native from
the Arab and Muslim world, someone wh;%wﬂm
This has enabled me in a sense to live on both sides, and to try to mediate
between them.

In fine, this is a book about the past and the present, about “us” and
“them,” as each of these things is seen by the various, and usually opposed
and separated, parties. [ts moment, so to speak, is that of the period after the
Cold War, when the United States has emerged as the last superpower. To
live there during such a time means, for an educator and intellectual with
a background in the Arab world, a number of quite particular concerns, all
of which have inflected this book, as indeed they have influenced everything

- I have written since Orientalism,

First is a depressing sense that one has seen and read about current
American policy formulations before. Each great metropolitan center that
aspired to global dominance has said, and alas done, many of the same things.
There is always the appeal to power and national interest in running the
affairs of lesser peoples; there is the same destructive zeal when the going
gets a little rough, or when natives rise up and reject a compliant and
unpopular ruler who was ensnared and kept in place by the imperial power;
there is the horrifically predictable disclaimer that “we” are exceptional, not
imperial, not about to repeat the mistake of earlier powers, a disclaimer that
has been routinely followed by making'the mistake, as witness the Vietnam
and Gulf wars. Worse yet has been the amazing, if often passive, collabora-
do&mese practices on the part of ilmm&se
positions at home are progressive and full of admirable sentiments, but the
opposite when it comes to what is done abroad in their name.

It is my (perhaps illusory) hope that a history of the imperial adventure
rendered in cultural terms might therefore serve some illustrative and even
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xxiv Introduction

deterrent purpose. Yet though imperialism implacably advanced during the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, resistance to it also advanced. Methodo-
logically then I try to show the my no means
exempts the aggrieved colonized peoples from criticism; as any survey of
post-colonial states will reveal, the fortunes and misfortunes of nationalism,
of what can be called separatis%rmmmmw&% a
flattering story. It too must be told, if only to show that there have always
been alternatives to Idi Amin and Saddam Hussein. Western imperialism
and Third World .nationalism feed off each other, but even at their worst
they are neither monolithic nor deterministic. Besides, culture is not mono-
lithic either, and is not the exclusive property of East or West, nor of small
groups of men or women.

Nonetheless the story is a gloomy and often discouraging one. What
tempers it today is, here and there, the emergence of a new intellectual and
political conscience. This is the second concern that went into the making
of this book. However much there are laments that the old course of
humanistic study has been subject to politicized pressures, to what has been
called the culture of complaint, to all sorts of egregiously overstated claims
on behalf of “Western” or “feminist” or “Afrocentric” and “Islamocentric”
values, that is not all there is today. Take as an example the extraordinary
change in studies of the Middle East, which when I wrote Orientalism were
still dominated by an aggressively masculine and condescending ethos. To
mention only works that have appeared in the last three or four years—Lila
Abu-Lughod’s Veiled Sentiments, Leila Ahmed’s Women and Gender in Islam,
Fedwa Malti-Douglas’s Woman's Body, Woman's World*—a very different sort
of idea about Islam, the Arabs, and the Middle East has challenged, and to

a considerable degree undermined, the old despotism. Such works are femi-

nist, BuLn_o_t_e@Bgmst'r they demonstrate the diversity and complexity of

* experience that works beneath the totalizing discourses of Orientalism and

of Middle East (overwhelmingly male) nationalism; they are both intellectu-
ally and politically sophisticated, attuned to the best theoretical and histori-
cal scholarship, engaged but not demagogic, sensitive to but not maudlin
about women’s experience; finally, while written by scholars of different
backgrounds and education, they are works that are in dialogue with, and
contribute to, the political situation of women in the Middle East.

Along with Sara Suleri’s The Rbetoric of English India and Lisa Lowe’s
Critical Terrains? revisionist scholarship of this sort has varied, if it has not

altogether broken up the geogr. the Middle East and India-ashomog-
enous, reductively understood domains. Gone are the binary oppositions

dear to the nationalist and imperialist enterprise. Instead we begin to sense
that old authority cannot simply be replaced by new authority, but that new
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aligr?mer.xts ma.de cross borders, types, nations, and essences are rapidly
coming into view, it is those new alignments that now provoke and
challenge the fundamentally static notion of identity that has been the core
of cultural thought during the era of imperialism. Throughout the exchange
between Europeans and their “others” that began systematically half a
millennium ago, the one idea that has scarcely varied is that there is an “us”
and a “them,” each quite settled, clear, unassailably self-evident. As I discuss
it in Orientalism, the division goes back to Greek thought about barbarians
but, whoever originated this kind of “identity” thought, by the nineteenth
century it had become the hallmark of imperialist cultures as well as those
cultures trying to resist the encroachments of Europe.

We are still the inheritors of that style by which one is defined by the
nation, which in turn derives its authority from a supposedly unbroken
tradition, In the United States this concern ovepCultural identity has of
course yielded up the contest over what books arﬁﬁo’ﬁﬂ{ctznstimte
“our” tradition. In the main, trying to say that this or that book i (or is not
part of “our” tradition is one of the most debilitating exercises imaginable.
Besides, its excesses are much more frequent than its contributions to histor-

ical accuracy. For the record then, I have no patience with the position that
“we” should only or mainly be concerned with what is “ours,” any more than
I can condone reactions to such a view that require Arabs to read Arab books,
umm and the like. As C.L.R. James used to say, Beethover;g

i

belongs as much to West Indians as he does to Germans, since his music is;
now part of theelffin

Yer the ideological concern over identity is understandably entangled
Wi.th the interests and agendas of various groups—not all of them oppressed
minorities—that wish to set priorities reflecting these interests. Since a great
deal of this book is all about what to read of recent history and how to read
it, I shall only quickly summarize my ideas here. Before we can agree on
Yvhat. the American identity is made of, we have to concede that as an
Immigrant settler society superimposed on the ruins of considerable native
prfasenchmerican identity is too varied to be a unitary and homogenous
thing; indeed the battle within it is between advocates of a unitary identity
and. those who see the whole as a complex but not reductively unified one.
’Fhls opposition implies two different perspectives, two historiographies, one
linear and subsuming, the other€ntrapuntalind often nomadic. ,

My argument is that only the second perspective is fully sensitive to the
f'eallty of historical experience. Part use of empire, all cultures are
involved in one another; HOHWM’ heteroge-
nous, extraordinarily differentiated,-and-unmonelithic. This, 1 believe, is as

true of the contemporary United States as it is of the modern Arab world,
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where in each instance respectively so much has been made of the dangers
of “un-Americanism” and the threats to “Arabism.” Defensive, reactive, and

even paranoi i ism is, alas, frequently woven into the v bric of

education, wfllqmshﬂdmn—a&weﬂ—as—oldewudems—afmwmte
and celebrate the uniqueness of heir tradition (usually and invidiously at Fhe
expense of others). It is to such uncritical and unthinking forms ?f education
and thought that this book is addressed—as a corrective, as a patdent alterna-
tive, as a frankly exploratory possibility. In its writing I have availed myself
Tof the utopian space still provided by the university, which I believe must
remain a place where such vital issues are investigated, discussed, reflected
on. For it to become a site where social and political issues are actually either
imposed or resolved would be to remove the university’s function and turn
it into an adjunct to whatever political party is in power.

" 1 do not wish to be misunderstood. Despite its extraordinary cultural
diversity, the United States is, and will surely remain, a coherent nation. The
same is true of other English-speaking countries (Britain, New Zealand,
Australia, Canada) and even of France, which now contains large groups of
immigrants. Much of the polemical divisiveness and polarized debflte F}?at
Arthur Schlesinger speaks of as hurting the study of history in The Disuniting
of America is there of course, but it does not, in my opinion, port?nd a
dissolution of the republic® On_the whole it is better to explore hfstory
rather than to repress or deny it; the fact that the United States contains so

mm—now clamoring for attention, is by no means
to be suddenly feared since many of them were always there, and out of
them 4% American society and politics (and even a style of historical writing)
ere in fa ed. In other words, the result of present debates over
Mdly likely to be “Lebanonization,” and if these debates
point a way for political changes and changes in the way women, minorities,
and recent immigrants see themselves, then that is not to be fea.red or
defended against. What does need to be remembered is that narratives of
emancipation and enlightenment in their strongest form were alsa narratives
of integration not separation, the stories of people who had been excluded
frmho were now fighting for a place in it. And if the
old and habitual ideas of the main group were not flexible or generous
enough to admit new groups, then these ideas need changing, a far better
thing to do than reject the emerging groups.
The last point I want to make is that this book is afi exile’s boo - For
objective reasons that I had no control over, I grew a
estern education. Ever since I can remember, I have felt that I belonged
to both worlds, without being completely of either one or the other. During
my lifetime, however, the parts of the Arab world that I was most attached
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to either have been changed utterly by civil upheavals and war, or have
simply ceased to exist. And for long periods of time I have been an outsider
in the United States, particularly when it went to war against, and was
deeply opposed to, the (far from perfect) cultures and societies of the Arab
world. Yet when I say “exile” T.do not.m i i n
the contrary belonging, as it were, to both sides of the imperial divide
enables you to understand them more easily. Moreover § |
the whole of this book was written, is in so many ways the<exilic city par
excellence; it also contains within itself the Manichean structure of the colo-
nial city described by Fanon. Perhaps all this has stimulated the kinds of
interests and interpretations ventured here, but these circumstances cer-
tainly made it possible for me to feel as if I belon ed to more than one
history and more than one group. As to m
ame normal sense of belonging to only one

culture and feeling a sense of loyalty to only one nation, the reader must
now decide. ‘

The argument of this book was first presented in various lecture series given
at universities in the United Kingdom, the United States, and Canada from
1985 to 1988. For these extended opportunities, I am greatly indebted to
faculty and students at the University of Kent, Cornell University, the
University of Western Ontario, the University of Toronto, the University of
Essex, and, in a considerably earlier version of the argument, the University
of Chicago. Later versions of individual sections of this book were also
delivered as lectures at the Yeats International School-at Sligo, Oxford
University (as the George Antonius Lecture at St. Antony’s College), the
University of Minnesota, King’s College of Cambridge University, the
Princeton University Davis Center, Birkbeck College of London University,
and the University of Puerto Rico. My gratitude to Declan Kiberd, Seamus
Deane, Derek Hopwood, Peter Nesselroth, Tony Tanner, Natalie Davis and
Gayan Prakash, A. Walton Litz, Peter Hulme, Deirdre David, Ken Bates,
Tessa Blackstone, Bernard Sharrett, Lyn Innis, Peter Mulford, Gervasio
Luis Garcia, and Maria de los Angeles Castro for the favor of inviting, and
then hosting, me is warm and sincere’ In 1989 I was honored when I was
asked to give the first Raymond Williams Memorial Lecture in London; I
spoke about Camus on that occasion, and thanks to Graham Martin and the
late Joy Williams, it was a memorable experience for me. I need hardly say
that many parts of this book are suffused with the ideas and the human and
moral example of Raymond Williams, a good friend and a great critic.

I shamelessly availed myself of various intellectual, political, and cultural
associations as I worked on this book. Those include close personal friends
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¥l;:)n all;:.also editors of journals in which some of these pages first appeared:
s itchell (of Critical Inquiry), Richard Poirier (of Raritan Review) Ber;
'nnenberg (of Grand Street), A Sivanandan (of Race and Class) J:)Ann
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CHAPTER ONE

OVERLAPPING

TERRITORIES,

INTERTWINED
HISTORIES

Silence @Mmbmas the order of the day. Some of the silences

were broken, and some were maintained by authors who lived with and within

the policing strategies. What I am interested in are the strategies for break-
. . -—g—————%m—_
ng it.

-

TonI Morrison, Playing in the Dark

History, in other words, is not a calculating machine. It unfolds in the mind and
the imagination, and it takes body in the multifarious responses of a people’s

BasiL Davipson, Africa in Modern History

- ' , (1)
: Empire, Geography, and Cultyre

A eals to the past are among the commonest of strategies in interpreta-
tions of the present. What animates such appeals is not only disagree-

ment about what happened in the Past and what the past was, but

ncertainty about whether the past really is past, over and conc or
: mmf discussions—about influence, about blame and judgement,
I ‘ about present actualities and future priorities.
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4 OVERLAPPING TERRITORIES

In one of his most famous early critical essays, T. S. Eliot takes up a

similar constellation of issues, and although the occasion as well as the

intention of his essay is almost purely aesthetic, one can use his formulations
to inform other realms ’og experience. The poet, Eliot says, is obviously
an individual talent, but he works within a_tradition that cannot be

merely inherited but can only be obtained “by great labour.” Tradition, he
continues,

involves, in the first place, the historical sense, which we may call
nearly i@&x&b@_wmhummmw?
beyond his twenty-fifth year; and the historical sense involves a percep-
tion, not only of the @asm:?:gf the past, but of itsé;@; the
historical sense compels @ man t write not merely with his own
generation in his bones, but with a feeling that the whole of the
literature of Europe from Homer and within it the whole of the litera-
ture of his own country has a simultaneous existence and composes a
simultaneous order. This historical sense, which is a sense of the time-
less as well as of the temporal and of the timeless and of the temporal
together, is what makes a writer traditional. And it is at the same time
what makes a writer most acutely co&igﬁoj_h_is\@e/in_ﬁ_m_e, of his
own contemporaneity.
No poet, no artist of any art, has his complete meaning alone.!

c—

The force of these comments is directed equally, I think, at poets who
think critically and at critics whose work aims at a close appreciation of the
poetic process. The main idea is that even as we must fully comprehend the
pastness of the past, there is no just way in which the past can be quarantined

from the present. Past and present inform each other, each impliesthe other_
and, i

in the totally ideal sense intended by Eliot, each co-exists with the
other. What Eliot proposes, in short, is @on of literary tradition that,
while it respects temporal succession, is not manded by it
Neither past nor present, any more than any poet or artist, has a complete
meaning alone. ' :
Eliot’s synthesis of past, present, and future, however, is idealistic and in
important ways a function of his own peculiar history;? also, its conception
of time leaves out the combativeness with which individuals and institutions

decide on what is tradition and what is not, what relevant and what not. But
his central idea is valid: how we formulate or represent the past shapes our

understanding and views of the present, Let me give an example. During the
ulf War of 1990—91, the collision between Iraq and the United States was

B e —
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‘a function of two fundamentally opposed histories, each used to advantage
by the official establishment of each country. As construed by the Iraqi Baath
Party, modern Arab history shows the unrealized, unfulfilled promise of
Arab independence, a promise traduced both by “the West” and B;;Nx;r}migfe
array of more recent enemies, like Arab reaction and Zionism. Iraqg’s bloody
occupation of Kuwait was, therefore, justified not only on Bismarckian

grounds, but also because it was believed that the Arabs had to right the
wrongs done against them and wrest from imperialism one of its greate;t
prizes. Conm American view of the past, the United States was
not a classical imperial a-tighter of wrongsw;;ﬁ_ﬁ“awtﬁﬂé'ﬁ-l"d: in
pursuit of tyranny, in defense of freedom no matter the place or cost. The
war inevitably pitted these versions of the past against each other.

Eliot’s ideas about the complexity of the relationship between past and
present are particularly suggestive in the debate over the meaning of “impe-
sialism,” a word and an idea today so controversial, so fraught with all sorts
of questions, doubts, polemics, and ideological premises as nearly to resist
use altogether-To some extent of course the debate involves definitions and
attempts at delimitations of the very notion itself was imperialism_princi-
pally economic, how far did i d were its causes, was it system-
atic, when (or whether) did it end? The roll call of names who have
contributed to the discussion in Europ?and America is impressive: Kaursky,
Hilferding, Luxemburg, Hobson, Lenin, Schumpeter, Arendt, Magdoff, Paul
Kennedy. And in recent years such works published in the United States as
Paul Kennedy’s The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, the revisionist history
of William Appleman Williams, Gabriel Kolko, Noam Chomsky, Howard
Zinn, and Walter Lefeber, and studious defenses or explanations of Ameri-
can policy as non-imperialist written by various strategists, theoreticians,
and sages—all this has kept the question of imperialism, and its applicability
(or not) to the United States, the main power of the day, very much alive.

These authorities debated largely political and economic questions. Yet
scarcely any attention has been paid to what I believe is the privileged role
of culture in the modern imperial experience, and little notice taken of the

fact that the extraordinary global reach of classic 'llelﬁﬁnlb:.aﬂ_dm%ﬂ'
twentieth-century European imperialism_still asts a_considerable shadow

over our own times. Hardly any North American, African, European, Latin
American, Indian, Caribbean, Australian {ndividual—the list is very long—
who is alive today has not been touched by the empires of the past. Britain
and France between them controlled immense territories: Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, the colonies in North and South America and the Caribbean,
large swatches of Africa, the Middle East, the Far East (Britain will hold
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Hong Kong as a colony until 1997), and the Indian subcontinent in its
entirety—all these fell under the sway of and in time were liberated from
British or French rule; in addition, the United States, Russia, and several
lesser European countries, to say nothing of Japan and Turkey, were also
imperial powers for some or all of the nineteenth century. This pattern of
dominions or possessions laid the groundwork f is in effect a
fully global world. Electronic communications, the global extent of trade, of
availability of resources, of travel, of information about weather patterns and
ecological change have joined together even the most distant corners of the

world. This set of patterns, I believe, was first established and made possible
_by the modern empires. :

Now I am temperamentally and philosophically opposed to vast system-
building or to totalistic theories of human history. But I must say that having
studied and indeed(ived within the modern empires, I am struck by how
constantly expanding, how inexorably integrative they were. Whether in
Marx, or in conservative works like those by J. R. Seeley, or in modern
analyses like those by D. K. Fieldhouse and C. C. Eldridge (whose England's
Mission is a central work),’ one is made to see that the British empire
integrated and fused things within it, and taken together it and other empires

made the world one. Yetno individual, and certainly-not I, can see or fully
grasp this whole imperial world. '

When we read the debate between contemporary historians Patrick
.O'Brien* and Davis and Huttenback (whose important book Mammon and the
Pursuit of Empire tries to quantify the actual profitability of imperial activi-
ties),’ or when we look at earlier debates such as the Robinson-Gallagher
controversy, or at the work of the dependency and world-accumulation
economists André Gunder Frank and Samir Amin,’ as literary and cultural
historians, we are compelled to ask what all this means for interpretations
of the Victorian novel or of French historiography, of Italian grand
opera, of German metaphysics of the same period. We are at a point in our

ork when we can no longer ignore empires and the imperial context in our
studies. To speak, as O'Brien does, of “the propaganda for an expanding
empire [which] created illusions of security and false expectations that high
returns would accrue to those who invested beyond its boundaries™ is in

effect to speak of an gmﬁ"\‘ phero created by both empire and novels, by racial
theory and geographical speculation, by the concept of national identity and
_urban (or rural) routine. The phrase “false expectations” suggests Great
Expectations, “invested beyond its boundaries” suggests Joseph Sedley and

Becky Sharp, “created illusions,” suggests lllusions perdues—the crossings
y p gg P \_—/g

over between culture and imperialism are compelling.
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It is difficult to connect these different realms, to show the involvements

of culture with expanding empires, to_make observations—sbeut-are-that
preserve its unique endowments and at the same time map its affiliations,
but, I submit, we must attempt this, and set the art in the global, earthly

context. Territory and possessions are at stake, geography and power. Ev-

_ erything about human history is zooted in the earth, which has meant that

we must think about habitation, but it has also meant that people have
planned to sve more territory and therefore must do something about its
indigenous residents. At some very basic level, imperialism means thinking

abou, settling on, controlling land that you do not possess, that is distant,

t@@m@er& For all kinds of reasons it attracts some
people and often involves untold misery for others. Yet it is generally true
that literary historians who study the great sixteenth-century poet Edmund
Spenser, for example, do not connect his bloodthirsty plans for Ireland,
where he imagined a British army virtually exterminating the native inhabi-
tants, with his poetic achievement or with the history of British rule over
Ireland, which continues today.

For the purposes of this book, I have maintained a focus on actual contests
over land and the land’s people. What I have tried to do is a kind of

geographical inquiry-into historical experience, and I have kept in mind the
idea that the earth is in effect one world, in which empty, uninhabited spaces
virtually do not exist. Just as none of us is outside or beyond geography,
none of us is completely free from the struggle over geography. That
struggle is complex and interesting because it is not only about soldiers and
cannons but alsp_about ide forms, about images and imaginings.
A whole range of people in the so-called Western or metropolitan world,
as well as their counterparts in the Third or formerly colonized world, share
a sense that the era of high or classical imperialism, which came to a climax
in what the historian Eric Hobsbawm has so interestingly described as “the

age of empire” and more or less formally ended with the dismantling of the

- great colonial structures after World War Two, has in one way or another

continued to exert considerable cultural influence in the present. For all
sorts of reasons, they feel a new urgency about undefstanding thewpastness
or not of the past, and this urgency is carried over into perceptions of the
present and the future.

At the center of these perceptions is a fact that few dispute, namely, that
during the nineteenth century ompared with
which the powers of Rome, Spain, Baghdad, or Constantinople in their day
were far less formidable—was concentrated in Britain and F rance, and later
in other Western countries (the United States, especially). This century
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climaxed “the/fise of the West,”’and Western power allowed the imperial
metropolitan centers to acquire and accumulate territory and subjects on a

truly astonishing scale. Consider that in 18oo Western powers claimed s
percent but actually held approximately 35 percent of the earth’s surface, and

that by 1878 the proportion was 67 percent, a rate of increase of 83,000 square
miles per year. By 1914, the annual rate had risen to an astonishing 240,000
square miles, and Europe held a grand total of roughly 85 percent of the
earth as colonies, protectorates, dependencies, dominions,-and common-
wealths.? No other associated set of colonies in history was as large, none so
totally dominated, none so unequal in power to the Western metropolis. As
a result says Wllham McNeill in The Pursuit of Power, “the world was united
int s ne 10 And in Europe itself at the
end of the nineteenth century, scarcely a corner of life was untouched by the
facts of empire; the economies were hungry for overseas markets, raw
materials, cheap labor, and hugely profitable land, and defense and foreign-
policy establishments were more and more committed to the maintenance
of vast tracts of distant territory and large numbers of subjugated peoples.
When the Western powers were not in close, sometimes ruthless competi-
tion with one another for more colonies—all modern empires, says V. G.

jernan,'! imitat nother—they were hard at work setiling, survey-
ing, studying, and of course ruling the territories under their jurisdictions.

The American experience, as Richard Van Alstyne makes clear in The
Rising American Empire, was from the beginning founded upon the idea of “an
imperium—a do ate or sovereignty that wou and in population
and territory, and increase in strength and power.”'? There were claims for

- North American territory to' be made and fought over (with astonishing

success); there were native peoples to be dominated, variously exterminated,
variously dislodged; and then, as the republic increased in age and hemi-
spheric power, there were distant lands to be designated. vital to American
interests, to be intervened in and fought over—e.g,, the Philippines, the
Caribbean, Central America, the “Barbary Coast,” parts of Europe and the
Middle East, Vietnam, Korea. Curiously, though, so influential has been the
discourse insisting on American specialness, altruism, and opportunity that
“imperialism” as a word or ideology has turne rarel

in accounts of United States culture, politics, history. But_the connection
between imperial politics and culture is astonishingly direct. American
attitudes to Aferiean “greatness,Sto hierarchies of race, to the perils of ozher
revolutions (the American revolution being considered unique and some-
how unrepeatable anywhere else in the world)!* have remained constant,
have dictated, have obscured, the realities of empire, while apologists for
overseas American interests have insisted on American irlrlo_gglgg,_doing
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good, fighting for freedom. Graham Greene’s character Pyle, in The Quiet
‘American, embodies this cultural formation with merciless accuracy.

Yet for citizens of nineteenth-century Britain and France, empire was a
major topic of unembarrassed cultural attention. British India and 1 French
North Africa alone played inestimable roles in the imagination, economy,
political life,-and-social fabric_of British and French society, and if we

mention names like Delacroix, Edmund Burke, Ruskin, Carlyle, James and
John Stuart Mill, Kipling, Balzac, Nerval, Flaubert, or Conrad, we shall be
mapping a tiny corner of a far vaster reality than even their immense
collective talents cover. There were scholars, administrators, travellers, trad-
ers, parliamentarians, merchants, novelists, theorists, speculators, adventur-
ers, visionaries, poets, and every variety of outcast and misfit in the outlying
possessions of these two 1mper1al powers, each of whom contributed to the
formation of a colopial a at.the heart of metropolitan life.
As T shall be using the term, 1mgenahsm means the practice, the theory,
and the attitudes of a dominating metropolitan center ruling a distant terri-
_tory; “colonialism,” which is almost always a consequence of imperialism,
ig the implanting of settlements on_distant territory. As Michael Doyle
puts it: “Empire is a relationship, formal or informal, in which one state con-
trols the effective political sovereignty of another political society. It can
be achieved by force, by political collaboration, by economic, social, or
cultural-dependence. Imperialism is simply the process or policy of estab-
lishing or maintaining an empire.”"* In our time, direct colonialism has
largely ended; imperialism, as we shall see, lingers where it has always been,-
in a kind of general cultural sphere as well as in specific political, ideological,
economic, and social practices.
Neither imperialism nor colonialism is a simple act of accumulation and
acqmsmon Both are supported and perhaps even 1mpel]ed by_lmpj;essj_y_q

mm_dommgmm the vocabulary of classic mneteenth-century 1mpenal cul-
ture is plentiful with words and concepts like “inferior” or “subject races,”

“subordinate peoples,” “dependency,” “expansion,” and “authority.” Out of
the imperial experiences, notions about culture were clarified, reinforced,
criticized, or rejected. As for the curious but perhaps allowable idea propa-
gated a century ago by J. R. Seeley that some of Europe’s overseas empires
were originally acquired absentmindedly, it does not by any stretch of the
imagination account for their inconsistency, persistence, and systematized
acquisition and administration, let alone their augmented rule and sheer
presence. As David Landes has said in The Unbound Prometheus, “the decision
of certain European powers . . . to establish ‘plantations,’ that is to treat their
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colonies as continuous enterprises was, whatever one may think of the
morality, 2 momentous innovation.”'* That is the question that concerns me

here: given the initial, perhaps obscurely derived and motivated move -

toward empire from Europe to the rest of the world, how did the idea and
the practice of it gain the consistency and density of continuous enterprise,
which it did by the latter part of the nineteenth century?

" The primacy of the British and French empires by no means obscures the
quite remarkable modern expansion of Spain, Portugal, Holland, Belgium,
Germany, Iraly, and, in a different way, Russia and the United States. Russia,
however, acquired its imperial territories almost exclusively by adjacence.
Unlike Britain or France, which jumped thousands of miles beyond their
own borders to other continents, Russia moved to swallow whatever land or
peoples stood next to its borders, which in the process kept moving farther
and farther east and south. But in the English and French cases, the sheer
distance of attractive territories sug_rpgngdggwém far-flung inter-
«ests, and that is my focus here, partly because I am interested in examining
the set of cultural forms and structures of feeling which it produces, and
partly because overseas domination is the world I grew up in and still live
in. Russia’s and America’s joint superpower status, enjoyed for a little less
than half a century, derives from quite different histories and from different
imperial trajectories. There are several varieties of domination and re-
sponses to it, but the “Western” one, along with the resistance it provoked,
is the subject of this book.

In the expansion of the great Western empires, profit and hope of further
profit were obviously tremendously important, as the attractions of spices,
sugar, slaves, rubber, cotton, opium, tin, gold, and silver over centuries
amply testify. So also was inertia, the investment in already going enter-
prises, tradition, and the market or institutional forces that kept the enter-
prises going. But there is more than that to imperialism and colonialism.
There was a commitment to them over and above profit, a commitment in
constant circulation and recirculation, which, on the one hand, allowed
decent men and women to accept the notion that distant territories and their
native peoples should be subjugated, and, on the other, replenished metropol-
itan energies so that these decent people could think of the impertum as a
P Imost me sical obligati i inferior, or
less advanced peoples. We must not forget that there was very little domes-
tic resistance to these empires, although they were verym
lished and maintained under adverse and even disadvantageous conditions.
Not only were immense hardships endured by the colonizers, but there was
always the tremendously risky physical disparity berween a small number of

Empire, Geography, and Culture 1

Europeans at a very great distance from home and the much larger number
of natives on their home territory. In India, for instance, by the 1930s “a mere
4,000 British civil servants assisted by 60,000 soldiers and g9o,000 civilians
(businessmen and clergy for the most part) had billeted themselves upon a
country of 300 million persons.” The will, self-confidence, even arrogance
necessary to maintain such a state of affairs can only be guessed at, bu, as
we shall see in the texts of 4 Passage 1o India and Kim, these attitudes are at
east as significant mber le in the army or civil service, or
the millions of pounds England derived from India.

For the enterprise of empire depends upon the sdez of baving an empire, as
Conrad so powerfully seems to have realized, and all kinds of preparations
are made for it within a culture; then in turn imperialism acquires a kind of
coherence, a set of experiences, and a presence of ruler and ruled alike
within the culture. As an acute modern student of imperialism has put it:

Modern imperialism has been an accretion of elements, not all of equal
weight, that can be traced back through every epoch of history. Perhaps
its ultimate causes, with those of war, are to be found less in tangible

material wants than in the uneasy tensions of societies distorted by class

division, with thei ction in distorted ideas in men’s minds.1?
e

One acute indication of how crucially the tensions, inequalities, and injus-
tices of the home or metropolitan society were refracted and elaborated in
the imperial culture is given by the distinguished conservative historian of
empire D. K. Fieldhouse: “The basis of imperial authority,” he says, “was the
mental attitude of the colonist. His acceptance of subordination—whether
through a positive sense of common interest with the parent state, or
through inability to conceive of any alternative—made empire durable.”®
Fieldhouse was discussing white colonists in the Americas, but his general
point goes beyond that: the durability of empire was sustainedﬁ'&)%;iks,c
that of the rulers and that of the distant ruled, and in turn each Tad=a-set of
interpretations of their common history with its own perspective, historical
-sense, emotions, and traditions. What an Algerian intellectual today remem-
bers of his country’s colonial past focusses severely on such events as
France’s military attacks on villages and the torture of prisoners during the
war of liberation, on the exultation over independence in 1962; for his French
counterpart, who may have taken part in Algerian affairs or whose family
lived in Algeria, there is chagrin at having “lost” Algeria, a more positive
attitude toward the French colonizing mission—with its schools, nicely
planned cities, pleasant life—and perhaps even a sense that “troublemakers”
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and communists disturbed the idyllic relati between “us” and “them.”
To a very great degree the era of high nineteenth-century imperialism is
over: France and Britain gave up their most splendid possessions after World
War Two, and lesser powers also divested themselves of their far-flung
dominions. Yet, once again recalling the words of T. S. Eliot, although that
era clearly had an identity all its own, the meaning of the imperial past is
W within it, but has entered the reality of hundreds of
millions of people, where its existence as shared memory and as a highly
ictual texture of culture, ideology, and policy still exercises tremendous
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force. Frantz Fanon says, “We should flatly refuse the situation to which the
Lant

Western countries wish to condemn us. Colonialism and imperialism have
not paid their score when they withdraw their flags and their police forces
from our territories. For centuries the [foreign] capitalists have behaved in
the underdeveloped world like nothing maore than_criminals.”® We must
take stock of the. nostalgia for empire, as well as the anger and resentment
it provokes in those who were ruled, and we must try to look carefully and
integrally at the culture that nurtured the sentiment, rationale, and above all
@@m&m And we must also try to grasp the hegemony of

imperial ideology, which by the end of the nineteenth century had
become completely embedded in the affairs of cultures whose less regretta-
ble features we still celebrate.

There is, I believe, a quite serious split in our critical consciousness today,
which allows us to spend a great deal of time elaborating Carlyle’s and
Ruskin’s aesthetic theories, for example, without giving attention to the
authority that their ideas simultaneously bestowed on the subjugation of
inferior peoples and colonial territories. To take another example, unless we
can comprehend how the great European realistic novel accomplished one

of its principal pumosehmmwm
sent in overseas expansion, a consent that, in J. A. Hobson’s words, “the
smmﬁmpenahsm should utilize the rotctive colours
of...di reste ents’’? such a a reli ,
art—we will misread both the culture s 1mportance and its r resonances in the
“empire, then and now.

Doing this by no means involves hurling critical epithets at European or,
generally, Western art and culture by way of wholesale condemnation. Not
at all. What I want to examine is how the processes of imperialism occurred

eyond the level of economic laws and political decisions, and—by predis-
position, by the authority of recognizable cultural formations, by continuing
consolidation within education, literature, and the visual and musical arts—
were manifested at another very significant level, that of the national culture,
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which we have tended to sanitize as a realm of unchanging intellectual
monuments, free from worldly affiliations. William Blake is unrestrained on
this point: “The Foundation of Empire,” he says in his annotations to
Reynolds’s Discourses, “is Art and Science. Remove them or Degrade them

and the Empire is No more, Empire follows Art and not vice ‘versa as
Englishmen suppose.”?!

What, then, is the connection between the pursuit of national imperial
aims and the general national culture? Recent intellectual and academic
discourse has tended to separate and divide these: most scholars are special-
ists; most of the attention that is endowed with the status of expertise is given
to fairly autonomous subjects, e.g, the Victorian industrial novel, French
colonial policy in North Africa, and so forth. The tendency for fields and
specializations to subdivide and proliferate, I have for a long while argued,
is contrary to an understanding of the whole, when the character, interpreta-
tion, and direction or tendency of cultural experience are at issue. To lose
sight of or ignore the national and international context of, say, Dickens's
representations of Victorian businessmen, and to focus only on the internal
coherence of their roles in his novels is to miss an essential connection
between his fiction and its historical world. m
tion does not reduce or diminish the novels’ value as works of art: on the
contrary, because of their gfor/dliness; because of their complex affiliations
with their real setting, they are more interesting and more valuable as works
of art.

At the opening of Dombey and Son, Dickens wishes to underline the impor-
tance to Dombey of his son’s birth:

- The earth was made for Dombey and Son to trade in, and the sun and

moon were made to give them light. Rivers and seas were formed to
float their ships; rainbows gave them promise of fair weather; winds
blew for or against their enterprises; stars and planets circled in their
orbits, to preserve inviolate a system of which they were the centre.
Common abbreviations took new meanings in his eyes, and had sole
reference to them: A. D. had no concern with anno Domini, but stood
for anno Dombei—and Son.?2

As a description of Dombey’s overweening self-importance, his narcissis-

tic obliviousness, his coercive attitude to his barely born child, the service
performed by this passage is clear. But one must also ask, hayw could Dombey
think that the universe, and the whole of time, was his to tra?i% should
also see in this passage—which is by no means a central one in the novel—
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an assumption specific to a British novelist in the 4os: that, as Raymond
Williams has it, this was “the decisive period i i i
a new phase of civilization was being formed and expressed.” But then, why
does Williams describe “this transforming, liberating, and threatening
time"?? withour reference to India, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia, since
that is where transformed British life expanded to and filled, as Dickens slyly
indicates?

Williams is a great critic, whose work I admire and have learned much
from, but I sense_a limitation in his feeling that English literature is mainly
about England, an idea that is central to his work as it is to that of most

W% .
scholars and critics. Moreover, scholars who write about novels deal more

or less exclusively with them (though Williams is not one of those). These
habits seem to be guided by a powerful if imprecise notion that works of
literature are autonomous, whereas, as I shall be trying to show throughout
this book, the lit itself makes ¢ fe i

participating in Europe’s overseas expansion, and therefore creates what
the practice of empire. True, Dombey is neither Dickens himself nor the
whole of English literature, but the way in which Dickens expresses Dom-
bey’s egoism recalls, mocks, yet ultimately depends on the tried and true
discourses of im%mﬁle ethos, its sense of all
but unlimited opportunities for commercial advancement abroad.

These matters should not be severed from our understanding of the
nineteenth-century novel, any more than literature can be chopped off from
history and society. The supposed autonomy of works of art enjoins a kind
of separation which, I think, imposes an uninteresting limitation that the
works themselves resolutely will not make. Still, I have deliberately ab-
stained from advancing a completely worked out theory of the connection
between literature and culture on the one hand, and imperialism on the
other. Instead, I i ill emerge from their explicit places
Wﬂ&ﬁﬁx@lgpiﬂg7§§@£&?§§!Ei§_‘?jfthere to make
c i evelop, ela xpand, or criticize. Wl\?gimtwl;;réulturev
nor imperialism is inert, and so the connections between them as historical
experiences are dynamic and complex. My principal aim is not to separate

but\@g, and I am interested in this for the main philosophical and

methodological reason that cy re hybri and
e

the time has come in cultural analysis to reconnect their analysis with their
actuality.

Images of the Pass, Pure and Impure 15

(11)

Images of the Past, Pure and Impure

A s the twentieth century moves to a close, there has been a gathering
awareness nearly everywhere of the lines ferween cultures, the divi-
sions and differences that not only allow us to discriminate one culture from
another, but also enable us to see the extent to which cultures are humanly
made structures of both authority and participation, benevolent in what they
include, incorporate, and validate, less benevolent in what they exclude and
demote. .

There is in all nationally defined cultures, I believe, an aspiration to
sovereignty, to sway, and to dominance. In this, French and British, Indian
and Japanese cultures concur. At the same time, paradoxically, we_have
never been as aware as we now are of how oddly hybrid historical and
cultural experiences are, of how they partake of many often contradictory
experiences and domains, cross national boundaries, defy the police action of
simple dogma and loud patriotism. Far from being unitary or monolithic or
autonomous things, cultures actually assume more “foreign” elements, al-
terities, differences, than they consciously exclude. Who in India or Algeria
today can confidently separate out the British or French component of the
past from present actualities, and who in Britain or France can draw a clear
circle around British London or French Paris that would exclude the impact
of India and Algeria upon those two imperial cities?

These are not nostalgically academic or theoretical questions, for as a
brief excursion or two will ascertain, they have important social and political
consequences. Both London and Paris have large immigrant populations
from the former colonies, which themselves hmh
and French culture in their daily life. But that is obvious. Consider, for a
more complex example, the well-known issues of the image of classical
Greek antiquity or of tradition as a determinant of national.identity. Studies
such as Martin Bernal’s Black Athena and Eric Hobsbawm and Terence
Ranger’s The Invention of Tradition have accentuated the extra inary in-
fluence of today’s anxieties and agendas on the pure (ev @rr‘ge/d)) ages
we construct of a privileged, genealogically useful past, a pastin which we
exclude unwanted elements, vestiges, narratives. Thus, according to Bernal,
whereas Greek civilization was known originally to have roots in Egyptian,
Semitic, and various other southern and eastern cultures, it was redesigned
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16 OVERLAPPING TERRITORIES

as “Aryan” during the course of the nineteenth century, its Semitic and
African roots either actively purged or hidden from view. Since Greek
writers themselves openly acknowledged their culture’s hybrid past, Euro-
pean philologists acquired the ideological habit of passing over these embar-
rassing passages without comment, in the interests of Attic purity.?* (One

also recalls that only in the nineteenth century did European historians of

the Crusades begin nor to ibalism among the

Erankish knights, even though eating human flesh is mentioned un-
ashamedly in contemporary Crusader chronicles.)

No less than the image of Greece, images of European authority were
buttressed and shaped, during the nineteenth century, and Wher inthe

(ceremonies, and traditions could this be done? This

by Hobsbawm, Ranger, and the other contribu-
tors to The Invention of Tradition. At a time when the older filaments and
organizations that bound pre-modern societies internally were beginning to
fray, and when the social pressures of administering numerous overseas
territories and large new domestic constituencies mounted, the ruling elites
of Europe felt the clear need to project their power backward in time, giviny

it a history and legitimacy that only tradition and longevity could impart.

Thus in 1876 Victoria was declared Empress of India, her Viceroy Lord
Lytton was sent there on a visit, greeted and celebrated in “traditional”
jamborees and durbars all over the country, as well as in a great Imperial
Assemblage in Delhi, as if her rule was not mainly a matter of power and
unilateral edict, rather than age-old custom.?s
Similar constructions have been _made on the opposite side, that is, by
insurgent “natives” about their pre-colonial past, as in the case of Algeria
during the War of Independence (1954—1962), when decolonization encour-
aged Algerians and Muslims to create images of what they supposed them-
selves to have.beer priorto French colonization. This strategy is at work in
what many national poets or men of letters say and write during indepen-
dence or liberation struggles elsewhere in the colonial world. I want to
underline the mobilizing power of the images and traditions brought forth,
ir fictional, or at ] antically colo fantastic quality. Think
of what Yeats does for the Irish past, with its Cuchulains and its great houses,
which give the nationalist struggle something to revive and admire. In
post-colonial national states, the liabilities of such essences as the Celtic
spirit, #égritude, or Islam are clear: they have much to do not only with the
native manipulators, who also use them to cover up contemporary faults,
corruptions, tyrannies, but also with the embattled imperial contexts out of
which they came and in which they were felt to be necessary.
Though for the most part the colonies have won their independence,

N
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many of the imperial attitudes underlying colonial conquest continue. In 1910
the-Frenchradvocate of colonialism Jules Harmand said:

It is necessary, then, to accept as a principle and point of departure the
fact that there is a hiera of races and civilizations, and that we
belong to the superior race and civilization, still recognizing that, while
superiority confers rights, it imposes strict obligations in_return. 1 he
basic legitimation of conquest over native peoples is the conviction of
our superiority, not merely our mechanical, economic, and military
superiority, but our moral superiority. Our dignity rests on that quality,
and it underlies our right to direct the rest of humanity. Material power
is nothing but a means to that end.2 ‘ e

chy of ra nd on

As a precursor of today’s polemics-about the superiority of Western civiliza-
tion over others, the supreme value of purely Western humanities as ex-
tolled by conservative philosophers like Allan Bloom, the essential
inferiority (and threat) of the non-Westerner as claimed by Japan-bashers,
ideological Orientalists, and critics of “native” regression in Africa and Asia,
Harmand’s declaration has a stunning prescience.

More important than the past itself, therefore, is its bearing upon cultural

attitudes in the present. For reasons that are partly embedded in the imperial
experience, the old divisions between colonizer and-colonized have re-
emerged in what is often referred to as the North-South relationship, which
has entailed defensiveness, various kinds of rhetorical and ideological com-
bat, and a simmering hostility that is quite likely to trigger devastating
wars—in some cases it already has. Are there ways we can reconceive the
imperial experience in other than compartmentalized terms, so as to trans-
form our understanding of both the past and the present and our attitude
toward the future?

We must start by characterizing the commonest ways that people handle
the tangled, many-sided legacy of imperialism, not just those who left the
colonies, but also those who were there in the first place and who remained,
es. Many people in England probably feel a certain remorse or

egretabout their nation’s Indian experience, but there are also many people

who miss the good old days, even though the value of those days, the reason
they ended, and their own attitudes toward native nationalism are all un-
resolved, still volatile issues. This is especially the case when race relations
are involved, for instance during the crisis over the publication of Salman
Rushdie’s The Satanic Verses and the subsequent fzrwa calling for Rushdie’s
death issued by Ayatollah Khomeini.

But, equally, debate in Third World countries about colonialist practice
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and the imperialist ideology that sustained it is extremely lively and diverse.
Large groups of people believe that the bitterness and humiliations of the

experience which virtually enslaved them pevertheless delivered beneﬁts—-éQ€Lé‘£,_Q

liberal ‘ideas, national self-consciousness, and technological goods—that
over time seem to have made imperialism much less unpleasant. Other
people in the post-colonial age retrospectively reflected on colonialism the
better to understand the difficulties of the present in newly independent
states. Real problems of democracy, development, and destiny, are attested
to by the state persecution of intellectuals who carry on their thought and
p_{égicﬁ.;mbliclgz_and,mw—{qbal Ahmad and Faiz Ahmad Faiz
in Pakistan, Ngugi wa Thiongo in Kenya, or Abdelrahman el Munif in
the Arab world—major thinkers and artists whose sufferings have not
blunted the intransigence of their thought, or inhibited the severity of their
punishment.

Neither Munif, Ngugi, nor F aiz, nor any other like them, was anything
but unstinting in his hatred of implanted colonialism or the imperialism that
kept it going. Ironically, they were listened to only partially, whether in the
West or by the ruling authorities in their own sociMy were likely,
on the one hand, to be considered by many Western intellectuals retrospec-
tive Jeremiahs denouncing the evils of a past colonialism, and, on the other,

to be treated by their governments in Saud; Arabia, Kenya, Pakistan as
agents of outside powers i i

of this experience, and indeed of 50 many pos nial experiences, derives
from the limitations of the attempts to deal with relationships that are
Eglarized, radically uneven, remembered differently. The spheres, the sites
of intensity, the agendas, and the constituencies in the metropolitan and
ex-colonized worlds appear to overlap only partially. The small area that i
perceived as common does not, at this point, provide for more than what
might be called a_rbetoric of blame.

I want first to consider the actualities of the intellectual terrains both
common and discrepant in post-imperial public discourse, especially con-
centrating on what in this discourse gives rise to and encourages the rhetoric
and politics of blame. Then, using the perspectives and methods of what
might be called a comparative literature of imperialism, I shall consider the
ways in which a reconsidered or revised notion of how a post-imperial
intellectual attitude might expand the overlapping community between
metropolitan and formerly colonized societies, By looking at the different
experiences-epntr ¥, as making up a set of what I call intertwined and
overlapping histories, I shall try to formulate an alternative both to a politics
of blame and to the even more destructive politics of confrontation and
hostility. A more interesting type of secular interpretation can emerge,

Two Visions in Heart of Darkness 19

altogether more rewarding than the denunciations of the past, the expres-
sions of regret for its having ended, or—even more wasteful because violent
and far too easy and attractive—the hostility between Western and non-
Western cultures that leads to crises. The world is too small and interdepen-
dent to let these passively happen.

(111)

Two Visions in Heart of Darkness

D omination and inequities of power and wealth are perennial facts of
human society. But in today’s global setting they are also interpretable
as having something to do with imperialism, its history, its new forms. The
nations of contemporary Asia, Latin America, and Africa are politically
independent but in many ways are as dominated and dependent as they were
when ruled directly by European powers. On the one hand, this is the
consequence of self-inflicted wounds, critics like V. S, Naipaul are wont to
say: rhey (everyone knows that “they” means coloreds. WOgs, niggers) are to
blame for what “they” d it’s no use droning on about
imperialism. On the other hand, blaming the Europeans sweepingly for the
misfortunes of the present is not much of an alternative. What we need to
do is to look at these matters as a network of interdependent histories that
it would be inaccurate and senseless to repress, useful and interesting to
understand.

. The point here is not complicated. If while sitting in Oxford, Paris, or
New York you tell Arabs or Africans that they belong to a basically sick or
unregenerate culture, you are unlikely to convince them. Even if you prevail
over them, they are not going to concede to you your essential superiority
or your right to rule them despite your evident wealth and power. The
history of this stand-off is manifest throughout colonies where white masters
were once unchallenged but finally driven out. Conversely, the triumphant
natives soon enough found that they needed the West and tmof
tora} independence was a nationalist fiction designed mainly for what Fanon
calls the “nationalist bourgeoisie,” who in turn often ran the new countries

with a callous, exploitative tyranny reminiscent of the departed masters.
And 50 in the late twentieth century the imperial cycle of the last century

in some way replicates itself, although today there are really no big empty

spaces, no expanding frontiers, no exciting new settlements to establish. We
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live in one global environment with a huge numbef of ecologif:al, economic,
social, and political pressures tearing at its only dlmly perceived, basically
uninterpreted and uncomprehended fabric. Anyone with even a vague con-
sciousness of this whole is alarmed at how such remorselessly selﬁtsh and
narrow interests—patriotism, chauvinism, ethnic, religious, a.nd racial ha-
treds—can in fact lead to mass destructiveness. The world simply cannot
afford this many more times.

One should not pretend that models for a harmonious world orde}' are
ready at hand, and it would be equally disingenuous to suppose that ideas
of peace and community have much of a char_lce wl.len powsr is mo.vec.l to
action by aggressive perceptions of “vital national interests or unlxm{ted
sovereignty. The United States’ clash with Iraq and Iraq’s aggression against
Kuwait concerning oil are obvious examples. The Wox?der‘ of it is thag the
schooling for such relatively provincial Lhww
unchecked, uncritically accepted, recurringly replicated in the edusatlon of
gm&er generation. We are all taught to venerate our nations and
awitiqnme taught to pursue their interests with touzhn.ess
gn,d_l,l_l_dlsmgaxd_fQLmh.euoueues, A new and in my opinion appalling
tribalism is fracturing societies, separating peoples, promoting gree(‘i, bloqdy
conftict, and uninteresting assertions of minor ethnic or group pam(:l’l’lanty.
Little time is spent not so much in “learning about other cu%tures —_—the
phrase has an inane vagueness to it—but in studying the map of interactions,
the actual and often productive traffic occurring on a day.-by—d.a.y, and even
minute-by-minute basis among states, societies, groups, 1dex‘1tm?s.

No one can hold this entire map in his or her head, which is why the
geography of empire and the many-sided imperial'experience that »crea}ted
its fandamental texture should be considered first in terms of a few salient
configurations. Primarily, as we look back at the nineteenth century, we see
that the drive toward empire in effect brought most of the earth u_nder the
domination of a handful of powers. To get hold of part of whaF this means,
I propose to look at a specific set of rich cultural documents in \;Erhxch .the
interaction between Europe or America on the one hand and the 1mpena.l-
ized world on the other is animated, informed, made explicit as an experi-
ence for both sides of the encounter. Yet before I do this, hi_storicall.y and
systematically, it is a useful preparation to look at whz}t still remains of
imperialism in recent cultural discussion. This is the residuum of a de_nse,
inMglobal and local at the same time,
and it is also a sign of how the imperial past lives on, arousing argument and
counter-argument with surprising intensity. Because they are contemporary
and easy at hand, these traces of the past in the present point the way to a
study of tWe plural is used advisedly—created by emplre, not
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just the stories of the white man and wo

whose lands and very being were at iss
or ignored.

One significant contemporary debate about the residue of imperialism—
the matter of how “natives” are re in_the Western media—illus-
trates the persistence of such interdependence and overlapping, not only in
the debate’s content but in its form, not only in what is said but also in how
it is said, by whom, where, and for whom. This ears loo ﬁgmﬁ&lgh
it requires a self- Iscipline not easily come by, so well-developed, tempting,

- and ready at hand are the confrontational strategies. In 1984, well before The
Satanic Verses appeared, Salman Rushdie diagnosed the spate of films and

articles about the British Raj, including the television series Te Fewel in the
Crown and David Lean’s film of 4 Pass,

4ge 1o India. Rushdie noted that the
nostalgia pressed into service by these affectionate recollections of British
rule in India coincided with the F alklands War, and that “the rise of Raj
revisionism, exemplified by the huge success of these fictions, is the artistic
counterpart to the rise of conservative ideologies in modern Britain.” Com-
mentators responded to what they considered Rushdie’s wailing and whin-
ing in public and seemed to disregard his principal point. Rushdie w
to make a larger argument, which presumably should have appealed to
intellectuals for whom George Orwell’s well-known description of the intel-
lectual’s place in society as being inside and outside the whale no longer
applied; modern reality in Rushdie’s terms was actually “y his
world without quiet corners [in which] there can be no easy escapes from
history, from hullabaloo, from terrible unquiet fuss."? But Rushdie’s main
point was not the point considered worth taking up and debating. Instead the

main issue for contention was whether things in the Third World hadn’t in
fact declined after the colonies had been emancipa

not be better on the whole to listen to the ra
extremely rare—Third World intellectuals who
their present barbarities, tyrannies, and degrada
histories, histories that were pretty bad before colonialism and that reverted
to that state after colonialism. Hence, ran is argument, better a ruthlessly
honest V. S. Naipaul than an absurdly posturing Rushdie.

One could conclude from the emotions stirred up by Rushdie’s own case,
then and later, that many people in the West came to feel that enough was
enough. After Vietnam and Iran—and note here that these labels are usually
employed equally to evoke American domestic traumsur-

mxgéog the public anguish about the hostages in the 19708) as
much as international conflict and the “loss” of Vietnam and Iran to radical

nationalisms—after Vietnam and Iran, lines had to be defended. Western

man, but also those of the non-whites
ue, even as their claims were denjed

as trying

ted, and whether it might
re—luckily, I might add,
manfully ascribed most of
tions to their own native
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democracy had taken a beating, and even if the physical damage had bee:n
done abroad, there was a sense, as Jimmy Carter once rather oddly put it,
of “mutual destruction.” This feeling in turn led to Westerners rethinking
the whole process of decolonization. Was it not true, ran tht?ir new ev?lua-
tion, that “we” had given “them” progress and modernization? Hadn’t we
provided them with order and a kind of stability that they h.aven’t been able
since to provide for themselves? Wasn't it an atrocious misplaced trust to
believe in their capacity for independence, for it had led to Bokassas anfl
Amins, whose intellectual correlates were people like Rushdie? Shouldn’t
we have held on to the colonies, kept the subject or inferior races in check,
remained true to our civilizational responsibilities?

I realize that what I have just reproduced is not entirely the thing itself,
but perhaps a caricature. Nevertheless it bears an uncomforta.ble resem-
blance to what many people who imagined themselves speaking for the
West said. There seemed little skepticism that a monolithic “West” in fact
existed, any more than-an-entire-¢ i rld descri 'onese‘e-
r. The leap to essences and generalizations
was accompanied by appeals to an imagined history of Western endowments
and free hand-outs, followed by a reprehensible sequence of ungrateful
bitings of that grandly giving “Western” hand. “Why don’t they appreciate
us, after what we did for them?”?8

How easily so much could be compressed into that simple formula of

unappreciated magnanimity! Dismissed or forgotten were the ravaged colo-

nial peoples who for centuries endured summary justice, unending eco-
nomic_oppression, distortion_of their social and intimate lives, and a
récourselesg submission that was the function of unchanging European .supe-
riority. Only to keep in mind the millions of Africans who were squhed to
the slave trade is to acknowledge the unimaginable cost of maintaining that
superiority. Yet dismissed most often are precisely the iflﬁl’?lte numt?er of
traces in the immensely detailed, violent history of colonial intervention—
minute by minute, hour by hour—in the lives of individuals and collectivi-
ties, on both sides of the colonial divide. . .
The thing to be noticed about this kind of contemporary dlSCOlll‘SC,.Wthh
assumes the primacy and even the complete centrality of the West, is how
totalizing is its form, how all-enveloping its attitudes and ges'tures@y
much it shuts out even as it includes, compresses, and consollflpat\e_s; We
suddenly find ourselves transportw time to the late ninetéenth
century. , . .
This imperial attitude is, I believe, beautifully captured in the compli-
cated and rich narrative form of Conrad’s great novella Heart of Darkness,
written between W. On the one hand, the narrator Marlow
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acknowledges the tragic predicament of all speech—that “it is impossible to
convey the life-sensation of any given epoch of one’s existence—that which
makes its truth, its meaning—its subtle and penetrating essence. ... We live,
as we dream—alone”?—yet still manages to convey the enormous power
of Kurtz's African experience through his own overmastering narrative of his
voyage into the African interior toward Kurtz. This narrative in turn is

connected directly with the redemptive force, as well as the waste and

e, as w
_horror, of Europe’s mission in the dark-woeld. Whatever is Io or elided or

even simply made up in Marlow’s immensely compelling fecitatio is com-
pensated for in the narrative’s sheer historical momentum, the temporal
forward movement—with digressions, descriptions, exciting encounters,
and all. Within the narrative of how he journeyed to Kurtz’s Inner Station,
whose source and authority he now becomes, Marlow moves backward and
forward materially in small and large spirals, very much the way episodes
in the course of his journey up-river are then incorporated by the principal
forward trajectory into what he renders as “the heart of Africa.”

Thus Marlow’s encounter with the improbably white-suited clerk in the
middle of the jungle furnishes him with several digressive paragraphs, as
does his meeting later with the semi-crazed, harlequin-like Russian who has
been so affected by Kurtz's gifts. Yet underlying Marlow’s inconclusi sS
his evasions, his arabesque meditations i lings and j is the

' unrelenting course of the journey itself, which, despite all the many obsta-

heart of it all, Kurtz’s ivory-trading(empire. Conrad wants us to see how
Kurtz’s great looting adventure, Marlow’s journey up the river, and the
narrative itself all share a common theme: Europeans performing acts of
imperial mastery and will in (or about) Africa,
~ What makes Conrad diffierent from the othier colonial writers who were
his contemporaries is that, for reasons having partly to do with the colonial-
ism that turned him, a Polish expatriate, into an employee of the imperial
system, he was so self-conscious about what he did. Like most of his other
tales, therefore, Heart of Darkness cannot just be a straightforward recital of
Marlow’s adventures: it is also a dramatization of Marlow himself, the
former wanderer in colonial regions, telling his story to a group of British
listeners at a particular time and in a specific place. That this group of people
is drawn largely from the business world is Conrad’s way of emphasizing the
fact that during the 189os the business of empire, onc adventur d
often individualistic enterprise, had become the empire of business. (Coinci-
mm;&m%ckmden an
explorer, geographer, and Liberal Imperialist, gave a series of lectures on
imperialism at the London Institute of Bankers:3 perhaps Conrad knew

cles, is sustained through the jungle, thﬁ(ﬁ'fi:me, through hardship, to the
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about this.), Alth: the almost oppressive force of Marlow’s narrative
leaves us with a quite accurate sense that there is no way out of the sovereign
h@;—_//lxmsmand that it has the power of a system repre-
senting as well as speaking for everything within its dominion, Conrad
shows us that what Marlow does is t, acted out for a set of
like-minded British hearers, and limited to that situation.

Yet neither Conrad nor Marlow gives us a full view of what is outside the
world-conquering attitudes embodied by Kurtz, Marlow, the circle of listen-
ers on the deck of the Nellie,and Conrad-By that I mean that Hear? of Darkness
works so effectively because its politics and aesthetics are, so to speak,
imperialist, which in the closing years of the nineteenth century seemed to
be at the same time an aesthetic, politics, and even epistemology inevitable
and unavoidable. For if we cannot truly understand someone else’s experi-
ence and if we must therefore depend upon the assertive authority of the sort
of power that Kurtz Mw in the jungle or that Marlow,
another white man, wields as narrator, there is no use looking for other,
non-imperialist alternatives; the system has simply eliminated them and
made them unthinkable. The circularity, the perfect closure of the whole
thing is not only aesthetically but also mentally unassailable.

Conrad is so self-conscious about situating Marlow’s tale in a narrative
moment that he allows us simultaneously to realize after all that imperial-
ism, far from swallowing up its own history, was taking place in and was
circumscribed by a larger history, one just outside the tightly inclusive circle
of Europeans on the deck of the Nellie. As yet, however, no one seemed to
inhabit that-region, and so Conrad left it empty. _

Conrad could probably never have used Marlow to present anything
other than an imperialist world-view, given what was available for either
Conrad or Marlow to see of the non-European at the time. Independence
was for whites and Europeans; the lesser or subject peoples were to be ruled;
@WWMTNQ Conrad scrupu-
lgusly recorded the differences between the disgraces of Belgian and British
colonial attitudes, but he could only imagine the world carved up into one
or another Western sphere of dominion. But because Conrad also had an
extraordinarily persistent residual sense of his own exilic marginality, he
quite carefully (some would say maddeningly) qualified Marlow’s narrative
with the provisionality that came from standing at the very juncture of this
world with another, unspecified but different. Conrad was certainly not a
great imperialist entrepreneur like Cecil Rhodes or Frederick Lugard, even
though he understood perfectly how for each of them, in Hannah Arendt’s
words, to enter “the maelstrom of an unending process of expansion, he will,
as it were, cease to be what he was and obey the laws of the process, identify

M
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himself with anonymous forces that he is supposed to serve in order to keep
the whole process in motion, he will think of himself as mere function, and
eventually consider such ﬁmctim dynamic
trend, his highest possible achievement.”*! Conrad’s realization is that if, like
narrative, imperialism has monopolized the entire system of representa-
tion—which in the case of Heart of Darkness allowed it to speak for Africans
as well as for Kurtz and the other adventurers, including Marlow and his
audience—your self-consciousness as an outsider can allow you actively to
comprehend how the machine works, given that you and it are fundamen-
tally not in perfect synchrony or correspondence. Never the wholly incor-

porated and fully acculturated Englishman, Conrad therefore preserved an

ironic distance in each of his works.
The form of Conrad’s narrative has thus made it possible to derive two _

possible arguments, two visions, in the post-colonial world that succeeded

his. One argument allows the old imperial enterprise full scope to play itself

out_conventionally, to render the world as official European or Western
imperialism saw it, and to consolidate itself after World War Two. Western-
ers may have physically left their old colonies in Africa and Asia, but they
retained them not only as markets but as locales on the ideological map over
which they continued to rule morally and intellectually. “Show me the Zulu
Tolstoy,” as one American intellectual has recently put it. The assertive
sovereign inclusiveness of this argument courses through the words of those
who speak today for the West and for what the West did, as well as for what
the rest of the world is, was, and may be. The assertions of this discourse
exclude what has been represented as “lost” by arguing that the colonial
world was in some ways ontologically speaking lost to begin with, irredeem-
able, irrecusably inferior. Moreover, it focusses not on what was shared in
the colonial experience, but on_what must never be shared, namely the
aythority and rectitude that come with greater power and development.
Rhetorically, its terms are the organization of political passions, to borrow
from Julien Benda’s critique of modern intellectuals, terms which, he was
sensible enough to know, lead inevitably to mass slaughter, and if not to
literal mass slaughter then certainly to rhetorical slaughter.

The second argument is considerably less objectionable. It_sees itself as
Conrad saw his own narratives, local to a time and place, neither uncondi-
tionally true nor unqualifiedly certain. As I have said, Conrad does not give
us the sens€ t i lly realized alternative to imperialism:
the natives he wrote about in Africa, Asia, or America were incapable of
independence, and because he seemed to imagine that European tutelage
was a given; he could not foresee what would take place when it came to an

end. But come to an end it would, if only because—like all human effort, like
-
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!
speech i it would have its moment, then it would have to pass. Since

Conrad ' dates imperialism, shows its contingency, records its illusions and
tremendous violence and waste (as in Nostromo), he permits his later readers
to imagine something other than an Africa carved up into dozens of Euro-
pean colonies, even if, for his own part, he had little notion of what that
Africa might be.

To return to the first line out of Conrad, the discourse of resurgent empire
proves that the nineteenth-century imperial encounter continues today to
draw lines and defend barriers. Strangely, it persists also in the enormously

complex and quietly interesting interchange between former colonial part- -

ners, say between Britain and India, or between France and the Francophone
countries of Africa. But these exchanges tend to be overshadowed by the
loud antagonisms of the polarized debate of pro- and anti-imperialists, who
speak stridently of national destiny, overseas interests, neo-imperialism, and
the like, drawing like-minded people—aggressive Westerners and, ironi-
cally, those non-Westerners for whom the new nationalist and resurgent
Ayatollahs speak—away from the other ongoing interchange. Inside each
regrettably constricted camp stand the blameless, the just, the faithful, led by
the omnicompetent, thos th about th ;
outside stands a miscellaneous bunch of querulous intellectuals and wishy-
washy skeptics who go on complaining about the past to little effect.

An important ideological shift occurred during the 1970s and 1980s, accom-
panying this contraction of horizons in what I have been calling the first of
the two lines leading out of Hear? of Darkness. One can locate it, for instance,
in the dramatic change in emphasis and, quite literally, direction among
thinkers noted for their radicalism. The later Jean-Frangois Lyotard and
Michel Foucault, eminent French philosophers who emerged during the

1960s as apostles of radicalism and intellectual insurgency, describe a striking
f faith in i

emancipation and enlightenment. Our age, he said in the 1980s, 1s(post-

r}xw concerned_only with local issues, not with-history but_with
problemns to be solved, not wi rand reality but with games.?? Foucault
also turned his attention away from the oppositional forces in modern
society which he had studied for their undeterred resistance to exclusion and
confinement—delinquents, poets, outcasts, and the like—and decided that
since power was everywhere it was probably better to concentrate on the
local micro-physics of power that surround the individual. The self was
therefore to be studied, cultivated, and, if necessary, refashioned and con-

stinited? Tirboth-Eyorard and Foucault we find precisely the same trape

employed to explain the disappointment in the politics of liberatiort narra-

ﬁ\WBwhich posits an enabling beginning point and a vindicating goal, is no
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longer adequate for plotting the human trajectory in society. There is
nothing to look forward to: we are stuck within our circle. And now the line
is enclosed by a circle. After years of support for anti-colonial struggles in
Algeria, Cuba, Vietnam, Palestine, Iran, which came to represent for many
Western intellectuals their deepest engagement in the politics and philoso-
phy of anti-imperialist decolonization, a moment of exhaustion and disap-
pointment was reached.?* One began to hear and read how futile it was to
support revolutions, how barbaric were the new regimes that came to power,
how—this is an extreme case—decolonization had benefitted “world
communism.”

Enter now.terrorism and barbarism. Enter also the ex-colonial experts
whose well-publicized message was these colonial peoples deserve only
colonialism or, since “we” were foolish to pull out of Aden, Algeria, India,
Indochina, and everywhere else, it might be a good idea to reinvade their
territories. Enter also various experts and theoreticians of the relationship
‘between liberation movements, terrorism, and the KGB. There was a resur-
gence of sympathy for what Jeane Kirkpatrick called authoritarian (as op-
posed to totalitarian) regimes who were Western allies. With the onset of
Reaganism, Thatcherism, and their correlates, a new phase of history began.

"However else it might fave been historically understandable, peremp-
torily withdrawing “the West” from its own experiences in the “peripheral
world” certainly was and is not an attractive or edifying activity for an

intellectual today. It shuts out the possibili wl ery

of what it means to be outside the whale. Let us return to Rushdie for
another insight:

We see that it can be as false to create a politics-free fictional universe
as.to create one in which nobody needs to work or eat or hate or love
or sleep. Outside the whale it becomes necessary, and even exhilarat-
ing, to grapple with the special problems created by the incorporation
of political material, because politics is by turns farce and tragedy, and
sometimes (e.g,, Zia’s Pakistan) both at once. Outside the whale the
writer is obliged to accept that he (or she) is part of the crowd, part of
the ocean, part of the storm, so that objectivity becomes a great dream,
like perfection, an unattainable goal for which one must struggle in
spite of the impossibility of success. Outside the whale is the world of
Samuel Beckett’s famous formula: 7 can't go on, I'l go on%®

The terms of Rushdie’s description, while they borrow from Orwell, seem
to me to resonate even more interestingly with Conrad. For here is the
second consequence, the second line leading out of Conrad’s narrative form;
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in its explicit references to the outside, it points to a perspective outside the
basically imperialist representations provided by Marlow and his listeners.
It is a profoundly secular perspective, and it is beholden neither to notions
about historical destiny and the essentialism that destiny always seems to
entail, nor to historical indifference and resignation. Being on the inside
shuts out the full experience of imperialism, edits it and subordinates it to
the dominance of one Eurocentric and totalizing view; this other perspective
suggests the presence of a field without special historical privileges for one
party. :

I don’t want to overinterpret Rushdie, or put ideas in his prose that he
may not have intended. In this controversy with the local British media
(before The Satanic Verses sent him into hiding), he claimed that he could not
recognize the truth of his own experience in the popular media representa-
tions of India. Now I myself would go further and say that it is one of the
virtues of such conjunctures of politics with culture and aesthetics that they
permit the disclosure of a common ground obscured by the controversy
itself. Perhaps it is especially hard for the combatants directly involved to
see this common ground when they are fighting back more than reflecting.
I can perfectly understand the anger that fuelled Rushdie’s argument be-

cause like him I feel ou bered and ized by a prevaili estern

consensus that has come to regard the Third World as an atrocious nuisance,
a m@;&;@myhereas we write and speak as
members of a small minority of marginal voices, our journalistic and aca-
demic critics belong to a wealthy system of interlocking informational and
academic resources with newspapers, television networks, journals of opin-
ion, and institutes at its disposal. Most of them have now taken up a strident
chorus of rightward-tending damnation, in which they separate what is
non-white, non-Western, and non-Judeo-Christian from the acceptable and
designated Western ethos, then herd it all together under various demeaning
rubrics such as terrorist, marginal, second-rate, or unimportant. To attack
what is contained in these categories is to defend the Western spirit.

Let us return to Conrad and to what I have been referring to as the
second, less imperialistically assertive possibility offered by Hearr of Darkness.
Recall once again that Conrad sets the story on the deck of a boat anchored
in the Thames; as Marlow tells his story the sun sets, and by the end of the
narrative the heart of darkness has reappeared inEngland; outside the group
of Marlow’s listeners lies an undefined and unclear world. Conrad some-
times seems to want to fold that world into the imperial metropolitan
discourse represented by Marlow, but by virtue of his own dislocated subjec-
tivity he resists the effort and succeeds in so doing, I have always believed,
largely through farmal devices. Conrad’s self-consciously circular narrative
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forms draw attention to themselves as artificial_constructjons, encouraging

us to sense the potential of a reality that seémed inaccessible to imperialism,
just beyond its control, and that only well after Conrad’s death in 1924
acquired a substantial presence. .

This needs more explanation. Despite their European names and manner-
isms, Conrad’s narrators are not average unreflecting witnesses of European
imperialism. They do not simply accept what goes on in the name of the
imperial idea: they think about it a lot, they worry about it, they are actually
quite anxious about whether they can make it seem like a routine thing. But
it never is. Conrad’s way of demonstrating this discrepancy between the
orthodox and his own views of empire is to keep drawing attention to how
ideas and values are constructed (and deconstructed) through dislocations in
the narrator’sdanguage, In addition, the recitations are meticulously staged:
the narrator is a speaker whose audience and the reason for tﬁm
together, the quality of whose voice, the effect of what he says—are all
important and even insistent aspects of the story he tells. Marlow, for
mlf, is never straightforward. He alternates between garrulity and stun-
ning eloquence, and rarely resists making peculiar things seem more pecu-
liar_by surprisingly misstating them, Qg‘rey_lerﬂg‘gﬁeLnMd
\contradictory. Thus, he says, a French warship fires “into a continent”™;
Rurt's eloquence is enlightening as well as. fraudulent; and so on—his

speech so full of these odd_discrepancies (well discussed by Ian Watt as

“delayed decoding”*¢) that the net effect is to leave his immediate audience
as well as the reader with the acute sense that what he is presenting is not
quite as it should be or appears to be.

Yet the whole point of what Kurtz and Marlow talk about is in fact

imperial mastery, white European over black Africans and their ivory, civili-

zation over the primitive dark continent. By accentuating the discrepancy

3 T 5 T I T e T
between the official “idea” o empire and the remarkably disorienting actual-

b Aiiug

ity of Affica, Marlow unsettles the reader’s sense not only of the very idea

of empire, but of something more basigreal itsglf. For if Conrad can show
that all human activity depends on contto adically unstable reality to
which words approximate only by will or convention, the same is true of
empire, of venerating the idea, and so forth. With Conrad, then, we are in
a world being made and unmade more or less all the time, What appears
stable and secure—the policeman at the corner, for instance—is only
slightly more secure than the white men in the jungle, and requires the same
continuous (but precarious) triumph over an all-pervading darkness, which
by the end of the tale is shown to be the same in Lond in Africa.
Conrad’s genius allowed him to realize that the ever-pr nes

uld be colonized or illuminated—Hear? of Darkness is full of references to
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the mission civilisatrice, to benevolent as well as cruel schemes to bring light
to the dark places and peoples of this world by acts of will and deployments
of power—but that it also had to be acknowledged as independent, Kurtz

and Marlow acknowledge the darkness, the former as he is dying, the latter
as he reflects retrospectively on the meaning of Kurtz’s final .words. They
(and of course Conrad) are ahead of their time in ,gndg;s;gndmg. that what
they call “the darkness” has an autonomy of its own, and can reinvade and
reclaim what imperialism had taken for izs own. But Marlow and Kurtz are
also creatures of their time and cannot take the nexr step, which would be
to recognize that what they saw, disablingly and disparagix?gl).r, as a non-
European “darkness” was in fact a non-European world resisting imperialism
so as one day to regain sovereignty and independence, and not, as Cf)nra'd
reductively says, to reestablish the darkness. Conrad’s tragic hr.mt.atlon is
that even though he could see clearly that on one level imperialism was
essentially pure dominance and land-grabbing, he could not 'then conclude
that imperialism had to end so that “natives” could lead lives free from
European domination. As a creature of his time, Conrad c0}11d not grant the
natives their freedom, despite hi itique of the imperialism that
enslaved them. _,
The cultural and ideological evidence that Conrad was wrong in his
Eurocentric way is both impressive and rich. A whole movement, literature,
and theory of resistance and response to empi(%@—it is the subject of
Chapter Three of this book—and in greatly disparate post-colonial regi.ons
one sees tremendously energetic efforts to engage with the metropolitan
world in equal debate so as to testify to the diversity and differe.nces of the
non-European world and to its own agendas, priorities, and history. The
purpose of this testimony is to inscribe, reinterpre‘t, and expand the areas (?f
engagement as well as the terrain contested with EuroPe. Som.e of this
activity—for example, the work of two important and active Iranian intel-
lectuals, Ali Shariati and Jalal Ali i-Ahmed, who by means of spee.ches,
books, tapes, and pamphlets prepared the way for the Isl.ar.mc Revoluylor{—
interprets colonialism by asserting the ute opposition of the native
_culture: the West is an enemy, a disease, an evil. In other instances, novehsfs
like the Kenyan i and the Sudanese Tayeb Salih aMMexr
fiction such great sopoi of colonial culture as the quest and the voyage 1f1t’0
the unknown, claiming them for their own, post-colonial purposes. Salih’s
hémf ‘Migration to the North does (and is) the reverse of what Kurtz
does (and is): the Black man journeys north into white territory.
Between classical nineteenth-century imperialism and what it gave rise to

in resistant native cultures, there is thus both a stubborn confrontation and
a crossing over in discussionﬂr_qyi,ngﬁbgc& and forth, debate. Many of the
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most interesting post-colonial writers bear their past within them—as scars
of humiliating wounds, as instigation for different ractices, as potentially
rmmm@@wwm-
pretable and redeployable experiences, in which the formerly silent native
speaks and acts on territo ck from the empire. One sees these
aspects in Rushdie, Derek Walcott, Aimé Césaire, Chinua Achebe, Pablo
Neruda, and Brian Friel. And now these writers can truly read the great
colonial masterpieces, which not only misrepresented them but assumed
they were unable to read and respond directly to what had been written
about them, just as European ethnography presumed the natives’ incapacity

to intervene in scientific discourse about them. Let us try now to review this
new situation more fully.

(1v)

Discrepant Experiences

L et us begin by accepting the notion that although there is an irreduci-
ble subjective-eore-to.human experience, this experience is also histori-
cal and secular, it is accessible to analysis and interpretation, and—centrally
important—it is not exhausted by totalizing theories, not marked and lim-
ited by doctrinal or national lines, not confined once and for all to analytical
constructs. If one believes with Gramsci that an intellectual vocation is
socially possible as well as desirable, then it is an inadmissible contradiction
at the same time to build analyses of historical experience around exclusions,
exclusions that stipulate, for instance, that only women can understand
feminine experience, only Jews can understand Jewish suffering, only for-
merly colonial subjects can understand colonial experience.

I do not mean what people mean when they say glibly that there are two
sides to every question. The difficulty with theories of essentialism and
exclusiveness, or with barriers and sides, is that they give rise to polariza-
tions that absolve and forgive ignorance and demagogy more than they
enable knowledge. Even the most cursory look at the recent fortunes of
theories about race, the modern state, modern nationalism itself verifies this
sad truth. If you know in advance that the African or Iranian or Chinese or
Jewish or German experience is fundamentally integral, coheren e,
and therefore comprehensible ODMY

Germans, you first of all posit as essential something which, I believe, is both
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historically created and the resul interpretation—namely the existence

of Africanness, Jewishnes erma ¢ for that matter Orientalism
and Occidentalism. And second, you are likely as a consequence to defend
the essence or experience itself rather than promote full knowledge of it and
its entanglements and dependencies on other knowledges. As a result, you
will demote the different experience of others to a lesser status,

If at the outset we acknowledge the massively knotted and complex
histories of special but nevertheless overlapping and interconnected experi-
ences—of women, of Westerners, of Blacks, of national states and cultures—

there is n icular intellectual reason for granting each and all of them
an ideal and essentially separate status. Yet we would wish to preserve what

is unique about each so long as we also preserve some sense of the human
community and the actual contests that contribute to its formation, and of
which they are all a part. An excellent example of this approach is one I have
already referred to, the essays in The Invention of Tradition, essays which
consider invented traditions that are highly specialized and local (e.g., Indian
durbars and European football games) yet, even though they are very
different, share similar characteristics. The point of the book is that these
quite various practices can be read and rstood toge ince they
belong to comparable fields of human experience, those Hobsbawm de-
scribes as attempting “to_establish continuity-with a suitable historic past.”’

A comparative or, better, a Ws required in order
to see a connection between coronation Tituals in England and the Indian

durbars of the late nineteenth century. That is, we must be able to think

. . . SIS N
through and interpret together experiences tha epant, each S

particular agenda and pace of development, its own internal formations, its
/internal coherence and system of external relationships, all of them co-
existing and interacting with others. Kipling’s novel Kim, for example, occu-
pies a very special place in the development of the English novel and in late
Victorian society, but its picture of India exists in a deeply antithetical
relationship with the development of the movement for Indian indepen-

dence. Either the novel or the political movement represented or inter-
given to them by the actual experience of émpire. .

One point needs further clarification. The notion of “discrepant experi-
ences” is not intended to circumvent the problem of ideology. On the
contrary, no experience that is interpreted or reflected on can be character-
ized as immediate, just as no critic or interpreter can be entirely believed if
he or she claims to have achieved an Archimedean perspective that is subject
neither to history nor to a social setting. In juxtaposing experiences with

each other, in letting them play off each other, i&i&ﬂgﬂir_nt/egp;g;aﬂxe
e

Discrepant Experiences 33

R@MMMQ_QLQ_@Q@LQ@DSC) to make concurrent those views and
experiences that are ideologically and culturally closed to each other and
thatatempt to distance or suppress other views and experiences, Far from
seeking to reduce the significance of ideology, theexposure and dramatiza-
tion of discrepancy highlights its cultural impoerégc‘&.?:nables us to
appreciate its power and understand its continuing influence.

So let us contrast two roughly contemporary early-nineteenth-century
texts (both date from the 18205): the Description de VEgypte in all its massive,
impressive coherence, and a comparaﬁvhefy‘s]af&%?%IWne,' ‘Abd al-Rahman
al-]abarﬁ’gwn The Description was the menty-four-volume ac-
count of Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt, produced by the team of French
scientists which he took with him. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Jabarti was an Egyp-
tian notable and /im, or religious leader, who witnessed and lived through
the French expedition. Take first the following passage from the general
introduction to the Description written by Jean-Baptiste-Joseph Fourier:

Placed between Africa and Asia, and communicating easily with
Europe, Egypt o nter of the ancient continent. This coun-
try presents only great ghemories; it is the homeland of the arts and
conserves innumerable monuments; its principal temples and the pal-
aces inhabited by its kings still exist, even though its least ancient
edifices had already been built by the time of the Trojan War. Homer,
Lycurgus, Solon, Pythagoras, and Plato all went to Egypt to study the
sciences, religion, and the laws. Alexander founded an opulent city
there, which for a long time enjoyed commercial supreiacy and which
witnessed Pompey, Caesar, Mark Antony, and Augustus deciding be-
tween them the fate of Rome and that of the entire world. It is therefore
proper for this country to attract the attention of illustrious princes who
rule the destiny of nations.

No considerable power was ever amassed by any nation, whether in
the West or in Asia, that did not also turn that nation toward Egypt,
which was regarded in some measure as its natural lot.38

Fourier speaks as the rationalizing mouthpiece o ’s invasion of

Egypt in 1798. The resonances of the great names he summons, the placing,
the grounding, the normalizing of foreign conquest within the cultural orbit
of European existenece—all this transforms ébhaagst from a clash between
a conquering and a defeated army into a much longer, slower process,
obviously more acceptable to the European sensibility enfolded within its
own cultural assumptions than the shattering experience could have been
for an Egyptian who endured the conquest.
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At almost the same time Jabarti records in his book a series of angt:shils-d
and perceptive reflections on the conquest; he writes as an embattle. re 1-f
gious notable recording the invasion of his country and the destruction o

his society.

@ls the beginning of a period marked by great battles; serious

results were suddenly produced in a fr.ightening manner; miseries mul-
tiplied without end, the course of things was troubled, ;h? con‘;rrizrex
meaning of life was corrupted and destruction overtook it a:)n o ’ )
devastation was general. [Then, as a good Muslim, he torns afd o !
reflect on himself and his people.] “(.iod,” says theﬂls(qoran (xi, 9) “does

not unjustly ruin cities whose inhabitants are just.

The French expedition was accompanied by a whole team of scientists

whose job it was to survey Egypt as it had never been surveyed before—the

result was the gigantic Description itself—] ut Jabarti has eyes for, ;:i;ni
appreciates, the facts of power, whose meaning he senses as consas s fn_
punishment for Egypt. Frenc power bears upon .hIS ex1ster;ce ;2 co
quered Egyptian, an existence for him compressed into that ? a sui Ill Eand
particle, barely able to do more than record t?le French army’s com itSg  and
goings, its imperious decrees, its ovel.'whelmmgly hal:Sh measures, o e
some and seemingly unchecked ability to do what it wanltls asf:or :gn :

imperatives that Jabarti’s compatriots ?01‘11d not affect. ng',wismcrep i y
berween the politics producing the Description and that of Jabarti’s immediate

esponse is stark, and highlights the terrain they contest so.’uneq_ua(lily. ;
%ﬁiwlt to follow out the refsults of Jabarti’s attitude, an
-generations of historians have in fact done this, as I shall do to some extent
later in this book. His experience produced a dee -se.ated ann—?e;t%mls.ﬁ
that is a persistent theme of Egyptian, Arab, Islarrfxc, and T ir .dc: ¢
history; one can also find in Jabarti the sefeds of WtA};du
promulgated later by the great Azhar cleric and-reformer Mu ammad ihds
and his remarkable contemporary Jamal al-Din al-Afg?rham, argued ei her
that Islam had better modernize in order to compete with the Wes;,v or t :
it should return to its Meccan roots the better to combat the West; in

i i immense
iti i t an ea ‘
addition, Jabarti speaks a W
wave of national self-consciousness that culminated in Egyptian indepe .
: . o
dence, in Nasserite theory and practice, and in contemporary movements
4 .
so-called Islamic fundamentalism.

i of
vertheless historians have not so readily read thf: devel d't.
) :
rench_cultur istory in terms of Napoleon’s Egyptian_expedition.

e : : . .
(The same is true of the British reign in India, a reign of such immense rang
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and wealth as to have become a fact of pature for members of the imperial
culture.) Yet what later scholars and critics say about the European texts

literally made possible by the Description’s consolidation of the conquest of
the Orient is also, interestingly, a somewhat attenuated and hi
function of that earlier contest. To_write today about Nerval and Flaubert

whose work depended so massively upon the Orient, is to work in territory
originally charted by the French imperial victory, to follow in its steps, and
?Mmmig@&ms@ﬁmthwgh in saying -
this one once again highlights the symbolic discrepancy between Jabarti and
Fourier. The imperial conquest was not a one-time tearing of the veil, but
‘a continually repeated, institutionalized presence in French life, where the
response to the silent and incorporated disparity between French and subju-
gated cultures took on a variety of forms.

Thedsymmetryis striking. In one instance, we assume that the better part
of history in colonial territories was a function of the imperial intervention;
in the other, there is an equally obstinate assumption that colonial undertak-
ings were marginal and perhaps even eccentric to the central activities of the

eat metropolitan cultures. Thus, the tendency in anthropology, history,

and cultural studies in Europe and the United States is to treat the whole
of world history as viewable by a

kind of Western su er-subject, whose

historicizing and disciplinary rigor either takemcolonial
period, restores history to people and cultures “without” history. Few full-
scale critical studies have focussed on the relationship between modern
Western imperialism and its cultu tlwmxm&c
rgladonsmmg_gﬁ the. relationship itself. More particularly, the
extraordinary formal and ideological dependence of the great French and
English realistic novels on the facts of empire has also never been studied
from a general theoretical standpoint. These elisions and denials are all
reproduced, I believe, in the strident journalistic debates about decoloniza-
tion, in which imperialism is repeatedly on record as saying, in effect, You
are what you are because of us; when we left, you reverted to your deplor-
able state; know that or you will know nothing, for certainly there is little
to be known about imperialism that might help either you or us in the
present. ’
Were the disputed value of knowledge about imperialism merely a con-
troversy about methodology or academic perspectives in cultural history, we
would be justified in regarding it as not really serious, though perhaps worth
‘notice. ¥n fact, howev.er, we are talking about . acmnpclh&glx ﬂmﬂw
Interestin n_in .of power and-nations. There is no
question, for example, that in the past decade the extraordinarily intense
reversion to tribal and religious sentiments all over the world has accompa-
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nied and deepened many of the discrepancies among polities that have
continued since—if they were not actually created by—the period of high
European imperialism. Moreover, the various struggles for dominance
among states, nationalisms, ethnic groups, regions, and cultural entities have

conducted and amplified a manipulation of opinion and discourse, a produc-

tion and consumption of ideological media representations, a simplification

and reduction of vast-complexities into easy currency, the easier to deploy
émﬁ;g@mhln all of this intellectuals
fiave played an importanit role, nowhere in my opinion more crucial and
more compromised than in the overlapping region of experience and culture
that is colonialism’s legacy where the politics of secular interpretation is
carried on for very high stakes. Naturally the preponderance of power has
been on the side of the self-constituted “Western” societies and the public
intellectuals who serve as their apologists and ideologists.

But there have been interesting responses to this imbalance in many
formerly colonized states. Recent work on India and Pakistan in particular
(e.g., Subaltern Studies) has highlighted the complicities between the post-
,golon&?ammﬂam and the intellectual nationalist elite; Arab, African,
and Latin American oppositional intellectuals have produced similar critical
studies. But I shall focus here more closely on the unfortunate convergence
that uncritically propels the Western powers into action against ex-colonial
peoples. During the time I have been writing this book, the crisis caused by
Iraq’s invasion and annexation of Kuwait has been in full flower: hundreds
of thousands of the United States’ troops, planes, ships, tanks, missiles
arrived in Saudi Arabia; Iraq appealed to the Arab world (badly split among
the United States’ supporters like Mubarak of Egypt, the Saudi royal family,
the remaining Gulf sheikhs, Moroccans, and outright opponents like Libya

and Sudan, or caught-in-the-middle powers like Jordan and Palestine) for

help; the United Nations was divided between sanctions and the United

States’ blockade; and in the end the United States prevailed and a devastat-

ing war was fought. Two central ideas clearly were held over from the past
and still hold sway: one was the great power’s right to safeguard its distant
interests even to the poi ili invasion; the second was that lesser
powers were also lesser peoples, with lesser rights, morals, claims.

Perceptions and political attitudes molded and maniputated by the media
were significant here. In the West, repr i T

since the 196 een-crude, reductionist,.coarsely racialist, as much
critical literature in Europe and the United States has ascertained and
verified. Yet films and television shows portraying Arabs as sleazy “camel-
jockeys,” terrorists, and offensively wealthy “sheikhs” pour forth anyway.
When the media mobilized behind President Bush’s instructions to preserve |

\/ /

tion of slavery, polygamy, and child marriage would ensy
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the American way of life and to i
er ) roll Iraq back, little w i
the political, social, cultural actualities of thé Ara ot o :};;“;" ib"“f
lities of ¢ ab"Wor em

and at the same time a complex set
ons—the Arabic

and Seﬂsatlon thaﬂ WIth the Slowet pIOCCSSeS Of Cultule al)d SOClety the
’ el

deepet reason fOI these mlSCOnceptlons 18 the lulpella] dynan‘llc alld abo&e
z\\l]: 1ts ‘S EF rati ng’ €s entlallz"lg’ dOlﬂlﬂatlﬂg, and reactive ten 1C

i U . .
€ ennit ls-—«%one Ot the aCtlvltles pIaCthCd bz all Cllltutes. 1t has a
Ihetorlc’ a Occas“)ns and aUthoIltles (llatIOHal

or! . feasts, for e i
of crisis, founding fathers, basic texts , o o mes

r es me as especially dange i i
. 3 . . r
can mobilize passions atavistically, K 0 o entles ot

an o throwi ier impe-
W ing people back to an earlier impe-

est and its opponents champij
: . ; ampioned and even embodj
vn’(t)ues designed not as virtues so to speak but for war el
ne perhaps trivial example of this atavism oc

for The Wal
iy o nlt.Si{reet _?'oszal on May 2, 1989, by Bernard Lewis, one of the
e Oren ahxsts .worl](]mg in the United States. Lewis was entering the
ut changing the “Western canon.” T
: ." To the students and
o . s and professors
nford University who had voted to modify the curriculum tI:) include

texts by mo -
Y more non-Europeans, women, and so on, Lewis—speaking as an

authority of — iti
: ty on Islam—took the extreme position that “if Western culture does
: . . )
tungs would go with it

curred in a column written

indeed go a number o nd_others would come j
cir plocey bt of . -go-with 1t and others wo in |
their place. ad said anythi i :
st oo b ything so ludicrous as “Western culture ¢
) €Wis's argument, focussed on m

. uch grander
e Isse g matters than
ccuracy, lumbered forward with' the remarkable proposition that

] equivalent to the demise of
jects (he named them specifically) as the restora-

thesis Lewis adde “curiosi e paing
d that “curiosity about other cultures,” which he believes

is li‘r;llgue to the West, would also come to an end
IS ar| i i '
oy s hg;l}::l)ex_lt,ﬂsyn:iptomanc and even a trifle comic, is an indication not
Yy Infiated sense of Western e ivity i
xclusivity in cultural i
oy ofal ste ral accomplish-
, also of a tremendously limited, almost hysterically antagofl;istic

de. To say ithout thie West, slavery and
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bigamy would return is to foreclqse the possib.ility }:ha\t}V ax::r ii::;’csea(:;:f‘
tyranny and barbarism could or did occur 'outs1d‘e the W ei .t owis's argL
ment has the effect of driving the n(.m—V&;estel:ner ;E:::l :1 tv}:: :rc)hie feme;ts o
ifying consequences, into boasting :
ig:?l\lze‘sl:;:lzltgres. RaWWS
histories o# one another, and the necessary mte'ractlon of cont%rz
societies with one another, the rhetorical separation of 1 Ures assurec
murderous imperial contest between 1 them—the sorry.tale.j
aniig::; example occurred in late 1986, during the broadFast a(r)ld' S}::si:-
quent discussion of a television documentary callec.l Tbe' Africans. rigi ang
commissioned and mostly funded by the BBC, this series vsias 'ane:t the;
narrated by a distinguished scholalr and professor of poh;lca s;l;a:e o
University of Michigan, Ali Mazrui, a Keny'fm and a Mus im, wh s compe
tence and credibility as a first-rank academic authority were unq pione .
Mazrui’s series had two premises: one, that fo‘r the first tlr;xe “}‘1 a;se froz
dominated by Western representations of Afnc'a (to use ht e pt l:'orou o
Christopher Miller’s book Blank Darlme{:, by a dlscou.rse that 1s l-esengtin
Africanist in every instance and mﬂect.lon)‘“’ an {ancan was rep. msg
himself and Africa before a Western audlc’:nce, prec1sel¥ that auciﬁm:ieAﬁica.,
societies for several hundred years had pillaged, colonized, ens a.veMazmi’s,
second, that African history was mac.le up o.f three elefnents :)}:; 1: faaruls
language, concentric circles: tlwtlve African experience, Xp

ience of imperialism. .
of’;%?: :tg‘:tihfgee)g:;lom for the Humanities removed ‘1ts
financial supp’ort for the broadcast of the docum.entaries, altho.ugh It\he es;x::;
ran on PBS anyway. Then The New York T.‘tmc.’:, thej, leadlng mber :
newspaper, ran consecutive attacks on the .sctenes in articles (Sept}t:mcor 4,
October 9 and 26, 1986) by the (then) televxsnoxf corres?ondent _1]:1) nt " 1;);
To describe Corry’s pieces as insensate or se:Tu-hystencal W?I‘l‘ < nc;o c
exaggeration. Mostly Corry accus‘;d lt\lfiazrm pex:onally of T eologi A

ions and emphases, for example, that Qgg_wﬂ,mwn&mnedls@

m\“”m history Israel may have. appeared to Ma;g:liisli:::
relevant) and that he vastly ex @?@%j
Corry’s attack especially singled out.Mazrm s morf\hsnc fml po ica) ordl-
nates,” a peculiar euphemism impl:ymg thatliVIaztr);u \:roascl}llt;; Ir:xgc;r  than &8

s propagandist, the better to be able hall M
E;igitt)st sEchPthgings as the number of peop}e who dlec.l in bl'nldlnfdtl;:
Suez Canal, the number killed during the Algerian war of llbera,non, ae %0
on. Lurking near the turbulent and disorderly .surface of qury s };m:n o
the (to him) disturbing and unacceptable reality of Mazrui’s perfor
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itself. Here at last was an African on prime-time television, in the West,
"daring to accuse the West of what it had done, thus reopening a file
ered closed. That Mazrui also spoke well of Islam, that he showed a com-
mand of “Western” historical method and political rhetoric, that, in fine, h