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REPRESENTATION AND RESISTANCE

(Kipling's ‘half-devil and half-child) to interrogate those patterns which
established the English as superior and Antiguans as necessarily inferior. In
the second person address which she employs, she also draws attention to
the ways in which the texts of the imperium and the derogatory represen-
tations they promulgated were constituted as authoritative through the
convenient assumption that they offered a transparent ‘window' on an
objective reality; that relations between producers and consumers, or
writers and readers, did not really exist and thus did not foster and reflect
unequal colonialist power relations. By addressing the English {and by
extension contemporary western tourists) directly in this way, Kincaid draws
attention not only to the power of textual representations, but to the
ideologies and technologies through which these were and are dissemi-
nated and rendered normative,

_ Theorising the nature and practice of post-colonial resistance more
generally has become central to post-colonial debates. In particular post-
structuralism’s diverse intersections with post-colonialism have fore-
grounded questions not only of political commitment [(books and
barricades) but of agency itself (questions already raised by Bhabha's,
Spivak's and JanMohamed's essays in Part |, ‘Issues and Debates’). Stephen
Slemoen's article here succinctly summarises various kinds of literary resis-
tances that have been theorised within post-¢olonialism and considers the
crucial place of so-called ‘second world’ writing in such theorisations.
Slemon, Sara Suleri and Jenny Sharpe all problematise earlier notions of
post-colonial resistance (like those of Barbara Harlow or Timothy Brennan}
which depend upon a system of irreducible binary oppositions. Instead, they
maove away from a resistance theorising which, in Sara Suleri's terms, “pre-
ctudes the concept of exchange by granting the idea of power a greater
literalism than it deserved’ towards a notion of 'cultural exchange’, In so
doing, Suleri, like Appiah in in My Father’s House, is paving the way for
more complex analyses of colonial relations and thus of post-colonial resis-
tances. If eartier theorisations of resistance presupposed a foundation of
undislocatable binaries — centre/margin, selffother, coloniser/colonised - the
general trajectory of the rather different projects of Bhabha, Slemon, Suleri
and Appiah has been towards something that has always been implicit
(even when not explicit) in both colonialist and post-colonial literary rela-
tiens, and that is what Suleri calls the ‘peculiar intimacy’ of coioniser and
colonised. Theorising this complex ‘intimacy’ without giving away the fact
of persisting and historic inequalities within thase relations and structures
is perhaps the major focus of contemporary post-colonial theory.
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Orientalism

EnpwarD W. SAID*

ON A VISIT to Beirut during the terrible civil war of 1975-1976 a French
journalist wrote regretfully of the gutted downtown area that ‘it had once
seemed to belong to ... the Orient of Chateaubriand and Nerval’
{Desjardins 1976: 14}. He was right about the place, of course, especially
so far as a European was concerned. The Orient was almost a European
invention, and had been since antiquity a place of romance, exotic beings,
haunting memories and landscapes, remarkable experiences. Now it was
disappearing; in a sense it had happened, its time was over. Perhaps it
seemed irrelevant that Orientals themselves had something at stake in the
process, that even in the time of Chateaubriand and Nerval Orientals had
lived there, and that now it was they who were suffering; the main thing
for the European visitor was a European representation of the Orient and
its contemporary fate, both of which had a privileged communal signifi-
cance for the journalist and his French readers. . . .

The Orient is not only adjacent to Europe; it is also the place of
Europe’s greatest and richest and oldest cotonies, the source of its civiliza-
tions and languages, its cultural contestant, and one of its deepest and most
recurring images of the Other. In addition, the Orient has helped to define
Europe (or the West) as its contrasting image, idea, personality, experience.
Yer none of this Orient is merely imaginarive. The Orient is an integral part
of European material civilization and cuiture. Orientalism expresses and
represents that part culturally and even ideologically as a mode of discourse
with supporting institutions, vocabulary, scholarship, imagery, doctrines,
even colonial bureaucracies and colonial styles. In contrast, the American
understanding of the Orient wili seem considerably less dense, although our
recent Japanese, Korean, and Indochinese adventures ought now to be
creating a more sober, more realistic ‘Oriental” awareness. Moreover, the
vastly expanded American political and economic role in the Near East (the
Middle East) makes great claims on our understanding of that Ocient.

* From Orientalism New York: Random House, 1578,
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It will be clear o the reader . . - that by Orientalism I mean several
things, all of them, in my opinion, interdependent. The most readily
accepted designation for Qrientalism i$ an academic one, and indeed the
label still serves in a number of academic institurions. Anyone who teaches
ﬁlam about, or researches the Orient ~ and this applies whether the nmnmosu
1s an anthropologist, sociologist, histarian, or phiiologist - either in its
m_,un.n"mn or its general aspecrs, is an Orientalist, and whar he or she does is
Orientalism. Compared with Oriental studies or area studies, it is true thae
wrn term Ovrientalism is less preferred by specialists today, both because it
15 t00 vague and general and because ir connotes the high-handed execu-
tive attitude of nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century European
colonialism. Nevertheless books are written and congresses held with ‘the
Orient’ as their maig focus, with the Orientalist in his new or cld puise as
their main authority. The point is that even if it does not survive as it once
did, Orientalism lives on academically theough its doctrines and theses
about the Orient and che Oriental,

.Nn_mﬁma to this academic tradition, whose fortunes, transmigrations,
specializations, and transmissions are in part the subject of this study, is a
more general meaning for Orientalism. Orientalism is 2 style of thought
based upon an ontological and epistemological distincrion made between
‘the O.:m:m and (most of the time} ‘the Occident.” Thus a very large mass
o.m WEIters, among whom are poers, novelists, philosophers, political theo-
fists, economists, and imperial administrators, have accepted the basic
aa:n.n_.._o: between Fast and West as the starting poin: for elaborate
theories, epics, novels, social descriptions, and political accounrs
concerning the Orient, its people, customs, ‘mind,’ destiny, and so on. This
Orientalism can accommodate Aeschylus, say, and Victor Hugo, Dante and
Karl Marx. A little later in this introduction I shall deal with the method-
ological problems one encounters in so broadly construed a “feld® as this,

The interchange between the academic and the more or less itnaginative
meanings of Qrientalism is a constant one, and since the late cighteenth
century there has been g considerable, quite disciplined — perhaps even
regulated ~ traffic berween the two, Here 1 come to the third meaning of
Orientalism, which s something more historically and marerially defined
than cither of the other two, Taking the late eighteenth century as a very
roughly defined starting point Orientalism can be discussed and analyzed as
the corporate institution for dealing with the Orient ~ dealing with it
by B.m_cnm statements about ir, authorizing views of it, describing i, by
Hmn_..:nm. it, settling it: in short, Orientalism as g Western style for
dominating, restructuring, and-having authority over the Orient. | have
found it usefu) here to employ Michel Foucault’s notion of a discourse, as
%mn.avna by him in The Archaeology of Knowledge and in Discipline mx&
?@mw. to identify Orientalism. My conzention is that withour examining
Orientalism as a discourse one cannot possibly understand the enormously
systematic discipline by which European culture was able to manage ~ and
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even produce — the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically,
scientifically, and imaginatively during the post-Enlightenment period.
Moreover, so authorirative 2 position did Orientalism have that | believe no
one writing, thinking, or acting on the Orient could de so without taking
account of the limitations or: thoughr and acrion imposed by Orientalism. In
brief, because of Orientalism the Orient was not tand is not} a free subject
of thought or action. This is not ro say that Orientalism unilaterally deter-
mines what can be said about the Orient, but that it is the whole network of
interests inevitably brought to bear on {and therefore always involved in)
any occasion when thar peculiar entity ‘the Orient’ is in question. How this
happens is whar this book tries to demonstrate. It also tries to show that
European culture gained in strength and identity by setting itself off against
the Qrient as a sott of surrogare and even underground self. . . .

I have begun with the assumption that the Orient is not an iner fact
of nature. It is not merely there, just as the Occident itself is not just there
either. We must take seriously Vieo’s great observation that men make their
own history, that what they can know is whar they have made, and extend
it to geography: as both geographical and cultural entities - to say nothing
of historical entities — such locales, regions, geographical sectors as ‘Orient’
and *Occident’ are man-made. Therefore as much as the West itself, che
Orient is an idea that has a histery and a tradition of thought, imagery, and
vocabulary that have given it reality and presence in and for the West. The
two geographical entities thus supporz and te an extent reflect each other.
Having said thar, one must go on to state a number of reasonable qualifi-
cations. In the first place, it would be wrong to conclude that the Orient
was essentially an idea, or a creation with no corresponding reality. . ..
There were — and are - cultures and nations whose location is in the East,
and their lives, histories, and customs have a brute reality obviously greater
than anything that could be seid abour them in the West. About that fact
this study of Orientalism has very little to contribute, except to acknowl-
edge it tacitly. But the phenomenon of Orientalism as I study it here deals
principally, not with a correspondence between Orientalism and Orient,
but with the internal consistency of Orientalism and its ideas about the
Orient {the East as career) despite or beyond any correspondence, or lack
thereof, with a ‘reai’ Orient. . . .

A second qualification is that ideas, cultures, and histories cannot seri-
ously be understood or studied without thejr force, or more precisely their
configurations of power, also being studied. To believe that the Orient was
created - or, as I call it, “Orientalized’ — and to believe that such things
happen simply as a necessity of the imagination, s to be disingenuous. The
relationship between Occident and Orient is a relationship of power, of
domination, of varying degrees of a complex hegemony. . ..

This brings us to a third qualification. One ought never to assume chat
the structure of Orientalism is nothing more than a structure of lies or of
myths which, were the truth about them to be told, would simply blow

89




EDWARD W. SAID

away. | myseif believe thar Qrientalism is more particularly valuable as a
sign of European-Atlantic power aver the Orient than it is a veridic
discourse about the Orient {which is what, in its academic or scholarly
form, it claims 1o be). . . .

In a quite constant way, Qrientalism depends for its strategy on this
flexible positional superiority, which puts the Westerner in 2 whole series
of possible relationships with the Orient without ever losing him the
relative upper hand. And why should it have been otherwise, especially
during the period of extraardinary European ascendancy from the lare
Renaissance to the present? The scientist, the scholar, the issionary, the
trader, or the soldier was in, or thoughr about, the Orient because he could
be there, or could think abour ir, with very little resistance on the Orient’s
part. Under the general heading of knowledge of the Orient, and within the
umbrella of Western hegemony over the Orient during the period from the
end of the eighteenth century, there emerged a complex Orient suitable for
study in the academy, for display in the museum, for reconstruction in the
colonial office, for theoretical illustration in anthropological, biological,
linguistic, racial, and historical theses abour mankind and the universe, for
instances of economic and sociological theories of developrment, revolution,
cultural personality, narional or religious character. Additionally, the imag-
inative examination of things Orientzl was based more or less exclusively
upon a sovereign Western consciousness out of whose unchallenged
centrality an Oriental world emerged, first according to general ideas abouyr
who or what was an Oriental, then according ro a detailed logic governed
not simply by empirical reality but by a battery of desires, repressions,
investments, and projections. . . .

Therefore, Orientalism is not a mere political subject matter or field
that is reflected passively by calture, scholarship, or institutions; nor is it a
large and diffuse collection of texts about the Orient; nor is it representative
and expressive of some nefarions “Western’ imperialist plot to hold down
the ‘Oriental’ world. It is rather a diszribution of geopolitical awareness into
aesthetic, scholacly, economic, sociological, historical, and philological
texts; it is an elaboration not only of a basic geographical distinction (the
world is made up of twa unequal halves, Orient and Occident} but also of a
whole series of ‘interests’ which, by such means as scholarly discovery,
philological reconstruction, psychological analysis, landscape and socio-
logical deseription, it not only creates but also maintains; it is, rather than
expresses, a certain will or intention ro understand, in some cases to control,
manipulate, even to incorporate, what is a manifestly different (or alterna-
tive and novel} world; it is, above all, a discourse that is by no means in
direct, corresponding refationship with political power in the raw, but
rather is produced and exists in an uneven exchange with various kinds of
power, shaped to a degree by the exchange with power political (as with a
colonial or imperial establishment), power intellectual (as with reigning
sciences like comparative linguistics or anatomy, or any of the modern
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policy sciences), power cultural (as with orthodoxies and canons of taste,
texts, values), power moral (as with ideas abour what *we’ do m:a. what
‘they’ cannot do or understand as ‘we’ do). Indeed, my real argument is Gmﬂ
Orientalism is — and does not simply represent — a considerable dimension
of modern political-intellectual cuiture, and as such has less to do wich the
Qrient than it does with ‘our’ world.

Because Orientalism is a cuftural and a political fact, then, it does not
exist in some archival vacuum; quite the contrary, 1 think it can be shown
that what is thought, said, or even done about the Orient follows {perhaps
occurs within) certain distinet and inteHectually knowable lines. Here too
a considerable degree of nuance and elaboration can be seen working as
between the broad superstructural pressures and the details of composition,
the facts of textuality. Most humanistic scholars are, 1 think, pecfectly
happy with the notion that texts exist in contexts, that there is such a thing
as intertextuality, that the pressures of conventions, predecessors, and
rhetorical styles limis what Walter Benjamin once called the ‘overtaxing of
the preductive person in the name of . .. the principle of Yerearivity”, in
which the poet is believed on his own, and out of his pure mind, to have
brought forth his work (Benjamin 1973: 71). Yet there is a _.c_:nﬁmdnn o
allow that political, institutional, and ideological constraints act in the
same manner on the individual author,
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