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[00:00:03]
[APPLAUSE]
>>Edward Said: [ES]: Thank you very much Professor Culler. I'm deeply honored by the invitation to give these lectures the year, and I only hope I can return the favor to you, those of you who are standing in the back and uncomfortable, by perhaps not disappointing you.

[00:00:31]
My topic is culture and imperialism, and it's divided into four talks, four lectures. I should say at the outset that the first one, which is entitled Overlapping Territories Intertwined History, is a kind of introduction to the whole subject, and I will sort of map some of the things I'll be talking about in subsequent lectures.

[00:00:57]
And I want to say also that they are in fact connected. So, the argument proceeds so that if you're not satisfied by what you hear today you might might perhaps be satisfied by what you hear tomorrow, and so on. Appeals to the past are among the commonest of strategies in interpretation of the present.

[00:01:22]
Now most of what animates such appeals to the past is that there's disagreement not so much about what happened in the past but about whether the past really is past, over and concluded, or whether it continues in different forms perhaps, but continues nonetheless. This problem animates all sorts of discussions, discussions about influence, about blame and judgement, about the present and the future.

[00:01:52]
In one of his most famous, indeed so famous as it's become almost a, kind of, an elaborate truism, early critical essays, “Tradition and the Individual Talent,” T.S. Eliot takes up precisely this whole constellation of issues, and although the occasion as well as the intention of his essay are aesthetic, there is no reason why we might not use his formulations to inform other realms of experience. The poet, Eliot says, is obviously an individual talent but works with a tradition which is not merely there or inherited but can only be obtained by great labor. Tradition, Eliot continues, and I quote now, “involves, in the first instance, the historical sense which we may call merely indispensable to anyone who would continue to be a poet beyond his 25th year, and the historical sense involves a perception not only of the pastness of the past but of its presence.

[00:02:55]
The historical sense compels a man to 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 literature of his own country has a simultaneous existence and composes a simultaneous disorder. This historical sense, which is a sense of the timeless 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 conscious of his place in time of his own contemporaneity. No poet, no artist of any art, has his complete meaning alone.” The force of these comments is directed, I think, equally at poets who can think critically and at critics who 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's no just way in which it can be quarantined from the present.

[00:03:53]
Each, past and present, informs the other, each implies the other, and in an ideal sense, each coexists with the other. What Eliot proposes, in short, is a vision of literary tradition that while it respects temporal succession is not wholly commanded by it, neither past nor present, any more than any writer or poet has a complete meaning alone.

[00:04:16]
The contemporary situation for which I want Eliot’s extraordinarily suggestive words to serve as an opening orientation is the debate over the meaning of, orien- sorry, of imperialism. [LAUGHTER]. To some extent, of course, the debate involves definitions and attempts at delimitations of the very notion of imperialism itself. Was it principally economic? How far did it extend? What were its causes? Was it systematic? When or whether it ended? The roll call of names in this debate is an oppressive one, Kautsky, Hilferding, Rosa Luxemburg, Hobson, Lenin, Schumpeter, Harry Magdoff, and so on.

[00:05:03]
I shan’t enter into discussion of the largely political and economic questions debated by these luminaries for there's already a huge literature dealing with such issues, and yet there has been scarcely any attention paid to the extraordinary role of culture in the imperial experience. So, what shall concern me here is the complex sense shared to a different degree by thoughtful people in the so-called Western or metropolitan world and by their counterparts in the third or formerly colonized world,

[00:05:36]
that the era of high or classical imperialism that came to a climax in the late 19th century and more or less formally ended with the dismantling of a great colonial structure after World War II, has continued to exert considerable cultural influence in the present as it also did in the past.

[00:05:54]
For all sorts of reasons, and on both sides of the old colonial divide, there is a new urgency to the pastness, or not, of a past, and as we shall presently see, this urgency is carried over from debates about the meaning of the past into discussions, and above all, perceptions of the present and the future. All these discussions, of course, take place in the cultures of the concerned parties. At the very center of all this is a fact that few have disputed, namely that an unprecedented power compared to which the powers of Rome, Spain, Baghdad, and Constantinople in their day were far less formidable.

[00:06:35]
A formidable unprecedented power was concentrated in Britain and France, and later in other Western countries, the United States especially, during the 19th and 20th centuries. This power allowed the imperial centers an acquisition, an accumulation, of territory and subjects on a truly astonishing scale. Consider that in 1815, Western powers held approximately 35% of the earth's surface,

[00:07:01]
and that by 1878 this had increased to 67%, a rate of increase of 83,000 square miles per year. By 1914, the rate had gone up to an astonishing 240,000 square miles per year which gave Europe the grand total of 85% of the earth held as colonies, protectorates, dependencies, dominions, and commonwealths.

[00:07:25]
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 William McNeill in his book The Pursuit of Power, “the world was united into a single interacting whole as never before”. And in Europe itself by the end of the 19th century, there was scarcely a corner of life not touched by the facts of empire from an economy hungry for overseas markets, raw materials, cheap labor, and hugely profitable land to a defense and foreign policy establishment more and more committed to the maintenance of vast tracts of distant territories and large numbers of subjugated peoples. When the Western powers were not in close, sometimes ruthless competition with each other, particularly at the end of the century, in competition for more colonies, all empires, says V.G. Kiernan, imitated each other.

[00:08:24]
These empires were then hard at work settling, surveying, studying, and of course, ruling the territories under their jurisdiction. These are by no means negligible realities for citizens of Britain and France during the 19th century. British India and French North Africa alone played in an inestimable role in the imagination, the economy, political life, and the social fabric of British and French societies.

[00:08:53]
If we mention names like Delacroix, Edmund Burke, Ruskin, Carlyle, James and John Stuart Mill, Kipling, Balzac, Nerval, Flaubert, and Conrad, we shall be mapping a tiny corner of a far vaster reality than even their immense collective talents cover. There were scholars, administrators, travelers, traders, parliamentarians, merchants, novelists, theorists, speculators, adventurers, visionaries, poets, and every variety of outcast and misfit in the outlying possessions of Britain and France, each of whom contributed to the formation of a colonial actuality existing right at the heart of metropolitan life.

[00:09:34]
As I shall be using the term “imperialism”, I shall be meaning the practice, the theory, and the attitudes of ruling a distant territory from a dominating metropolitan center. Colonialism, which is almost always a consequence of imperialism, is the implanting of settlements on distant territory. The latter, this colonialist phenomenon, has largely ended. The former, imperialism, as we shall see, lingers where it has always been, in a culture, but also elsewhere.

[00:10:11]
Neither imperialism nor colonialism are simple acts of accumulation and acquisition. Both are also ideological formations that include, for example, notions about territories and people requiring and beseeching domination, as well as particular forms of knowledge affiliated with domination. The vocabulary of imperialism, as indeed the vocabulary of the culture in which it flourished, is plentiful with words and concepts like “inferior” or “subject races”, “subordinate peoples”, “dependency”, “expansion,” and “authority”. As for the idea that overseas empires were originally acquired by accident, this is a curious but perhaps allowable idea, although it doesn't by any stretch of the imagination account for the consistency, the persistence, and the systemization of acquisition, administration, as well as the rule and presence of empire. As David Landes has said in his book, The Unbound Prometheus, “the decision of certain European powers therefore to establish ‘plantations’, that is to treat their colonies as continuous enterprises, was whatever one may think of the morality, a momentous innovation.” This is what concerns me here. How given the initial, perhaps obscurely derived and motivated move toward empire from Europe to the rest of the world, the idea and the practice gained the consistency in density of a continuous enterprise that it did by the late 19th century.

[00:11:38]
Profit obviously played a tremendous role as the attractions of spice, sugar, slaves, rubber, cotton, opium, tin, gold, oil, silver over centuries amply testify. But so also did inertia. The investment in already going enterprises and such things as tradition and market or institutional forces that kept the enterprise going. But there's more than that to imperialism and colonialism. What I have in mind

[00:12:08]
is the commitment to them as practices over and above profit. A commitment in constant circulation and recirculation that on the one hand allowed decent men and women to accept the notion of the subjugation of distant territories and native peoples, and on the other replenished metropolitan energies such that one could think of the empire as a protracted almost metaphysical obligation, as one sees it, for example, in the work of John Seeley and

[00:12:36]
Ruskin even. A protracted almost metaphysical obligation to rule subordinate, inferior, or less advanced peoples. In addition, we mustn't forget that these empires a very frequently carried on under adverse conditions. Not only were immense hardships endured by the small number of Europeans at a very great distance from home, and in sharp contrast, the much larger number of natives, plus the fact that it was in their home, so to speak, that their own domination occurred, but also in places like India, for example, a mere, and I'm quoting now from Tony Smith’s book The Pattern of Imperialism, “A mere 4,000 British civil servants assisted by 60,000 soldiers and 90,000 civilians, businessman and clergy for the most part, had billeted themselves upon a country of 300 million persons” by the 1930’s.

[00:13:29]
The enterprise of empire, as Conrad so powerful saw, depends upon the idea of having an empire or imperialism. And imperialism for which all kinds of preparations exist within culture in turn acquires a kind of coherence, a set of experiences, and a presence within the culture of ruler and ruled alike.

[00:13:52]
I quote again from V.G. Kiernan. “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 tension of societies distorted by class division, with their reflection in the distorted ideas in men's minds.”

[00:14:21]
One acute indication of how crucial was the role played by ideas and cultures that reflected and elaborated the tensions, the inequalities, and injustices of the society, is given by the distinguished, but conservative, colonial historian D.K. Fieldhouse in a couple of sentences. “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, this is what made empire durable.”

[00:14:56]
Thus, the durability of empires sustained on both sides, that of rulers and ruled, and in turn produces a set of interpretations in the future accordingly governed by the situation of former ruler and former ruled, each situation with its own perspective, historical sense, emotions, and traditions. To a very great degree, the era of high imperialism is of course over. Yet once again to recall Eliot, although it is a period clearly of a particular period with an individual identity all of its own, its meaning is not contained totally in itself alone. It has entered the reality of hundreds of millions of people where its existence as shared memory and as a highly conflictual texture of culture ideology in policy exercise tremendous force even as we speak.

[00:15:47]
Fanon says, “we should flatly refuse-,” and I quote from The Wretched of the Earth, “we should flatly refuse the situation to which the Western countries wish to condemn us. Colonialism and imperialism have not paid their score when they withdrawal their flags and their police forces from our territories.

[00:16:05]
For centuries the capitalists have behaved in the underdeveloped world like nothing more than criminals.” Although we must take stock of such emotions as the nostalgia for empire, as well as the anger and resentment it still provokes, we must also try to look very carefully and integrally at the culture that nurtured the sentiment, the rational, and above all, the imagination of empire with very little during the 19th century in the way of domestic resistance to empire. And we must also try to grasp the hegemony of an imperial ideology as central to the affairs of a culture whose, perhaps less regrettable features, we still celebrate. There is, I submit, a quite serious deformation at work when we spend a great deal of time elaborating the aesthetic theories of Carlyle and Ruskin, for example, without giving much attention to the authority their ideas simultaneously bestowed on the subjugation of inferior peoples and colonial territories.

[00:17:08]
My argument will be that unless we can see, for instance, the great European realistic novel accomplished one of its principal purposes in sustaining the consent of a society for overseas expansion, or that in J.A. Hobson’s words, and I quote, “the selfish forces which direct imperialism utilize the protective colors of disinterested movements,” such as philanthropy, religion, science, and art. Unless we take those things into account, we will misread both the culture’s important and its resonances in the empire then and now.

[00:17:42]
I hasten to add, however, that doing this by no means involves hurling epithets like imperialism at European art and culture by way of wholesale condemnation. Not at all. What I do want to examine is how the processes of imperialism did not simply occur at the level of economic laws or political decisions, but were enabled and occurred by predisposition, by the authority of recognizable cultural formations, by continuing consolidation within education, literature, and the visual arts, for example. They were enabled and occurred at another very significant level, that of what I've been calling culture, which in our understandable ways to preserve it free of worldly taint, we have tended to sanitize as a realm of unchanging intellectual and moral monuments.

[00:18:31]
William Blake is unrestrained on this point. “The foundation of empire,” he says in his annotations to Reynold'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.” It would be foolish to assess this whole enormous complex of matters frontally. At best, one can use the present occasion to sketch some of its more important aspects, leaving it for other occasions and other interpreters to continue the enterprise.

[00:19:05]
The particular advantages of the present, however, need some emphasis. As the 20th century moves to a close, there's been a gathering awareness nearly everywhere of the lines between cultures, the divisions and differences that not only allow us to discriminate one culture from another - Japanese, European, African, American, etcetera, but those lines that enable us to see the extent to which cultures are humanly made structures, a force benevolent in what they include and incorporate, less benevolent in what they exclude and demote. There is in all cultures, I believe, an aspiration to sovereignty, to sway, to dominance. At the same time, paradoxically, we have never been aware, as we are now, of the extent to which historical and cultural experiences are, in fact, oddly unified things. That is, they partake of many, often contradictory, domains. They cross national boundaries. They defy the police action of simple dogma and loud patriotism.

[00:20:12]
Yet cultures also include more than they exclude, and what they include, invariably, are foreign elements, alterities, or differences. 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 and French Paris that could exclude the impact, historically, of India and Algeria upon these two imperial cities? For the most part, the colonies, as I said, no longer exist as directly ruled territories, but the imperial theory underlying colonial conquest continues. In 1910, the French colonial theorist Jules Harmand said,

[00:21:01]
and I quote, “It is necessary then, to accept as a principle and point of departure the fact that there is a hierarchy 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. The basic legitimization of conquest over native people 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.”

[00:21:43]
How contemporary this sounds. Because surely, we've heard such accents as these quite recently. More important than the past itself therefore, is its bearing upon the present. For reasons that are partly embedded in the imperial experience itself, the old divisions between colonizer and colonized have reemerged in the so-called North-South relationship which has entailed, as everyone knows, defensiveness, various kinds of rhetorical and ideological combat, and the simmering hostility that is quite likely, as in some cases already has, to trigger devastating wars.

[00:22:20]
Are there ways we can reconceive the imperial experience in other than compartmentalized terms so as to transform both our understanding of the present and our attitude towards the future? We must, therefore, start by considering the commonest forms of handling the subject, its tangled many-sided experience, the experience of imperialism, which is a legacy not just of those who left the colonies but also of those who remained, the natives.

[00:22:53]
A large number of people in England, for example, probably feel remorse for and totally regret the Indian experience. But there are also many people for whom on the one hand the good old days inevitably had to end, even though on the other the value of those days, the days of the Raj, the reason for their end, and attitudes towards nationalism are all basically unresolved and still volatile issues. But what may perhaps be a surprising fact is that debate in various countries of the third world about colonialist practice and the imperialist ideology that sustained it is extremely lively and diverse today. There are, for example, large groups of people who believe that the bitterness and humiliations of the experience that virtually enslaved them nevertheless delivered the benefits to these native peoples of a national self-consciousness, liberal ideas, and technological goods: telephones, telegraphs, trains, and so on. Benefits over time that seemed to have turned imperialism, sort of retrospectively, into a much less unpleasant thing.

[00:23:51]
Other people have used the post-colonial occasion for a retrospective reflection on colonialism, the better to understand the difficulties of the present in newly independent states. There the problems, in these newly independent former colonial states, the problems of democracy, development, and destiny are real ones attested to by the persecution of intellectuals who have carried on their thought and practice publicly and courageously. One thinks for example of Faiz Ahmad Faiz

[00:24:19]
in Pakistan, or Ngugi wa Thiongo in Kenya, major artists both whose sufferings have not impeded the intransigence of their thought or inhibited the severity of their punishment. But neither Ngugi nor Faiz nor many others like them in the third world, were anything but unstinting in their hatred of colonialism and their criticism of the imperialism that kept it going. The irony of course is that they were listened to, such people were listened to, only partially both in the West by the ruling authorities in their own societies. On the one hand, they were considered by many Western intellectuals to be Jeremiahs who denounced the evils of colonialisms after the fact, and on the other,

[00:25:03]
as agents of outside powers by the regimes at home who imprisoned or exiled them. The tragedy of this experience, and indeed of most post-colonial questions, lies in the limitations imposed on any attempt to deal with relationships that are polarized, radically uneven, remembered differently. The spheres, the sites of intensity, the agendas, the constituencies in the metropolitan and the ex-colonial world, appear to overlap, therefore, only partially. The small area that is perceived as common does not, at this point, provide for more than what might be called a rhetoric of blame.

[00:25:42]
People blame each other for what happened in the past, blame in order to explain the current situation of the current crisis. In what follows, I want to consider first the actualities of the intellectual terrain that I think is common, but discrepant, in the post-imperial discourse. Especially concentrating on what in it gives rise to and encourages a rhetoric as well as a politics of blame. Then, I shall consider the ways in which a reconsidered or revised notion of what might be called a post-imperial intellectual project is likely to expand the area of overlapping community between metropolitan and formerly colonized societies. Here, by looking at the different experiences contrapuntally,

[00:26:30]
as making up a set of intertwined or related histories, I shall be trying to formulate an alternative to a politics of blame, that is a more interesting, I think, politics of secular interpretation, which will I think, emerge as an altogether more rewarding activity than denunciations of the past or simple regret for its having definitively ended, and having first tried to define this activity in this lecture, I shall embark on a more extended manner during my three remaining letters.

[00:27:01]
Now, one way of making sense for a very common contemporary debate about imperialism is to analyze not its content but its form, not what is said so much as how it is said, by whom, where and for whom. But even trying to do such an analysis requires a kind of self-discipline not easily come by given that the arsenal of strategies for calling people names and attacking them and so on is so well developed and so tempting and above all so ready at hand. Take as a recent instance,

[00:27:30]
Salman Rushdie's critique of the Raj, what he calls “the Raj revival”, which is a diagnosis of the spate of recent films and articles about India that include The Jewel in the Crown, and David Lean’s Passage to India. Although Rushdie’s analyses argued that the nostalgia that was pressed into service by affectionate recollections of British rule in India, coincided with the Falklands War, and that, and I quote him now, “and that the rise of Raj revisionism, exemplified by the huge success of these fictions, is the artistic counterpart of the rise of conservative ideologies in modern Britain.” End of quote. Some commentators simply responded to what they consider to be Rushdie’s wailing and whining in public.

[00:28:19]
I'm actually referring to an extended polemic carried on against Rushdie by Conor Cruise O’Brien in The Observer. Moreover, to the extent that Rushdie was trying to make a larger argument that would presumably appeal to intellectuals for whom George Orwell’s division of the intellectual’s place in society into inside and outside the whale no longer applied. Modern reality, in Rushdie’s terms, was actually whaleless, and I quote him again, “whaleless, this world without quiet corners in which there can be no easy escape from history, from hullabaloo, from terrible unquiet fuss.” To the extent that that was Rushdie’s main point, it was not the point considered worth taking up and debating. Instead, the main issue for debate and contention was whether things in the third world hadn’t in fact gotten worse in the times after direct colonialism had ended, and whether it might not be better on the whole to listen to the rare, luckily, I might add, extremely rare, third world intellectuals who manfully - that’s usually the phrase used, - who manfully ascribe most of their present barbarities, tyrannies, and degradations to their own innately native histories.

[00:29:31]
Histories that were pretty bad before colonialism and that ever reverted to that state after colonialism. Hence ran the argument: better a ruthlessly honest V.S. Naipaul than an absurdly posturing Rushdie. One could conclude from the emotions stirred up by Rushdie’s case that many people in the West had come to feel that enough was enough.

[00:29:54]
After Vietnam and Iran, and note here that the names of those countries are usually implored equally to evoke domestic traumas, the student insurrections of the ‘60's in the case of Vietnam, and the hostage episode in the Iranian instance, as much as international outrages, the loss, in quotation marks, the “loss” of Vietnam and Iran to radical nationalism. After Iran and Vietnam, lines had to be defended. This is now, of course, Norman Podhoretz. Western democracy had taken too much of a beating.

[00:30:25]
And even if most of the physical damage had been done abroad, there was a sense, as Jimmy Carter once rather grotesquely put it, that there had been mutual damage. This after the devastation of Indochina. This feeling in turn led to a rethinking of the whole process of the decolonization. Was it not true, around this new evaluation, that we had given them progress and modernization? Hadn’t we provided them with order and a kind of stability that they haven't been able to since provide for themselves? Wasn't there some atrocious misplaced trust in their capacity for independence which has quite logically led to the Bokassa’s and the Amin’s whose intellectual correlates are people like Salman Rushdie? Shouldn't we have held onto the colonies, kept the subject or inferior races in check, remained true to our civilizational responsibility?

[00:31:18]
I realize that what I've just reproduced is not a thing itself but a caricature. Nevertheless, it does bear an uncomfortable, if slightly skewed, resemblance to what has been said by enough people who have imagined themselves to be speaking for the West. There seems little enough skepticism that no monolithic West in fact exists, anymore than one could speak convincingly of the entire ex-colonial world in one sweeping generalization after another. The leap to essences and generalizations was accompanied by a whole set of appeals to an imagined history of one-way Western endowments and free handouts followed by reprehensible sequence of ungrateful bitings of that grandly giving Western hand. Why don't they appreciate us? Why don’t they appreciate us after what we did for them? The thing to be noticed here of course is how easily everything could be compressed into the simple formula of unappreciated magnanimity.

[00:32:14]
Dismissed are the ravages to the colonial people who for centuries endured summary justice, unending economic oppression, the distortion of their societies and their intimate lives, and a recourseless submission given to them as a function of unchanging European superiority. Dismissed most thoroughly are the traces, an infinite number of them, that comprise the immensely detailed and violent history of colonial intervention, minute by minute, hour by hour, in the lives of individuals and collectivities on both sides of a colonial divide. 

[00:32:50]
The first thing to be noticed about the form of this kind of debate is how totalizing it is, how all enveloping its attitudes and gestures, how much it shuts out even as it includes, compresses, and consolidates a great deal. Its paradigm, I think, will remain the narrative form of Conrad’s Heart of Darkness. Marlow, on the one hand, acknowledges the tragic predicament of all speech, I’ll quote him now, 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.” Marlow, on the one hand, acknowledges the tragic predicament of all speech and yet conveys, somehow, the overwhelming power of Kurtz’s African experience through his own powerful narrative. That is to say Marlow’s narrative. And this narrative in turn is connected directly with the redemptive force, as well as the waste and the horror, of Europe's mission in the dark world. Whatever is lost,

[00:33:50]
or even simply made up in Marlow’s narrative, is compensated for in sheer historical momentum, its movement, the movement of a story, for it describes digressions and all. For within the narrative, whose source an authority he is, Marlow can move backwards and forwards in smaller spirals very much the way lesser episodes in the course of his journey up-river occur only to be incorporated by the principal trajectory.

[00:34:17]
What makes Conrad different from the other colonial writers who were his contemporaries, Rider Haggard, Conan Doyle, one could think of [UNINTELLIGIBLE] and so on and so forth. What makes him different from the other colonial writers who were his contemporaries is that, for reasons having very little to do with colonialism, he was a great deal more self-conscious about what he did than they were. Like most of his other stories therefore, Heart of Darkness is not just a recital of Marlow’s adventures, it is also a dramatization of Marlow telling a story to a group of 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 1890’s, when he was writing the tale, the business of empire was also the empire of business. For example, the fact that lectures on imperialism, very widely publicized lectures, were soon to be given by Halford Mackinder, a liberal imperialist, to the London Institute of Bankers. Although the almost oppressive force of Marlow's narrative leaves us with a quite accurate sense that there's no way out of the sovereign historical force of imperialism, and that it has the power of a system representing everything within its dominion, Conrad at least shows us that what Marlow does is contingent. It is acted out for a set of like-minded listeners, the audience he’s telling the story to, and it is limited to that situation.

[00:35:43]
Yet, neither Conrad nor Marlow offers us anything, and I would insist on this, that neither of them offers us of anything outside the world-conquering attitudes embodied by Kurtz, and Marlow, and Conrad. By that I mean that Heart of Darkness works so effectively precisely because its politics and aesthetics, so to speak, are imperialist, which by the time that Conrad wrote seemed an attitude that was inevitable and for which there could be no real alternative.

[00:36:11]
For if we cannot truly understand someone else's experience, and if as a result we must depend simply upon the assertive authority of the sort of power that Kurtz wields in the jungle or that Marlow possesses as narrator, there's no use looking for other non-imperialist alternatives in a system that has simply eliminated and made unthinkable all other alternatives to it. The circularity of the whole thing is unassailable, and it will be the subject of my second lecture which I've entitled “Consolidated Vision.”

[00:36:43]
As I said a moment ago, Conrad is so self-conscious about setting and situating the narrative at a particular moment, that he allows us to realize after all that far from swallowing up its own history, imperialism has in fact been placed and located by a larger history out there somewhere, one that lies outside the tightly inclusive ring of

[00:37:05]
the banker, and the lawyer, and so on and so forth, the people who are listening to Marlow tell the tale on the deck of the yawl Nellie. As yet however, and this is interesting, no one seemed to inhabit that world and that region out there and so Conrad simply left it empty.

[00:37:24]
It bears repeating that Conrad probably would never have used, could have used, Marlow to present anything other than an imperial or imperialist worldview given what was available for either Conrad or Marlow to see at the time. But because he also had an extraordinarily persistent residual sense of his own exile, his own marginality, to British society, Conrad instinctively qualified Marlow's narrative with the aesthetic restraint and the irony that came from standing at the very juncture of this world with another world, always unspecified, but different. Conrad was not a Rhodes or a Milner. Even though he understood perfectly how for each of them, and, in Hannah Arendt’s words, to enter “the maelstrom of an unending process of expansion, he will,” - let us say, the imperialist will – “as it were, cease to be what he was and obey the laws of the process,” - process of empire, accumulating empire, - “identify himself with anonymous forces that he is supposed to serve in order to keep the whole process in motion.” Arendt continues, “He will think of himself as mere function and eventually consider such functionality, such an incarnation of the dynamic trend of empire to be his highest possible achievement.”

[00:38:40]
Conrad’s realization is that if like narrative, imperialism is monopolized, the entire system of representation which allowed it, in the case of Heart of Darkness, to speak for the Blacks as well as for Kurtz and the other adventurers who include Marlow and his audience, your self-consciousness as an outsider, and Conrad was an outsider, can provoke in you an active comprehension of how the machine works given that you and it are fundamentally not in perfect synchrony or correspondence with each other.

[00:39:09]
The form of Conrad’s narrative has thus made it possible for two lines of argument to follow from it in the post-colonial world. One line allows the imperial enterprise to consolidate itself. The other opens up a prospective in distinction and opposition to it. The assertive sovereign inclusiveness of the first, that is to say of Marlow’s imperial narrative, has been reproduced by 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 inflections of this discourse are to exclude what has been represented as lost, - the loss of Iran, the loss of Vietnam, the impending loss of the Philippines, - by showing that the colonial world was, ontologically speaking, lost to begin with, irredeemable, irrecusably corrupt. Moreover, it focuses not on what was shared in the colonial experience, but on what must never be shared, namely power and rectitude. Rhetorically, this imperial argument, its terms aren’t, to borrow from Julien Benda’s attack on modern intellectuals, its terms are the organization of political passions, which Benda was prescient enough to know, leads inevitably to mass slaughter, and if not literal mass slaughter then certainly rhetorical slaughter.

[00:40:30]
What the discourse of resurgent empire resolutely fails to acknowledge is that the 19th century colonial encounter continues as much today in the drawing of lines and the defending of barriers as in the enormously complex and quietly interesting interchange between former colonial partners, France and Algeria for example, which tends to be overshadowed by the polarized discourse of pro- and anti-imperialists.

[00:40:56]
The effect of this discourse is to draw like-minded people away from the other quiet interesting ongoing interchange and to draw them instead into a regrettably tight little pair of camps. Inside each camp, if you're for imperialism or against it as you're arguing against each other, stand the blameless, the just, the omnicompetent, those who know the truth about themselves as well as the others. Outside both camps, it is alleged that there stands a miscellaneous bunch of querulous contemplatives 

[00:41:26]
who have gone on complaining about the past to little effect. However else this type of drawing of circles could be historically understandable, drawing a circle around the West certainly was and is not an attractive or edifying road today. It shuts out the possibility of knowledge and of discovery of what it means, to return to Rushdie now for another quotation, “to be outside the whale.” This is what Rushdie says. In other words, the point being is, in Orwell's essay, perhaps if you don't remember it, Orwell is drawing the distinction between writers who seem to be engaged outside the whale and people like Henry Miller, as the example he uses, who was writing about, you know, Paris and love making in the ‘30's and the ‘40's when Fascism was everywhere, and what Orwell says is that he's writing as if he’s inside the whale. Rushdie says, “outside the whale today,” - in other words, - “is the unceasing storm, the continual quarrel, the dialectic of history. Outside the whale there as a genuine need for political fiction, for books that draw new and better maps of reality, books that make new languages with which we can understand the world. Outside the whale, we see that we are all irradiated by history. We are radioactive with history and politics.

[00:42:56]
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 exhilarating, to grapple with the special problems created by the incorporation of political material because politics is by turns farce and tragedy and sometimes, for example Zia’s Pakistan, both at once. Outside the whale, the writer’s 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, ‘I can't go on, I will go on.’ “

[00:43:46]
The terms of Rushdie’s description, while they borrow from Orwell, seem to me to resonate even more interestingly with Conrad. For here, in its explicit references to the outside, I mean if the first line of Conrad's argument is to stay inside, and this is empire and everything is you know, is the West versus the East and so on, then I'm suggesting there's another consequence of Conrad which is the second line that leads out of the narrative form of Heart of Darkness which points to the existence of a perspective from outside the representations of Africa and so on provided by Marlow and his listeners. It is above all a profoundly historical perspective which is beholden neither to notions about destiny and the essentialism that destiny always seems to entail nor about

[00:44:36]
historical indifference and resignation. To the extent that being on the inside results in shutting out, editing, and subordinating the full experience of imperialism to the dominance of one 
Eurocentric and totalizing view. This one, the second alternative from Conrad, adumbrates the presence of a field without specialist historical privileges in it for one party over all the others.


Part 2 of 2:
[00:00:03]
>> ES: - as Marlow tells his story, the sun sets and by the end of the narrative the heart of darkness, literally, has reappeared in England. Outside the group of Marlow’s listeners, therefore, there lies this undefined and unclear world. Conrad seems to want to fold that world into the imperial sort of metropolitan vision that is represented by Marlow while, as I said, by virtue of his own dislocated subjectivity, Conrad also resists the effort, and I've always believed to some extent, he succeeds in resisting. For Conrad's circular narrative forms encourage us to sense, if not the actuality, then potential of a reality that has remained inaccessible to imperialism. This is the point of it: the world outside the Marlovian vision is that it's not only there, but it's also inaccessible to the attitudes of Kurtz and the adventurers who go out and bring light to the dark places of the earth. There’s remained inaccessible to imperialism which in the post-colonial world has finally erupted into presence.

[00:01:11]
Even if we confine ourselves to cultural and ideological artifacts, the evidence for this is both impressive and rich. For not only has there been a whole literature and a whole theory of resistance and response, which makes up the subject of my third lecture, there's been the greatly disparate post-colonial regions a tremendously energetic attempt to engage with the metropolitan world in a common effort at reinterpreting and expanding the sites of intensity and the terrain contested with Europe. In other words, people are looking at what has happened in conjunction with Europe to re-examine and reinterpret it for ways that have urgent meaning for the post-colonial world.

[00:01:54]
Some of this work in the postcolonial or third world interprets colonialism by asserting the native culture in opposition, saying you know, black négritude, for example, is a perfect example of this. In other instances, novelists in the third world, like Ngugi or the Sudanese Tayeb Salih

[00:02:13]
reinscribe in their friction such great figures of colonial cultures as the quest and the voyage into the unknown reclaiming them for their own post-colonial purposes. Therefore, between classical 19th century imperialism and what it gave rise to in these resistant active cultures in the third world there is thus a crossing over, there’s a kind of overlapping.

[00:02:40]
In order to understand this, I think we should, perhaps accept the notion, that in other words to accept this overlapping that I've just referred to. I think we should accept the notion that although there is a subjective, an irreducible subjective core to all human experience, this experience is also historical and it's secular. It is accessible to certain kinds of analysis, and this is centrally important for everything I'm going to say, it isn't exhausted by theories

[00:03:12]
that are marked and limited by doctrinal lines or by analytical constructs. I mean simply, that if one believes with Gramsci among others, that if an intellectual vocation is socially possible as well as desirable, it is an inadmissible contradiction at the same time to build analysis of historical experience around exclusions. Exclusions that stipulate for instance that only women can understand feminine experience, that only Jews can understand Jewish suffering, that only formally colonial subjects can understand colonial experience.

[00:03:46]
Nor does what I'm talking about have to do with saying glibly that there are two sides to every question. It's not what I'm talking about. For the difficulty with theories of exclusiveness, the so-called insider theories as they are referred to in sociology, or with barriers and ideas and sides rather, is that once they are admitted, as you know polar opposites, they absolve and forgive a great deal more ignorance and demagogy than they enable knowledge. Even the most cursory look at the fortunes of theories of race, of the modern state, of modern nationalism itself, verify the sad truth of this. If you know in advance, for example that the Black or Iranian or Chinese or Jewish or German experience is fundamentally comprehensible only to Jews, Iranians, Chinese, Black, or Germans, you first of all posit as essential something which I believe is both historical and the result of it of interpretation, namely the existence of Blackness Jewishness, Germanness, and so on, or for that matter of Occidentalism and Orientalism. Secondly, one is pretty likely to construct defenses of the experience rather than promote knowledge of it, and as a result, one will demote the different experiences of others to a lesser status.

[00:05:02]
If at the outset we acknowledge the massively knotted and complex history of special, but nevertheless overlapping and interconnected experiences of women, Westerners, Blacks, states and so on, there's no particular intellectual reason for granting each and all of them an ideal and essential status. And yet we would wish to preserve the quiddities, the particularity of each of these different experiences, so long as we also preserve some sense of the human community to which they all belong.

[00:05:36]
The comparative, therefore, or better the contrapuntal, perspective then proposals itself and with it the notion that experiences that are taking place at the same time are nevertheless nonsynchronous. That is, we must be able to think through and interpret together discrepant experiences each with its particular agenda and pace of development, its own formation, its internal coherence, and its system of relationships.

[00:06:05]
One point needs clarification before I go on to end with a couple of examples of the analysis I'm proposing. The notion of discrepant experiences is not intended as a ploy for circumventing the problem of ideology, because I mean, every experience you look at of course involves an ideological position taken with regard to it.

[00:06:25]
On the contrary, I believe no experience that is interpreted or reflected on can be characterized as ‘immediate’. Just as no critic or an interpreter can be believed when he or she claims that to achieved a kind of Archimedean or Olympian or divine perspective that is subject neither to history nor to a social setting.

[00:06:47]
In juxtaposing experiences with each other and letting them play off each other, and I use the musical term again, contrapuntally, as lines for example in a fugue it is my interpretive political, in the broader sense of that word, aim to make concurrent those views and experiences that are ideologically closed to each other, that ideologically attempt to distance or suppress other views and experiences. So that far from seeking to reduce the role played by ideology, the exposure of discrepancy in this contrapuntal manner highlights its force. The better to appreciate its power and to diminish its inhibitions on the present.

[00:07:25]
So, take as a contrast, therefore, two roughly contemporaneous early 19th century texts. One is the so-called Description de l’Egypte in all its massive, impressive coherence. And a comparatively slender volume contemporary with it, the Journal of an Egyptian, ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Jabarti. Both date from the 1820’s. The Description de l’Egypte was a 24-volume account of a French expedition to Egypt produced by Napoleon's team of scientists

[00:08:00]
which he had with him when he went to conquer Egypt, 1798. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Jabarti was an Egyptian notable, religious leader, who witnessed and lived through the French expedition. Take for example the following passage from Fourier’s introduction now to the Description de l’Egypte. “Placed,” and I quote from the Description which is a kind of announcement of what they were planning to do in Egypt. “Placed between Africa and Asia and communicating easily with Europe, Egypt occupies the center of the ancient continent. This country presents only great memories. It is the homeland of the arts and conserves innumerable moments. Its principle temples and the palaces inhabited by its king still exist even though its least ancient edifices had already been built by the time of the Trojan War. Homer, 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 supremacy and with which witnessed Pompeii, Caesar, Mark Antony, and Augustus deciding between 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.” In other words, Napoleon. “No considerable.-“ Finally, “No considerable power was ever amassed by any nation, whether in the West or in Asia, that didn't also turn that nation towards Egypt which was regarded in some measure as its natural lot.” I mean this is 1820. Remember the passage from Jules Harmand: ‘It is sort of natural for us go out there and…’

[00:09:40]
Fourier speaks, of course, as the sort of rationalizing mouthpiece of Napoleon's invasion of Egypt. The residences, the great names he summons, the placing, the grounding, the normalizing of foreign conquest within the cultural orbit of European existence, all of this transmutes conquest from an event that took place into a process that is much longer and slower and acceptable to the European’s sensibility which is enfolded within its own cultural orbit than such an event could have had for any Egyptian enduring the conquest.

[00:10:15]
At almost the same time, Jabarti records in his journal a series of anguished, but not unperceptive, reflections on the conquest. What he says, he says as an embattled religious notable regarding the conquest of his country and the destruction of his society. “This year,” he says, “is the beginning of a period marked by great battles, serious results were suddenly produced in a frightening manner, miseries multiplied without end, the course of things was troubled, the common meaning of life was corrupted, and destruction overtook it, and the devastation was general.”

[00:10:54]
Then, as a good Muslim he turns back to reflect on himself and his people, just as Fourier turns back and talks about Plato and Alexander and so on, this man turns back to reflect using the Koran. “ ‘God,’ says the Koran, ‘does not-,’ in other words thinking maybe we deserve this, ‘does not unjustly ruin cities whose inhabitants are just.’ “

[00:11:16]
Whereas the French expedition was marked by the presence of a whole team of scientists whose job it was to survey Egypt as it was never surveyed before, Jabarti has eyes for only appreciates the facts of power. They bear on his existence as conquered Egyptian, an existence for him that is compressed into that of a subjugated particle barely able to do much more than record the French army’s comings and goings, it's imperious decrees, it's overwhelmingly harsh measures, it's awesome and seemingly unchecked ability to do what it wanted according to imperatives few of the natives could affect.

[00:11:48]
The discrepancy between the politics producing Napoleon’s Description and Jabarti’s response is therefore stark. A fact that highlights the terrain they contest so unequally between them. It's not difficult to follow out the results of Jabarti’s attitude, as in fact generations of historians have done and as I shall do to some extent in my third lecture. One could almost immediately see how the experience of the conquered Egyptian produced a deep seeded anti-Westernism that becomes a persistent theme of Egyptian, Arab, Islamic, and third world history. One could also find in Jabarti the seeds of Islamic reformism which as it was to be developed later by ‘Abdu and Afghani would argue either that Islam had better become modern in order to compete with the West, or return to its Meccan roots the better to combat the West. And to cut the list short, Jabarti could also be seen as initiating the immense wave of national self-consciousness that culminates not only in the theory and practice of what is called Nasserism,

[00:12:54]
from Gamal Abdel Nasser, but also in contemporary movements of so-called Islamic fundamentalism. On the other hand, to go to Napoleon, we haven't always found it necessary to read the development of 19th century French culture and history in terms of the Egyptian expedition of Napoleon. The same has been true of British colonialism in India. A reign of such immense range and wealth as to have become for members of the imperial culture almost a fact of nature.

[00:13:23]
Yet what later scholars and critics say about all European texts made literally possible because the Description consolidated the conquest of the Orient, is also to a very interesting degree a function, somewhat attenuated and highly implicit, of the earlier contest between Napoleon and Egypt. To write today about Nerval and Flaubert, whose work depended so massively upon the orient then, is to work in the territory that was originally charted by the French Imperial victory, consolidate its traces, and extend them into 150 years of European experience. Although in saying such a thing we once again highlight the discrepancy between what is symbolized in the opposition

[00:14:02]
of Jabarti to Fourier. The imperial contest was not a one-time tearing of the veil, but a repeated, institutionalized presence in French life whose response, especially, for example, the conquest of Algeria in 1830, whose response to the silent and incorporated disparity between French and subjugated cultures took a variety of forms. The asymmetry is striking. On the one hand, we assume that the whole of history in colonial territories was a function of the imperial intervention. In other words, we see it as a result of what happened because of the arrival of the British and the French. On the other hand, there's an equally obstinate attempt, assumption, that colonial undertakings where a phenomenon marginal, perhaps even eccentric, to the central activities of the great metropolitan cultures. I mean, this is terribly important. In other words, we tend to read the histories of places like India and Egypt, for instance, as if they are really only what has happened because of imperialism to them, but the same attitude in looking at say British and French history, seeing that is as an offshoot of the imperial experience, particularly in the cultural domain, is not to be found.

[00:15:14]
Thus to focus principally on attitudes in Europe and the United States there has been a tendency in anthropology, history, and cultural studies to treat the whole world history as viewable by a Western meta-subject, whose historicizing and disciplinary rigor either took away, or in the post-colonial period, restored history to people and cultures quote unquote, in Eric Wolf’s phrase,

[00:15:36]
“people without History”. Interestingly, therefore, there have been very few full-scale critical studies on the relationship between modern Western imperialism and its culture. The occlusion of that deeply symbiotic relationship being a result of the relationship itself. More particularly, as I said earlier, the extraordinary dependence, formal and ideological, of the great French and English realistic novel, to take just one aesthetic form, the dependence of these novels on the fact of empire has also never been studied from a general theoretical standpoint. All these elisions and denials are, I believe, reproduced today in the strident journalistic debates about decolonialization 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 deplorable 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 colonialism just a controversy about methodology, or about academic perspectives in the writing of cultural history, we would be justified in regarding it as perhaps worth notice but not really serious. In fact, however, I believe, we are talking about a corner of what in the world of power and nations is a compellingly important and interesting configuration. I don't want to spend more than a moment here talking about what will be the major part of my fourth lecture, but there's no question, for instance, that in the past decade, an extraordinary intense reversion to tribal and religious sentiments, we see that all over the world, in America as well. An extraordinarily intense reversion to tribal and religious sentiments has accompanied and deepened many of the discrepancies between politics that have existed since, if they have been actually created by, the period of high European Imperialism. Moreover, the various struggles for dominance between states, nationalisms, ethnic groups, regions, and cultural entities has without question been amplified as well conducted to a very large degree by the manipulation of opinion and discourse.

[00:17:42]
The production and consumption of ideological media representation, the simplification and reduction into easy currency of vast complexities, the easier to destroy and deploy and exploit them in the interest of state policy. In all of this, intellectuals have played a very important role. Nowhere in my opinion, more crucial, and compromised, than the overlapping region of experience and culture left as a legacy of colonialism where the politics of secular interpretation are carried on for very high stakes.

[00:18:14]
Naturally, the preponderance of power's been on the side of the self-constituted Western societies, but the reactive responses to this imbalance on the part of many formerly colonized states has been remarkable too. The entire legacy, therefore, of what can metaphorically be called the creative tension between Conrad and Fanon, with only a few exceptions to it, has been disastrous. Let us concede that given the discrepancy between European colonial power and the colonized societies there was a kind of historical necessity by which colonial pressure created anti-colonial resistance. What concerns me is the way which, several generations later, the conflict continues, and in an impoverished, and for that reason more dangerous form, thanks to the underlying complacence of the alignment between intellectuals and the present institutions of power. The result, as I said earlier, has been an intellectual politics of blame, and a drastic reduction in the range of material proposed for attention and controversy by intellectuals.

[00:19:14]
There isn't of course time to plot the various strategies that might be employed to widen, deepen, and expand the area of postcolonial intellectual activity in order to treat the rich residual actualities of colonial encounter more usefully. This, after all, is what my subsequent lectures especially shall be about. Here, I should be very brief and schematic and I shall conclude

[00:19:39]
with two, three illustrative examples that are usefully presented in anecdotal form. A few years ago, I had a chance encounter with an Arab Christian clergyman who came to the United States, he told me, on an exceedingly urgent and unpleasant mission. As I myself happen to be a member by birth of the relatively small but significant, I like to think, significant minority he served - Arab, Christian, Protestant, I was most interested in what he had to say.

[00:20:11]
You should note that since the 1860’s, there has been a Protestant community of a few sects- Quakers, Baptists, Anglicans so on, scattered throughout the eastern Mediterranean, the Levant, and they are largely the creation, or the result, of the imperial competition for converts and constituents in the Ottoman Empire principally in Syria, Lebanon, and Palestine. In time of course, these congregations -Presbyterians, Baptists so on, - acquired their own identities and traditions and their own institutions. All of which, without exception, played a fairly honorable nationalist role during the period of the so-called Arab Renaissance of the 20th century. Roughly 110 years later, the very same European and American synods and church authorities who had authorized, and indeed sustained, the early missionary efforts, appeared quite without warning to reconsider the matter. It had become clear of them,

[00:21:13]
that Eastern Christianity was really constituted by the Greek Orthodox church, from which, it should be noticed, the overwhelming majority of converts to Protestantism came. You should also know this, that the 19th century missionaries who came to the Levant were totally unsuccessful in converting either Muslims or Jews.

[00:21:37]
And all they could convert were Christians from one sect to the other [LAUGHTER]. I could elaborate on that, but [LAUGHTER]. But in the 1980’s, the Western principals, that is to say the authorities in America for example for the Presbyterian mission, who were the principals of the Arab Protestant communities, were now encouraging their acolytes over there to return to the Greek Orthodox fold.

[00:22:13]
There was talk of withdrawing financial support, disbanding the churches and the schools, of in the sense cancelling the whole thing. [LAUGHTER]. The missionary authorities, they were saying now, had made a mistake a 100 years ago in severing Eastern Christians from the main church. Now they should go back.

[00:22:33]
To my clergyman friend this was a really drastic eventuality, and were it not for the genuinely aggrieved sensibility involved, one could have considered the whole matter a joke, or a cruel joke, but a joke nonetheless. What struck me most strongly, however, was the way in which my friend put his argument. This was what he was in America to say to his ecclesiastical principals. He could understand the new doctrinal point being put forward now, that modern ecumenism had better go in the direction of dissolving these small sects and preserving the dominant community, which was Greek Orthodox, rather than encouraging those sects remain independent from the main church. That you could discuss. But what seemed horrendously imperialist, and he used the word over and over again, imperialist, and seem to belong entirely to the realm of power politics was, he said, the total disregard with which over a century of Arab Protestant experience was simply scratched off as if it never happened. What they don't seem to realize, my gravely affected friend told me, is that while we were their converts and students once, we have been their partners for well over a century. We have trusted them and our own experience. We have developed our own integrity and lived our own Arab Protestant identity within our sphere but also spiritually within and alongside theirs. How do they expect us to efface our whole modern history which we consider to be an independent one? How can they say that they made a mistake a century ago and that could be rectified today by a stroke of the pen in New York or London, leaving us absolutely nowhere?

[00:24:12]
You'll note that this touching story concerns an experience of imperialism that is essentially a narrative of sympathy and congruence, not of antagonism, resentment, or resistance. The appeal by one of the post-imperial, or postcolonial parties was to the value of a mutual experience. True there has been a principal and a subordinate, but there had been dialogue and communication. What one can see in the story is, I think, the power to give or withhold attention, a power utterly essential to interpretation of the politics. The implicit argument made by the Western missionary authorities was that these Arab Protestants had gotten something out of what had been given them, but we, the givers, were now pulling out. Their point seems to be that in such a relationship of historical dependence and subordination, all the giving went one way. The value is mainly on one side, the ties are significant only as they benefited the recipient, and so mutuality was considerably impossible.

[00:25:09]
I take this to be a parable about the area of attention made greater or lesser in size, made more or less equal in value, if not in quality, furnished for interpretation by the post-colonial situation as that has followed both from the colonial encounter as well as the Imperial worldview from which it followed. The second, and last, little anecdote I want to tell you concerns one of the canonical topics of Western, of modern intellectual Western history, which is that the history, as practiced by people like Foucault and others, which is the history of the development of dominant discourses in this disciplinary and traditions in the main fields of scientific, social, or cultural inquiry.

[00:25:56]
Without any exception that I know of, of course, the paradigms for this topic of the development of anthropology, of sociology, of linguistics and so on and so forth, the paradigms have been drawn from what is considered exclusively Western sources, certainly it’s the case in Foucault’s work, and, in another domain, it's also the case in Raymond Williams’s work. I mention these two rather formidable scholars because in the main I'm in almost total sympathy with their discoveries to which I'm, as we all are, tremendously indebted. Yet for both of them, the colonial experience is quite irrelevant, and that theoretical oversight has become the norm in all cultural and scientific disciplines, except in occasional studies of the history of anthropology, Johannes Fabian’s book, Time and the Other, Talal Assad’s Anthropology and the Colonial Encounter, or studies in the development of sociology such as Brian Turner's book, Marx and the End of Orientalism. Now, part of the impulse behind what I tried to do in my book on Orientalism was to show the dependence of what appeared to be detached, an apolitical cultural discipline, upon a quite sordid history of imperialist ideology and colonial settlement.

[00:27:04]
But I will confess that I was also consciously trying to express dissatisfaction at the consolidated walls of denials that had been built up around policy studies that passed themselves off as uncontroversial scholarly enterprises. Whatever effect my book achieved would not have happened had there not also been some readiness on the part of a younger generation of scholars, here and there, to take a fresh look at their own collective histories. Yet few works have dealt with what I believe is a more complex field than anthropology and sociology which is the genealogy of contemporary culture and ideology. One of the most notable and recent of these studies has been the as yet unpublished work of a Columbia doctoral student from India,

[00:27:48]
a trained professional scholar and teacher of English literature who teaches at the University of Delhi, whose historical and cultural research has, I think, uncovered the partly political origins of modern English studies and located them to a significant extent in a system of colonial education imposed on natives in 19th century India. A great deal about her work has unusual interest, but the central point this woman, Gauri Viswanathan, she seems to be making, is that what has conventionally been thought of as a discipline, the study of English literature, created entirely by and for British youth, by British elders for British youth, was first created, she argues, by early 19th century colonial administers for the ideological pacification and reformation of a potentially rebellious Indian population and then imported into the metropolitan center, in England, for a very different but related use there. The evidence, I think, is incontrovertible and free of nativism. Most important though, this kind of study maps out a varied and intertwined archaeology for knowledge whose actualities lie considerably below the surface hitherto esteemed to be the true texture and textuality of what we study as literature, history, culture, philosophy. The implications are vast indeed, and once again provide the benefit of pulling us away from routine polemics on the superiority of Western over non-Western models.

[00:29:23]
For there is no way of dodging the fact that the present ideological conjuncture is deeply unfriendly to the alternative norms for intellectual work that I've been discussing. There's also no escape from the pressing and urgent calls many of us are likely to respond to from embattled causes and turbulent fields of battle. Nevertheless, a resistant, perhaps ultimately subjective component, of energy resides in the intellectual or critical vocation itself, and it is on this that one has to rely. It's a form of oppositional energy, particularly when collective passions seem mostly harnessed to movements for patriotic domination and nationalist reaction and coercion. In standing up to and challenging their power, we should, I think, enlist what we can truly comprehend of a past in our mission. Thank you.

[CLAPPING]
[GARBLED TAPE <2 secs.]

>>Speaker 2 [Sp2]: -suggest at one point during your lecture that there was a certain type of determinant aesthetic of Marlovian narrative [UNINTELLIGIBLE] inside the whale [UNINTELLIGIBLE] totalizing, discrepant culture’s experience. How then as a critic who is at once secular but also progressive can one begin to talk about that experience [UNINTELLIGIBLE]

>>ES: How would one do it if what? I missed the ‘if’.

>>Sp2: If one denied the [UNINTELLIGIBLE], what it claimed to be, [UNINTELLIGIBLE].

[00:30:26]
>>ES: Well, I don’t think you can deny it. I mean, I think that attempt. I mean. I mean. I mean I think it would be. I mean, it's virtually unthinkable to my mind, to read Conrad, you know, whom I 

[00:31:18]
deeply love and admire, and to read him simply as a kind of, as a kind of an author who's writing aesthetic texts that had no, that had been sort of cleansed of all their political complicity. And I think that not only would it be doing a tremendous disservice to the texts themselves, that is to say that they were of a particular moment. I'll be talking more about that later, but I mean they belonged and grew out of and were a kind of ironic

[00:31:54]
sort of almost caricature of people like Rhodes and Milner, you know, the imperialist ethos, but I think Conrad was actually quite, you know, quite seriously trying to get beyond it and always failing. In other words, I think it's really true to say that Heart of Darkness, for instance, is not simply a satire as it, to a certain degree is, to certain degree is a satire, on the kind of mad colonial or imperial schemes of Leopold or the Belgians, but is also an attempt to say well, OK, are French schemes any better? You know? I mean, are English schemes any better? And you know, the clinching line is of course when he says about Kurtz. All Europe went into the making of Kurtz. Kurtz was really the typification of the European in the dark continent, and so this is what really interests me. In other words, the completely, I think, saturated political texture of that great aesthetic object, you know, Heart of Darkness, and also Conrad’s quite pecu- you don't find it quite as much even, another great writer like Kipling, I mean

[00:33:07]
that quite peculiar consciousness that he had always somehow standing outside, trying to stand outside it. But my point, the point I was trying to make, is that Conrad does stand outside it, there isn’t anything he sees. I mean, it is, I mean it's just another blank space out there that is going to be dominated later. In other words, I think it's wrong to read Conrad as providing the antidote. I mean it's an ironic reflection on and in imperialism rather than. So, I mean,

[00:33:36]
that's really the way I would put the whole thing, but I think it’d be totally wrong to read him as in some way repudiating the political and using the aesthetic in a sense to redeem it. I don't think that’s true at all.

>>Speaker 3 [Sp3]: How does the secular critic -

>>ES: Yes

>>Sp3: -who wishes to view something as a progressive [UNINTELLIGIBLE] conservativeness in an innately conservative text [UNINTELLIGIBLE]?

>>ES: Well, because, as I said earlier, well I, it's a very good point you're making. In other words, the interesting thing about Conrad, you see, Conrad was of course a conservative, I think one could say about him. I mean it's sort of vulgarizing a bit to say that he’s a conservative. He’s conservative, he's a skeptic to some degree, he also has a kind of revolutionary quality to his politics. But the interesting thing about Conrad, in my view, isn’t that Conrad wrote and he was a conservative and therefore we have to look at it, that's only half of or part of what. Conrad is also very interesting because, for example, a lot of African writers have read Conrad. You see, Conrad wrote in a situation which is no African could have read him. I mean, it wasn’t his audience, but Conrad in a curious sort of way is a great mythographer, even a geographer, certainly of the imagination of Africa, and I would say that a large part of Conrad’s interest today is not simply as a historical sort of document of his own time. I mean certainly that's very interesting and there's a lot to be done yet on Conrad’s links with the political, I mean as a great aesthetic, you know as an artist, with the Imperial moment of which he is a part. I'm trying to talk about that also in these talks. But the other part of it is Conrad's, the legacy of Conrad's writing, you see, for the African writers who, and even the Latin American writers I presume, who read him now as a mythographer, in a sense,

[00:35:36]
who charted territory that they are now going over, you see. And you see it, I mean, the reactions for example, the reactions to Conrad of Chinua Achebe, you know, who attacks him on the one hand and yet writes novels that in a sense are unthinkable without Conrad in a funny sort of way. That's what's interesting about it, you see. So, it's not just a matter, I mean, what I'm trying to suggest is not just saying, ‘well he's an imperialist and that's it’, but this continuing sort of, it's like a long note that keeps, you know, getting heard and then taken up and echo, and resonate. That’s the interesting thing.

>>Speaker 4 [Sp4]: I’d like to ask two more or less related but not identical questions

[00:36:15]
>>ES: Yes

>>Sp4: From the first, in terms of the interpretation of the status of colonialism and imperialism in the 19th century,

>>ES: Yes

>>Sp4: If you take some of the things you said, that is to say colonialism itself involved a very small percentage of European population, it’s not terribly mysterious why it did not impinge more on the consciousness of many, many people. People who said that ‘these spices on the table, I don’t really have to worry where it came from’. So at least in terms of the experience of the time-

>>ES: No, no, I'm sorry, excuse me, what I meant to say, if I might just say, I mean, I just want to correct what I think is a misunderstanding of what I said, namely, I didn't say that it involved a small number of Europeans. I said that with regard to, for example India, you were dealing with a few hundred thousand people in India - Europeans, English - as against a population of 300 million, but I certainly wouldn't say that the

[00:37:13]
I don't really, I don't think anybody really knows the extent to which people were aware of it but if as you read, - I mean in Europe of the colonial empire, - but certainly as you read, - I'll be talking about this tomorrow, - but as you read contemporary accounts,

[00:37:30]
you know, of life at home in the metropolis, for example in novels. There are very few European novels, if read closely, that don't refer as a kind of fact of nature to these overseas possessions. I mean, you understand what I’m trying to say. Those references are cultural references, and what I'm talking about, I'm not talking about the world, I mean the total population of England and it's consc-, I mean I have no way of apprehending that, but I'm talking about the cultural consciousness which, for example in Culture and Anarchy, is central doctrine really, document of cultural thought. Well, if you look carefully at it, I mean, you know, it's not just Ireland and the Hyde Park riots, but also the empire that's being talked about. I mean, so there is, shall we say, a liminal awareness, in some instances an absolute awareness, of the existence of an empire, which by the end of the 19th century was I think very widespread.

>>SP4: By the end of the 19th century?

>>ES: By the end of the 19th century. But especially, well, I mean, it becomes very widespread in other countries, I mean, you know, Italy and Belgium and Holland and so and so forth, but certainly in Britain and France.

>>SP4: I think that’s the problem that really requires a lot of research. What exactly is the status of the colonial imperial experience, for example, even in literature alone

[CROSS TALK]

>>SP4: Is it repressed? Is it denied?

[00:38:54]
>>ES: Well, I completely agree with you, I mean and certainly I would argue, and have argued in other places, that the status of the empire, say in French, say painting and novels, are quite different than in the English experience, but part of the point I'm trying to make is that it hasn't really been looked at in this global sense. I mean that you know you'll find work say on ‘the Empire in Kipling’, but I'm talking about it as a kind of a of a great thematic within the cultural archive and

[00:39:30]
part of the reason for what I'm trying to do in this, you know hopelessly, I mean it's way too big a subject, is to suggest that this is an extraordinarily powerful and interesting topic, and it's just never been looked at. In all sorts of ways, it's never been looked at. So, in a certain sense, we're talking about the not having looked at rather than what there is to be seen, at this point. But I think you've got my point.

[CROSS TALK]
>>SP4: Could I ask you briefly the second part, really quick?

>>ES: Sure. Yes. Please.

>>SP4: [INAUDIBLE] The thing I find very difficult to do is how really to bring together the level of textual analysis [UNINTELLIGIBLE] with problems of interpretation what the massive perspective, the illustrating document in certain ways. For example, the introduction of English studies in India which then [UNINTELLIGIBLE] displacement [UNINTELLIGIBLE]

>>ES: Yes

>>SP4: But the second thing you can do, I think, in a very very convincing way. The first thing, and especially if you bring the two together, [INAUDIBLE] in terms of simple association-

>>ES: Right.

>>SP4: -[INAUDIBLE] is I think very very difficult, and I think one concept that doesn’t really help is the concept of the total system, let’s say where everything is recycled

[00:40:15]
>>ES: No, no, I agree. No of course. No that's absurd. Yeah, no I totally agree with you. I mean, I said it, I tried to say at the outset. Maybe I should have said it more times. It's not interesting to keep saying, ‘well, it's all imperialism’. I mean that's not really interesting at all, but I mean certainly I think one could-

[00:40:52]
Let me give you an example. I mean, I'm going to talk about this a little more tomorrow, but I mean, certainly it would seem to me, that in a novel like Mansfield Park, and if you look at most of the accounts of that novel, where Austen says you know ‘my theme is ordination’. Well, ‘ordination’ means many things, but one of the things it could be said to mean, you know, a kind of hierarchy, a certain placing of places. I mean, Plymouth versus Mansfield Park, Fanny Price is back and forth and so on. Well you know at the at the nether end

[00:41:30]
or the furthest end from Mansfield Park is the West Indian estate of Sir Thomas Bertram. I mean that's part of a chain of, shall we say, valences and values and stabilities, but now look at almost any account of Mansfield Park that, I mean canonical aspect, I mean readings of Mansfield Park whether the Penguin edition, you know, the long a very brilliant introduction by Tony Tanner, Lionel Trilling’s account of the novel doesn't mention that at all, I mean. You see, so.

[00:42:02]
That's one kind of thing, and then when you talk about Conrad and Haggard and Kipling at the end of the century, that’s another, but you've got-. What I'm trying to say is you've got another, you've got another pattern there to look at, you know, and why, this is really, - I'm really sort of telling you a little bit about the subject of my lecture tomorrow, - why the extraordinary eruption at the end of the 19th century when imperialism and the Empire itself couldn't be ignored, couldn't be left as a reference on the second page of Mansfield Park, the overseas possession, becomes the great subject in, you know, in dozens of writers. I mean, what do most people, - there's a new book about it, - most people want to read, they want to read about Rider Haggard, about She and King Solomon's Mines, and you know, how does that occur? Is it simply a matter that the Empire had developed and had become such a fact of European experience? Or was there's something else going on? And why did it take place at the same time as certain formations within the other, the so called non-imperial novel takes place? I mean those kinds of relationships really, it seems to me, have a great deal to do with a rereading of the canon. I'm not saying just read, you know, penny dreadfuls and sort of

[00:43:13]
cheap adventure novels, but see the whole pattern and it's one of nuances and emphases and different intensities, but very little of that has been done. I mean, it's very it's quite curious, and that I think can teach us a great deal about, you know, looking at not only our present situation but also towards the future because I mean the whole history of that particular kind of domination is very much with us, you know. I mean, that's really what I'm trying to say.

