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Abstract

Orientalisn(1978), Edward Said's important and controversial study of the way the West
has systematically (mis)represented the Orient for its own purposes, continues to be cited and
actively debated sixteen years after its publication. This essay begins by summarising Said's
central argument that Orientalism is a discursive formation in the Foucauldian sense, whose
academic, imaginative and institutional aspects have functioned for two hundred years to
naturalise the subordination of the Oriental ‘other’ they created. I then outline the long-term
critical reception to this argument, by addressing five main critical questions: (a) to what
extent does Said present Orientalism as a more unified and monolithic discourse than it
actually was - or is - in practice?; (b) what are the implications of Said's attempt to
demonstrate that ‘the Orient’ has no existence except as a creation of Orientalism, while at the
same time insisting that Orientalist discourse systematically misrepresented the ‘real Orient’?;
(c) what are the implications of Said's decision not to address the responses to Orientalism of
those peoples who were ‘Orientalised’?; (d) if Orientalism is as totalising a discourse as S~
seems to want to suggest, can he escape it sufficiently to formulate a truly oppositional
critique?; and (e) what is the relationship between Orientalism and ‘Orientalism in reverse’?
The essay concludes with a brief discussion of Said's Culture and Imperialism (1993), which
he describes as a ‘sequel’ to Orientalism, and which I treat as an attempt, in part, to address
some of the criticisms reviewed in earlier parts of the essay. I concentrate on three main
themes of Culture and Imperialism: first, its attention to the close relationship between culture
and imperialism; second, its detailed examination of subaltern responses to imperialism (and
Orientalism); and third, its treatment of the role of critical intellectuals in describing and
dismantling the structures of domination manifest in Orientalism and Imperialism.

The East is a career.
[Benjamin Disraeli, Tancred, 1848]

They cannot represent themselves; they must be represented.
[Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, 1852]

*Thanks to Jim Chernishenko, Mike Ripmeester and Nancy Cook for their
comments on an earlier draft of the paper.
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I saw a great deal of the Shingshalis during my two visits to their valleys,
and I am afraid that, generally, they proved but a sorry lot [...] I found them
unamiable to deal with, feckless, and shy of all endurance and enterprise
[...] I have no love for the Shingshalis, very much the reverse, but I should
be sorry to see any attempts to modernise them. They are happy and
contented, surly, intractable, and quite untrustworthy. There is nothing to
be gained by improving them.
[Reginald Schomberg, Unknown Karakoram, 1936]

When you return to your own world, you'll find yourself thinking back to
these moments, while you stand among modern buildings, or drive your
car. Not all that far away, someone is hunting for dinner with a poison
dart, drying fish on a pointed stick, or listening to the rain fall on a grass
hut. They've always been there. But now, you have too.

[Advertisement for Faucett: The First Airline of Peru, 1995]

The term "Orientalism" has been used more or less unproblematically for over
two centuries to describe "the tradition of Occidental literary and scholarly interest
in countries and peoples of the East" [Lowe, 1991, p. 3]. Edward Said's
controversial book Orientalism [1978] was the first comprehensive attempt to map
the discursive and ideological dimensions of this tradition, to expose it to careful
critical evaluation, to "write back" against what has undoubtedly been one of the
prime discursive formations of imperialism [but see Abdel-Malek, 1963]. Said's
central argument is that Orientalism is much more than a field of scholarly
investigation, although it is that. Itis also "a style of thought based on an ontological
and epistemological distinction made between ‘the Orient” and (most of the time)
‘the Occident’", as well as "a corporate institution for dealing with ‘the Orient’"
[1978, p. 2-3]. Together these dimensions constitute — following Foucault — a
discourse of knowledge and power that characterised a wide-ranging set of
economic, social and political relations between Europe and its ‘Oriental’ colonies
(and presently the US and its ‘satellites’), and that functioned to naturalise the
subordination of the colonial ‘other’ it created. My aim in the first section of the
paper is to summarise these main strands of Said's argument. I will begin with a
description of the central aspects of Orientalism I identified above, and then outline
how they provide the foundations of Said's conception of Orientalism as a central
discursive formation of imperialism. Said focuses almost exclusively on Britain and
France's treatment of the Middle East and North Africa since the late eighteenth
century. He concentrates mainly on a selection of literary and scholarly Orientalist
texts, supplemented by frequent reference to travel literature and colonial
administrative tracts.

There can be no doubt that the importance of Orientalism extends far beyond
the narrow bounds of the historiography of Oriental studies. Scholars with interests
ranging from cultural theory to development policy are still debating Said's thesis
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sixteen years after its publication. The ambivalence of many commentaries, and the
fact that Orientalism continues to be actively debated — and not just cited —
suggests that the book is as important for its failings and omissions as it is for its
achievements. My task in the second part of the paper is to summarise what appears
— after sixteen years — to be the long-term critical reception of Orienfalism. This
is no easy task, given the plethora of commentaries that have been published;
according to one source, more than sixty in Britain and the USA in the first two
years after its publication [Mani and Frankenberg, 1985, p. 178]. I have made it
somewhat simpler by ignoring those numerous and vocal reviewers who perceive
colonialism as a generally good thing for the colonised, and who consequently
regard Said's entire project as wrongheaded.

Although different disciplinary camps have gleaned different lessons from Said,
most commentaries, whether sympathetic or not, focus on some combination of five
main critical questions: (a) to what extent does Said present Orientalism as a more
unified and monolithic discotirse than it actually was — or is — in practice?;
(b) what are the implications of Said's attempt to demonstrate that ‘the Orient’ has
no existence except as a creation of Orientalism, while at the same time insisting that
Orientalist discourse systematically misrepresented the ‘real Orient’?; (c) what are
the implications of Said's decision not to address the responses to Orientalism of
those peoples who were ‘Orientalised’?; (d) if Orientalism is as totalising a
discourse as Said seems to want to suggest, can he escape it sufficiently to formulate
a truly oppositional critique?; and (e) what is the relationship between Orientalism
and ‘Orientalism in reverse’? e

These are difficult questions to address without acknowledging that Orientalism
was a flawed and incomplete project. Still, most reviewers agree with Young [1990]
in insisting on the book's enormous positive contribution. Despite his rigorous
criticism of much of Said's argument, Young suggests two reasons why Orientalism
“cannot be underestimated in its importance and in its effects” [1990, p. 126]. First,
he says, the book almost single-handedly broke the proscription of "the literary-
cultural establishment [...that...] declared the serious study of imperialism off limits"
[Said, 1976, p. 38]. In so doing, Orientalism demonstrated conclusively that, in the
context of discourses of Orientalism "Europe was always in a position of strength,
not to say domination. There is no way of putting this euphemistically" [Said, 1978,
p. 40]. The second, and related, contribution is more wide-ranging:

much of the current pressure for the political, particularly in the US where
there is no recent substantial tradition of political criticism, has followed
from the work of Said. His injunction that criticism must be affiliated to
the world of which it is a part has exercised a powerful moral pressure. It
has also enabled those from minorities, whether categorised as racial,
sexual, social or economic, to stake their critical work in relation to their
own political positioning rather than feel obliged to assume the
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transcendent values of the dominant discourse of criticism. [Young, 1990,
p. 126]

Thus Orientalism is influential for the space it opened up, and the example it
provided, for a radical critique of hegemonic cultural and political discourse.

Said has not received his due in silence. Apart from numerous published
interviews and short responses to specific reviews, he published an article titled
"Orientalism Reconsidered" in 1985, and the book Culture and Imperialism in 1993,
He describes the latter as "a sequel to Orientalism" [Said, 1993a, p. 13]. Said's
strategy has been to extend his project by moving out from the Middle East to other
parts of the colonised world, and to develop an emphasis on the reception of
discourses of Orientalism and imperialism among the colonised, rather than to dwell
on the specifics of individual critiques. In the paper's final section I outline the
direction Said has taken, in these two works, in extending and re-invigorating his
continuing critical project.

Orientalism as a Discursive Formation

Said is careful not to define so wide-ranging a phenomenon as Orientalism,
Rather he "qualifies and designates it from a variety of distinct and not always
cémpatible standpoints” [Clifford, 1980, p. 208], none of which can be examined in
isolation without failing to grasp one of its central characteristics: "the sheer knitted-
together strength of Orientalist discourse”, which accounts for its "redoubtable
durability" [Said, 1978, p. 6]. Much of Orientalism is an attempt to describe, and
trace the interrelationships among, three pivotal designations.

First, "anyone who teaches, writes about, or researches the Orient [...] either in
its specific or its general aspects, is an Orientalist, and what he or she does is
Orientalism", although in the contemporary period ‘Oriental studies’ or ‘area
studies’ are more common terms [Said, 1978, p. 2]. This initial designation —
Orientalism as the scholarly traditions, apparatus and knowledge of a group of
academics and government experts who study the Orient — provides Said with most
of his textual ‘evidence’, and connects his project to conventional commentaries on
Orientalism and its history. On one level Orientalism is one more, albeit alternative,
interpretation of the Orientalist canon. But Said differs from his predecessors in
insisting that formal Orientalist kizowledge cannot be separated from the relations of
power which contextualise that knowledge, and in which it is implicated. The
relationship between Orientalist knowledge and Orientalist power becomes clearer
in the second and third ways that Said designates Orientalism: as a style of
understanding both Europe and the Orient based on an immutable distinction
between the two (imaginative Orientalism); and as a corporate institution for dealing
with the Orient (institutional Orientalism).

Second, he argues that the academic Orientalist canon contributed to, and was
sustained within, a widespread acceptance outside the academy of a set of
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"ideological suppositions, images and fantasies about a region of the world called the
Orient" — an "imaginative geography" — which essentialised an artificial
dichotomy between the Orient and the Occident [Said, 1985, p. 2]. Accordingly, any
writing which accepts "the basic distinction between East and West as the starting
point for elaborate theories, epics, novels, social descriptions, and political accounts
concerning the Orient, its people, customs, ‘mind’, destiny, and so on" is Orientalist
[Said, 1978, p. 2-3]. Orientalism, therefore, is nothing less than the systematic
creation and representation — throughout European culture — of an ‘Oriental other’
which is essentially different from, and inferior to, a European opposite; what
Gregory [1994a, p. 169-74] calls "dispossession through othering", and relates to the
strategies of "dispossession through naming" and "dispossession through
spatialising"”, described by Carter [1987] and Mitchell [1989]. Academic
Orientalism gave this ‘dispossession through othering’ scientific authority, so that
other forms of European cultural production could unselfconsciously represent the
European as "rational, virtuous, mature, normal", and the Oriental as "irrational,
depraved (fallen), childlike, different"; the West as "rational, developed, humane,
superior”, and the Orient as "aberrant, undeveloped, inferior"" [Said, 1978, p. 40,
300; cf. Minear, 1980, p. 507]. In setting up this dichotomy, and describing its
negative and positive poles, Orientalism created — Orientalised — the Orient, and
its inferior relation to the West. Said insists that "Orientalism depends for its strategy
on this flexible positional superiority, which puts the Westerner in a whole series of
possible relationships with the Orient without ever losing him [sic] the relatively
upper hand" [Said, 1978, p. 71:

we need not look for correspondence between the language used to depict
the Orient, and the Orient itself, not so much because the language is
inaccurate, but because it is not even trying to be accurate. What it is trying
to do [...] is at one and the same time to characterise the Orient as alien and
to incorporate it schematically on a theatrical stage whose audience,
manager, and actors are for Europe, and only for Europe. [Said, 1978,
p. 71; emphasis in original]

Orientalism as this particular dichotomising style of thought was important to
Europe for two reasons. First, as the passage quoted above suggests, the creation of
an inferior Oriental ‘other’ helped Europe shape its own post-Enlightenment self-
conception. That is, "Europe defined itself through its representation of the Orient",
as the Orient's polar opposite [Driver, 1992, p. 31]. Second, the immutable
distinction forged between a glorious Europe and a degraded Orient, supported as
it was by a weighty tradition of scholarship, facilitated from the late eighteenth
century onward the development of "a corporate institution for dealing with the
Orient — dealing with it by making statements about it, authorising views of it,
describing it, by teaching it, settling it, ruling over it" [Said, 1978, p. 3].
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Said's third designation, therefore, is "Orientalism as a Western style for
dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient", manifest concretely
in imperialism and colonialism [Said, 1978, p. 3]. Orientalism as a set of rules for
representing the East to Europe, and as a body of expert knowledge of the Orient,
prepared the way for Orientalism as an institution of imperial domination, and since
at least the late eighteenth century the reality of that imperial domination permeated
every aspect of what Said has called academic and imaginative Orientalism.
Institutional Orientalism put the knowledge produced through the other designations
to practice, and created the political conditions within which Orientalist knowledge
could develop relatively uncontested: "the Orient was Orientalised not only because
it was discovered to be ‘Oriental’ in all those ways considered common-place [...]
but also because it could be — that is, submitted to being — made Oriental” by the
relations of imperialism [Said, 1978, p. 6; emphasis in original].

The last chapter of Orientalism is devoted to demonstrating that this is as true
of the contemporary American empire and its scholarly branch (‘area studies’) as it
was of the former European empires and theirs. Said suggests that four
characteristics of European institutional Orientalism were transplanted to America
as Europe lost its colonies and the US gained its satellites: (a) the assertion of an
absolute and systematic difference between a superior West and an inferior Orient;
(b) a preference for abstractions about the Orient over direct evidence drawn from
modern Oriental realities; (c) the assumption that the Orient is eternal, uniform and
incapable of defining itself, and therefore must be (and can be) defined objectively
and in highly generalised form by Western experts; and (d) the conviction that
ultimately the Orient is something to be feared or to be controlled [Said, 1978,
p. 300-1; cf. Schaar, 1979, p. 73].

On their own, none of Said's three central designations adequately explains the
scope, strength, and durability of Orientalist authority. However, together they
constitute a discursive formation, a conceptualisation which Said thinks does justice
to Orientalism's formidable and pervasive influence. Discursive formations can be
described briefly as "frameworks that embrace particular combinations of narratives,
concepts, ideologies and signifying practices, each relevant to a particular realm of
social action" [Barnes and Duncan, 1992, p. 8]. Thus, "knowledge is constructed
according to a discursive field which creates a representation of the object of
knowledge, its constitution and its limits; any writer has to conform to this in order
to communicate, to be understood [...] to be accepted" [Driver, 1992, p. 126].
Discursive fields are hegemonic; they are constitutive of the conduct of day-to-day
life, and central to the naturalisation of particular world views [Foucault, 1967], even
as they are inevitably situated in "particular constellations of power and knowledge",
which may be contested and negotiated [Gregory, 1994, p. 136].

Said argues that the three aspects with which he designates Orientalism —
academic, imaginative and institutional — coalesced into a discursive formation
sufficiently powerful that "the Orient was not (and is not) a free subject of thought
or action” [Said, 1978, p. 3], but rather a carefully regulated construction of Europe's
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will to power. In this context, it is worth quoting at length from the introduction to
Orientalism:

Orientalism is not a mere political subject matter or field that is reflected
passively by culture, scholarship, or institutions; nor is'it a large and diffuse
collection of texts about the Orient; nor is it representative and expressive
of some nefarious "Western" plot to hold down the "Oriental” world. It is
rather a distribution of geopolitical awareness into aesthetic, scholarly,
economic, sociological, historical, and philological texts; it is an
elaboration not only of a basic geographical distinction (the world is made
up of two 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 sociological
description, it not only creates but also maintains; it is, rather than
expresses, a certain will or intention to understand, in some cases to control,
manipulate, even to incorporate, what is a manifestly different (or
alternative and novel) world; it is, above all, a discourse that is in no means
in direct, corresponding relationship 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 [...] power
intellectual [...] power cultural [...] power moral [...] Indeed; my real
argument is that Orientalism is — and does not simply represent — a
considerable dimension of modern political-intellectual culture, and as such ...
has less to do with the Orient than it does with "our" world. [Said, 1978,
p. 12; emphasis in original]

It is within this context that we can understand each of the quotes reproduced at the
beginning of the paper as manifesting and contributing to the continuing lineage of
orientalist discourse, despite those quotes' obvious dissimilarities.

Critical Questions

My ambition in the previous section was to provide a preliminary sense of what
Edward Said means by Orientalism; sufficient, I hope, to adequately contextualise
the critical issues I raise below. Iregret that in the space allowed I was unable to do
full justice either to Said's nuanced elaborations of his central argument, or to the
unrelenting quantity and diversity of evidence he offers in support of it. My aim in
this second section is to briefly address five central critical questions that reviewers
of Orientalism have raised and pondered. In so doing, I also attempt to provide a
fuller sense of what Said thinks Orientalism is, and how it operates.
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Orientalism as a Monolithic Discourse

Many reviewers, even those most sympathetic to Said's project, have criticised
him for overemphasising "the systematic and invariant nature of the Orientalist
discourse" [Clifford, 1980, p. 207]. Most have been content to observe that in
concentrating on British, French, and American treatments of the Middle East mainly
since the early colonial era, he omits German Orientalism, Britain's interaction with
India, European involvement in the Holy Land during the Crusades, and other sites
of interaction which may suggest somewhat different discursive characteristics.
While this is an important qualification to make, few see it as a disabling criticism.
Indeed, Said acknowledges the restrictive choices he makes early in his introduction,
and makes no secret of the limitations they impose. Numerous scholars have
attempted to redress these limitations by applying Said's thesis in other colonial
settings, especially British India, with interesting and fruitful results. For the most
part their findings confirm the broad outlines of his argument. However, they also
demonstrate that the workings of the academic, imaginative and institutional aspects
of Orientalism, and the relationships among them, are more geographically and
historically specific than Said implies [see Barker et al., 1985; Blunt, 1994; Blunt
and Rose, 1994; Inden, 1986; Jewitt, 1995; Lowe, 1991; Mills, 1991, 1994; Minear,
1980; Mitchell, 1988; Nadar, 1989; Pinney, 1989; cf. Gregory, 1994, p. 168-203].

* "Similarly, despite the great quantity of textual material he incorporates in his
study, Said has been accused of selecting and interpreting his examples too carefully
in support of what he conceives as the "sheer knitted-together strength of Orientalist
discourse" [Said, 1978, p. 6]. This line of criticism ranges from Sivan's [19885,
p. 134] ridiculous assertion that Said has no business describing the general
dimensions of Orientalism until he has read all sixty thousand books written by
Europeans about the Orient since 1800, to Clifford's more serious claim that Said's
genealogy suffers by appearing "too openly tendentious” [Clifford, 1980, p. 215].
Following Foucault, Said uses the strategy of oppositional genealogy to radically
de-legitimate the present. While it is appropriate for a genealogical history to be
more selective than a conventional intellectual history, Clifford fears that too
selective a gaze has weakened the force of Said's argument. In the same vein, Jewitt
suggests that Orientalism, as Said conceives it, "is both too inclusive and not
inclusive enough" [Jewitt, 1995, p. 68]. It is too inclusive "because it lumps together
a series of Anglo-French commentaries on the Orient that share certain common
assumptions, but which in other respects develop different voices, grammars,
attitudes, and depictions of their so-called Others"”, and not inclusive enough because
it sees Orientalism primarily as the discursive context for a territorial imperialism,
and not also as a means by which "formally postcolonial governments and elites [...]
define and discipline their ‘own’ (internal) others" [Jewitt, 1995, p. 68; but see Said,
1979].

These observations point to what I think is the most important criticism relating
to the issue of whether Said presents too monolithic a conception of Orientalism:
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that it leaves too little space for those scholars, writers, travellers, administrators,
missionaries, citizens of Europe, whose participation in Orientalist discourse may
have been ambivalent, or contradictory, or oppositional; who, in fact, may represent
significant alternative currents within hegemonic Orientalism. Numerous recent
studies — most of which acknowledge their debt to Orientalism — exemplify the
extent to which an Orientalist discourse is more heterogeneous and polyvocal than
Said allowed. Feminist scholars, for example, have foregrounded the contradictory
subjectivities of European women travelling or residing in Europe's Oriental
colonies, who found themselves at once repulsed by and complicit in various aspects
of a highly masculinist Orientalist discourse and practice [see Mills, 1991, 1994;
Blunt 1994; Blunt and Rose, 1994; Pratt, 1992]. Others have traced contradictory
attitudes toward specific colonial policies, or particular groups of "Orientals” [cf.
Inden, 1986]. Jewitt, in her study of British India's forest policies contrasts the
"normalising, dominatory and paternalistic instincts of Orientalism" articulated in
forest and tribal policy documents with "the celebratory or empathic aspects of
Orientalism” evident in the work of several British anthropologists working among
the tribal peoples in question [1995, p. 70]. My own research into colonial travel
writing on what is now northern Pakistan reveals a similar distinction between
normalising and celebratory strands of Orientalism [Butz, forthcoming].

This evident polyvocality within Orientalism prompted Lowe [1991] to
reconceptualise Orientalism as implicitly heterogeneous and contradictory, and to
assert:

on the one hand, that orientalism consists of an uneven matrix of orientalist
situations across different cultural and historical sites, and on the other, that
each of these orientalisms is internally complex and unstable [...] Rather
than suggesting that there is an evolution or development of a uniform
notion of the Orient as Other from the eighteenth through the twentieth
centuries, I argue precisely the opposite: although it may be possible to
identify a variety of different models in which otherness is a structuring
trope, these differences demonstrate that to discuss a discourse of otherness
is to attempt to isolate and arrest an operation that is actually diverse,
uneven and complicated. Even as I bracket the ‘discourse of otherness’ as
a heuristic notion, my ultimate purpose is to present a series of observations
that provides the basis for resisting and challenging the notion of a closed
discourse that manages and colonises otherness. [Lowe, 1991, p. §, 10}

In attacking Said's central notion of Europe's unitary ‘Oriental other’, Lowe's
critique is deeper-rooted than those of others who have insisted on the heterogeneity
of Orientalist discourse. She claims that Said's monolithic and historically-consistent
"Qriental other" runs counter to Foucault's concept of a discursive formation, which
is an "irregular series of regularities that produces objects of knowledge" [Lowe,
1991, p. 6; emphasis in original]. A critique of Orientalism as a discursive
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conceptualisation, can only be redeemed, in her mind, by rejecting the essentialising
binary opposition of Occident and Orient — ‘other’ and ‘self’ — as its main
organising principle. For Pinney [1989], Foucault's notion of normalisation — the
product of ‘disciplinary power’ — is the key to a revived critique of Orientalism,
He demonstrates that some Orientalisms constitute the Oriental object not as a polar
‘other’, but rather as occupying a position of abnormality on a normal/abnormal
continuum on which the educated white European male is most normal. Thus,
Pinney advises "a recasting of Said's notion of the post 1800 Orient as an Other since
normalisation entails the suppression of the Other through its incorporation within
a normalising taxonomy in which the classifier is placed at the head, not as the Self,
but as the normal" [Pinney, 1989, p. 148; emphasis in original].

The critical reformulations outlined above have extended and refined what
many take to be Said's overly invariant and systematic conceptualisation of
Orientalism. While agreeing that Orientalism is fruitfully conceived as a discursive
formation, they demonstrate the multiplicity of Orientalisms that coalesce and
compete within that formation. In so doing they make it more difficult to slot Marx,
Flaubert and Lord Cromer into the same totalising framework, as Said attempts to
do. None of this, however, is to deny the ultimate effect of Orientalism, whatever
its shape, as a discourse that continuously asserts and manifests the right of the
European to speak for the colonised.

‘The Orient’: Real or Imaginary?

Throughout Orientalism Said follows Foucault and other radical critics of
representation in denying the existence of any "real Orient", indeed in conceiving
"all reality as representations of representations” [Mani and Frankenberg, 1985,
p. 186]. Thus, nowhere in Orientalism is Orientalist inauthenticity answered by
Said's own version of Oriental authenticity. On the other hand, he is frequently led
to argue "that a text or tradition distorts, dominates, or ignores some real or authentic
feature of the Orient" [Clifford, 1980, p. 208], and in so doing, he seems to imply
that there is "something called the Orient which leads its own life, quite separate
from the imaginings of those who speak for it" [Pinney, 1989, p. 145].

At one level this contradiction can be treated as a necessary inconsistency, rather
than as a serious flaw in Said's argument. Mani and Frankenberg suggest that Said
"had little option but to adopt this contradictory stance: the book after all
problematises a dominant discourse without the benefit of alternative descriptions
of the same terrain” [1985, p. 186]. In their view the very existence of Orientalism
is predicated on the existence of a real Orient, in the sense of a real geographical
place populated with real people. Said has to acknowledge that living and complex
reality. However, his task is not to articulate the real place and people, but rather to
elaborate Orientalism, which created its own representation of the Orient. And
which, through colonial rule, produced in many instances the reality it imagined.
Mani and Frankenberg's implication is that Said is justified in denying any
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