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Introduction to Second Expanded Edition
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In this revised version (2023) of “Exiting a Racist Worldview” chapters 16 to 19 were omitted in order to present new analysis which flows with the quest for a liberationary discourse for non-white peoples of the world, afflicted with hallucinatory whiteness who live under the hegemony of the white world order of power driven by the discourse of white supremacy. This is necessary to align the focus of this text with the works published since 2004 which deconstructed the oeuvre of Michel Foucault, Frantz Fanon, Derek Walcott and that of the discourse of white supremacy in the history of the Caribbean. The groundwork laid in 2004 has now been expanded and further critiqued in the works listed above on Foucault, Fanon, Walcott and white supremacy in the Caribbean. This evolution of my research and writings then demanded the addition of new analysis to the revised edition of “Exiting a Racist Worldview” which adds to an expansion of knowledge on the path of liberation adopted by non-white persons in the Caribbean and the USA. To this end a deconstruction of the discourse of Toussaint L’Ouverture of the Haitian Revolution, a deconstruction of the discourse of African liberation in Amerikkka of George Jackson and the reality of skin bleaching and the collapse of Black nationalism in the Caribbean have been added to this edition. This section titled: “The Revolution That Failed” focuses on a deconstruction of the discourses that drove these three actions of non-white peoples in response to their existential condition under the hegemony of the white world order of power. What is exposed in these studies is the inability of non-white persons to attain liberation at the level of the idea where they do not command a discourse with its instruments of power which cannot erase hallucinatory whiteness thereby impacting the spectrum of trauma that impacts each and every one of us. Liberation is only possible with the process of engaging with and falsifying the discourse of white supremacy by silencing its instruments and order of power at the level of the idea in our minds. The liberated mind/ self will then guide action which liberates us objectively from the white world order of power.
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Introduction to first edition
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The texts that comprise this book were written at specific periods in my life commencing the decade of the 1990’s to the present, i.e. – January 2004. The process commenced in 1997 with my focus on the attempted coup d’état of 27th July, 1990 by the Jamaat al Muslimeen in Trinidad. In order to understand the discourse that constituted the action of 27th July, 1990 fundamental self- critical questions were asked concerning my perceptions of my academic exercise, where did I locate myself at the level of the idea and most of all what contribution would this academic exercise make to my journey seeking liberation at the level of the idea?

This was not simply research exercised for the sake of earning a post- graduate degree from the University of the West Indies at St. Augustine Campus in Trinidad. The exercise must be of useful importance, it must impart insight and add to my knowledge base in the never-ending quest for liberation embarked upon in 1969.

Text 1 written in the 1990’s was written after text 2 and is the surgical cutting edge that text 2 lacks. Text 2 is my journey through a series of North Atlantic thinkers of the social sciences that were utilised in the hope of understanding the events of 27th July, 1990. The inability of the discourses of these individuals indicated the potency of alternate worldviews and discourses and the need to now journey through worldviews and discourses in the quest for understanding. Both texts 2 and 1 present western theorists of social realities stripped naked and bare to reveal the core of their worldview which renders them manifestly inadequate to understand alternate ways of viewing the world. It is then a journey through epistemologies and ontologies of the Enlightenment, which commences with the European who insisted that his discourse was premised on rejection of the Enlightenment, but the core of his discourse was in fact Enlightenment in origin.

That thinker, Michel Foucault, in fact beckons towards a discursive breach, a rupture that enables one seeking liberation to exit the racist discourse of the North Atlantic which he was unable to utilise because he refused to shed all that was essentially him, the white European male homosexual. He rejected the Enlightenment but alas he refused to embrace an alternate non- white worldview. He died then a white European male in discursive denial, hence his refusal to embrace the concept of liberation, settling in fact for the nihilism of socially constituted desire. The texts presented then circulate around the nucleus of the discourse of Michel Foucault and the discursive rupture as the exit point from racist North Atlantic discourse.

The book also presents sections on Caribbean social theorizing to indicate the paucity of understanding and the absence of the potential for liberation, which underpins the use of North Atlantic discourse as an instrument of understanding. This understanding completes the depiction of the reality that in my attempt to understand the action of 27th July, 1990 by the Jamaat al Muslimeen; clearly the need was then to understand the discourse that articulated the worldview of the Jamaat al Muslimeen from 1984 to July 1990. To attain this desired understanding would necessitate my journey through the most salient and potent alternate worldview engaged with the discourse of the North Atlantic, i.e. – Islamic Discourse, an experience that would heighten in sensitivity with the events of 11th September 2001 in New York.

This book is then a depiction of a journey of liberation that was attained at the level of the idea. Geographically, I still live in the Belly of the Beast under the hegemony of the North Atlantic, but at the level of the idea I have liberated myself from the worldview of the North Atlantic. I see the matrix for what it truly is, and I do not desire the matrix, all I desire now is physical release.
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A Statement of Intent
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The work that this statement introduces deals with my readings of the works of Michel Foucault and the two major discoveries in the texts of Foucault which fostered and enabled me to finally walk away from the white racist colonial worldview which entraps the periphery up to today.

The treatment of Foucault is in no way a review of his work, for it focuses on the specific instances of his text that beckoned, that pointed to the existence, the possibility of a discursive rupture that enabled me to transcend, to walk away from this white racist worldview that had assaulted my sensibilities since my first waking moments of consciousness.

In addition, the method of presentation of the text focuses firstly on my statements on the works of Foucault, i.e. – the texts that conjured up the discursive rupture. Following these statements, the specific instances of Foucault’s text are presented in support of the statements made. This method is deliberately adopted for I am neither speaking nor writing from within the worldview in which Foucault located himself.

Since all I am doing is mapping an escape route for fellow people of the periphery who are still entrapped within the white racist worldview, my task is to present the signposts along the route towards the exit point. I am therefore presenting a route map, which culminates at a given discursive rupture, which enables, offers, beckons liberation from a worldview that negates, denies, and denigrates our humanity.

Liberation is attainable because there exist alternate worldviews on the next side of the rupture, which negate the very ontological structures of our racist prison. Liberation is being summoned, expressed via language, the language of the racist colonizer. That language must then reflect the fact that we, the people of the periphery, have liberated that very language from the colonizer.

The work that follows is therefore but another attempt by a person of the periphery to utilize English for our specific, unique interests to re-make ourselves in the image and likeness of our alternate worldviews.

At this juncture the words of Salman Rushdie are most relevant when he states as follows: “Outside the whale there is a genuine need for political fiction, for books that draw new and better maps of reality and make new languages with which we can understand the world.” (Rushdie 1991 Pg. 100). “One of the changes has to do with attitudes towards the use of English... And I hope all of us share the view that we can’t simply use the language in the way the British did; that it needs remaking for our own purposes. Those of us who do use English do so in spite of our ambiguity towards it, or perhaps because of that, perhaps because we can find in that linguistic struggle a reflection of other struggles taking place in the real world, struggle between the cultures within ourselves and the influences at work upon societies. To conquer English may be to complete the process of making ourselves free.” (Rushdie 1991 Pg. 100).

To conquer English is a must, and one way to accomplish this is to unravel the ontology that drives the white man’s languages. But much more than the understanding of origins and motivations is needed, for the people of the periphery who utilize the languages of the colonizer must now through written use radically re-engineer these languages.

What follows is but my attempt at re-engineering the English I write in a limited way. The jargon of the white racist social science that appears in this work has all been re-engineered, hopefully to the extent that persons who locate themselves in the white racist worldview upon reading this work should be appalled at my ignorance of the theorists who coined the jargon.

If I elicit comments that reflect the racist perceptions of the reader, then I can safely assume there was some modicum of success to my task of re-engineering.

At best re-engineering should necessitate the presentation of a glossary on my part to aid my readers through the discursive minefield of language. The glossary is in itself a compromise to the hegemonic worldview, for it could never enable a reader from the hegemonic racist worldview to grasp, to feel the pain of the text. For language is much more than a mechanism of signs and symbols. This text is generated for us of the periphery, in our image and likeness, and towards our liberation.

Those of the racist worldview who traverse the pages of this work would find umbrage, with every single word written in the text. For in this text, we of the periphery are central to the text and linkages via written language are sought with members of the periphery, no one else. We, the silenced of the planet must now become vociferous; this work is then simply my contribution to the cacophony of voices that must come from the periphery. The dissonance of voices from the periphery is but one tool available to use to de-hegemonize the white racist worldview.

Finally, in closing this statement of intent I present my glossary or better yet my vocabulary of the re-engineering of English.

[1] WORLDVIEW: that structure of perceptive matrices, sieves, filters through which the world is grasped, viewed, perceived. It is the structures of perception that in fact create a specific world, which can only be seen in that given specific way by the persons who share a common worldview.

Persons coming from different worldviews can then view the same object and see entirely different realities, thereby for each person their truth is unique to their worldview and there is therefore in that given situation no commonality of understanding on what is ‘truth’. Truth then becomes relative to each person’s worldview.

The basis of any worldview is the ontology/ the metaphysic that drives the worldview. The ontology defines the nature of the human being and the nature of the non-human beings the worldview encounters. By this definition the position of the human in the schemata of things encountered, experienced is defined.

A dualist worldview is driven by an exclusionary ontology that only sees, generates categories of existence and experience that are mutually exclusive and antagonistic to each other. Such as good /evil, truth/ lies, black/ white, male/ female, human/ animal.

A dualist worldview postulates that the human is the centrally posited, the dominant life force enjoying suzerainty over all other forms of life on the planet. The dualist worldview fosters the march of an ontology that relentlessly divides and sub-divides all reality into mutually exclusive antagonistic dual categories which ultimately gave birth to the white man’s intolerance, his relentless racism seen in his never-ending thirst for genocide.

The non-dualist worldview does not view the world in dualities but in unlimited diversity. Life / existence, perceptions are common to all non-human beings that share the planet with humankind. Humankind is not central to, nor holds suzerainty over the planet, for humankind’s presence on the planet is tenuously held at best.

The worldview constitutes diversity, tolerance and most of all humankind that recognize their obligation to all forms of life and consciousness on the planet, including the planet itself.

The reality created by the matrices of perception of the non-dualist worldview constantly seeks consensus, for it is only through consensus that specific truths necessary to survival can be affirmed. Conflict retards the creation and re-generation of consensus, therefore periods of conflict /warfare, even when necessary, must be expeditiously carried out for the task at hand, the re-affirmation of consensus, is the basis for survival for the worldview.

This is the primary reason why the white man’s colonial genocide decimated the non-dualist worldview for without the space within which to re-affirm consensus, we of the periphery withered and died.

The non-dualist worldview created a concept of time and history uniquely its own for it enabled the survival of the worldview. Time for us is not linear and history is not the linear march of ‘progress’, whatever ‘progress’ is. It was impossible for us to build and re-affirm consensus, both with our ancestors past and humankind present, extrapolated on a concept of linear time. For us our past, present and future must be accessible to us at all times, we must be able to transcend the passage of time to forge bonds across the prime event of all time: death.

We accomplished this by creating a circular de-compartmentalized concept of time in which we saw the past, present and future as being accessible to us no matter where we were placed in the circularity of past, present and future. One cannot express via language, much less the white man’s language, the pain of spatial dislocation unleashed upon us with the coming of the white man’s linear time, which insists that the past is past and the future still to come.

To lock us up into the boxes of linear time was to sever our links with the consensus of the past and future. This was simply to deny our being, to cast us adrift from our worldview. The reaction to this was to simply wither away and die either physically or perceptually, or both. Regardless of the nature of and the characteristics of the worldview, it has to be replicated; it has to constitute individuals who embody the matrices of perception of the given specific worldview.

With reference to humankind the replication of the worldview, the constituting of individuals is done at the level of, via and through language. For language gives meaning and relevance to the worldview at the level of the human. The replication and constituting of humans who share common perceptive structures is the domain of discourse.

Discourse that serves the worldview is then wrapped up with, focuses solely on power/ knowledge. For it is the discursive structures of power/ knowledge that replicate the worldview, constitute the individual who views the world through the matrices of perceptions of the specific worldview and ultimately polices the space dominated by the specific worldview it is part of. Worldviews contend within given spaces for dominance, for hegemony. Within the space de-lineated by human consciousness worldviews contend for the rule of their specific matrices of perceiving the world.

Discourse being the constituting agent of worldviews; discourses then become locked in battle for dominance within any number of given spaces along the continuum of human existence. A hegemonic discourse is then the active constituting agent of a given worldview that at a specific moment is enjoying dominance in its suzerainty over the constituting of individuals. The worldview is then hegemonic in its relation to contending worldviews, which it has displaced or is yet to become hegemonic.

My position does not conceive of human existence without matrices of perception, therefore all human action is the by-product of a specific worldview, which is articulated via language. Worldviews are the basic building blocks of human existence as they can transcend the realm of language; therefore, it is a misnomer to speak of the extra-discursive within these worldviews for discourse does not enjoy primacy. Worldviews that are based on the primacy of language must contemplate the existence of the extra-discursive and its relationship to discourse.

The debate is of little or no relevance to those of us who situate ourselves within a non-dualist worldview in which discourse is but a tool of the worldview at the level of articulation via language.

The underlying perception of the work that follows is then the periphery, a specific given extent of geographic space, in which a battle has raged between worldviews for hegemony since that fateful day in 1492 when the white man set foot on Guanahani. The white man’s worldview has enjoyed an albeit constantly challenged hegemony since 1492 not because of some inherently superior essence/s of his worldview.

The reason lies simply in the fact that he came in 1492 armed with superior technologies of death, the by-product of a worldview that could have sustained warfare and conflict for significant periods of linear time of its existence. His is a worldview that glorifies, that revels in, that regenerates itself in total warfare. He came to the Western Hemisphere in 1492 properly outfitted to wage the wars so vital to his enterprise of hegemony. Herein lies the possibility of discursive rupture, of discursive breach, for the white man’s worldview has held hegemonic ascendancy solely by dint of its technological prowess.

The white worldview has failed to silence the alternate worldviews, which constantly challenge its hegemonic privilege to constitute individuals in the image and likeness of the worldview. The discursive ruptures and breaches at the level of the individual in the periphery are attested to by the white man’s descriptions of us as marginal and ambivalent. Our marginality and ambivalence are a result of the failure to constitute us individuals firmly rooted in the white man’s worldview. As used by the white man, our marginality and ambivalence are but two more racist terms to add to the long list used to describe us of the periphery.

From my perceptive matrices our marginality and ambivalence are but a reflection of the reality of mutually antagonistic worldviews constantly in competition with each other for the power/ knowledge to constitute individuals within specific worldviews. The outcome of this struggle for hegemony is individuals who commute between different and varied modes of perception during every second of their existence as humans.

We of the periphery living in this minefield of worldviews seek wholeness and perceptive continuity by creating a strategy of pragmatism so necessary for our survival physically and perceptually; i.e. - whatever works at a specific instance we utilize regardless of its origin from the amalgams of worldviews.

This condition of worldview pragmatism is but the end result of discursive rupture, for rupture is created in the structure of hegemonic discourse whenever humans, the object of knowledge / power, answer the call of a competing non-hegemonic discourse, no matter how fleeting the response was. Whenever we in the periphery utilize matrices of perception entirely alien to the hegemonic white worldview that then is the essence of discursive rupture.

With specific reference to Foucault that is why there is no hope of liberation within his worldview; because there is no discursive rupture for Foucault as he cannot imagine an alternate worldview since he accepted implicitly the white racist worldview for it defined his race, his cosmology, his very concept of himself.

Foucault’s matrices of perceptions simply could not visualize an existence for him as a white man devoid of his white racist worldview. His entire exercise then reeked of being nihilist for he denied the possibility of liberation even though he passionately sought it, for this has been the elusive holy grail the white man has always sought and is yet to be found, save and except by those who have made the pilgrimage to alternate worldviews. It was during the search for liberation in his texts that Foucault would expose the metaphysic of his worldview and by extension point to the rupture. A rupture I would perceive only because of my marginality and ambivalence as a person of the periphery.
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Foucault’s Texts as a Point of Exit
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Michel Foucault would in various texts reveal the ontological structures of the European worldview and the fact that these structures were integral parts of his worldview and its matrices of perception. Foucault’s work would then systematically reveal the workings of the European worldview, but the said works never sought to transcend the worldview that informed his works. Foucault recognized the dualities of the white worldview and his works were in themselves edifices of thought processes built on dualist perceptions. One instance of this in his work is as follows: “When a judgment cannot be framed in terms of good and evil, it is stated in terms of normal and abnormal. And when it is necessary to justify this last distinction, it is done in terms of what is good or bad for the individual. These are expressions that signal the fundamental duality of Western consciousness.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 230).

From the quotation above it is manifestly clear that Foucault recognizes, accepts this “fundamental duality of Western consciousness.” Foucault in maintaining his dualist worldview posits that language was in fact the by -product of man’s attempt to cheat the finality of death. The mechanism of perception is again dualist and is but another example of Foucault’s insight within the confines of his worldview. But that is what it is, just insights within his worldview for he is unable to transcend his worldview.

Foucault states: “It is quite likely that the approach of death- its sovereign gesture, its prominence within human memory hollows out in the present and in existence the void toward which and from which we speak.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 53).

The imagery of the quotation above is purely dualist in conceptualization. The mutually exclusive dualities are: man/ death, and language is simply man’s attempt to address the salience of death.

Foucault’s perceptions are ultimately the product of his worldview for another writer who situates himself in a non-dualist alternate worldview would have formulated the scenario in an entirely and radically different way.

We the members of a specific non-dualist worldview would state that in humankind’s eternal quest to cheat death, language was a gift of intent that enabled humankind to transmit the knowledge of power to initiates so vital in their quest for power. Language was simply then a limited tool that can actually retard the initiates’ quest for power, and for this reason it must be transcended by the primacy of sensory experiences.

The dualist stance of Foucault is therefore worldviews apart from the non-dualist position presented above, but Foucault’s value is his presentation of the dualist worldview cogently. In his antagonism with the prevailing discourse of the day, he reveals for our viewing structures hitherto hidden from the gaze of those of us in the periphery so driven to understand the white man’s worldview.

Foucault continues on the theme of the dualities of language and death: “Perhaps there exists in speech an essential affinity between death, endless striving, and the self-representation of language. Perhaps the figure in the mirror to infinity erected against the black wall of death is fundamental for any language from the moment it determines to leave a trace of its passage.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 55).

In the passage quoted above Foucault is now venturing that the white man’s endless quest to transcend the finality of death can only create solutions within the ambits, the boundaries of his worldview.

The dualist perception of reality must then throw up a “mirror to infinity erected against the black wall of death” but there is a figure in the mirror, a mirror reflection of the white man. This mirror reflection, this representation of self is expressed via language, which by extension must be the “self representation of language.”

What then is the end result of this representation of the mirror image for Foucault? He states as follows: “that forms one of the most decisive ontological events of language, its mirrored reflection upon death and the construction, from this reflection, of a virtual space where speech discovers the endless resourcefulness of its own image and where it can represent itself as already existing behind itself already active beyond itself, to infinity.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 55).

Foucault therefore insists that the white man’s ontology is driven by language which insists it has transcended death. Language has transcended death for it is the self- representation of the mirror image thrown up when the white man is juxtaposed against the black wall of death. By being the self- representation of the mirror image language can now assert its transcendence of death for language in the white man’s worldview can represent itself “to infinity.”

Language asserting and enforcing its primacy in the white man’s dualist worldview insists that the absence of language is death, silence. More so the assertion of primacy for language enables the formulation of the structures of discourse and the extra discursive.

Foucault continues: “writing in Western culture, automatically dictates that we place ourselves in the virtual space of self- representation and re-duplication, since writing refers not to a thing but to speech, a work of language only advances more deeply into intangible density of the mirror, calls forth the double of this already doubled writing, discovers in this way a possible and impossible infinity, ceaselessly strives after speech, maintains beyond the death which condemns it, and frees a murmuring stream.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 56).

Foucault in the passage above supplies a fundamental insight for the people of the periphery in search of understanding the white man’s worldview. He insists that written language in the white man’s worldview is but self-representation and re-duplication of a dance of doubles. This is so because in the white man’s worldview written language refers not to the objects signified, but to speech.

Since speech is already the self-representation of the mirror image thrown up to transcend death and language insists it has transcended death, then written language can only be the double of the already doubled.

What Foucault is methodically teaching us is that the dualities of the white man’s worldview are articulated via language that engages in a circular dance of dualities and doubles. These dualities and doubles all reverberate in the enclosed space that language expresses in its transcendence of death.

The outcome of this is a worldview that is yet to come to grips with death, for language has cheated man of his final triumph over death. More so, it is a worldview in which language by virtue of its self-representation and re-duplication continuously throws up a dance of dualities and doubles entirely divorced from the representation of things, objects in reality.

For Foucault language in the white man’s worldview is in fact the motive force of a perceptually closed system, a perceptual black hole.

The summation of the idea is as follows: “The mirror to infinity, to which every language gives birth once it erects itself vertically against death was not displayed without an evasion; the work placed the infinite outside of itself - a real and majestic infinity in which it became a virtual and circular mirror, completed in a beautifully closed form.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 60).

Foucault did not evade the conclusion he was pointing to in previous quotations. The conclusion is in itself of salient importance to the mental workers of the periphery. He teaches that in the white man’s worldview, language is in itself a “virtual circular mirror”, a “beautifully closed form.”

That language for Foucault is then a dance of dualities, of doubles because of a specific ontological event: the transcendence of death. What in effect he is teaching us is the basis for the resilience of the white man’s worldview. The puzzling reality that racism continues to be ontologically salient irrespective of the material realities of the race must now be viewed through Foucault’s construct.

The dance of self-representation and re-duplication traps the white man in a perceptual black hole in which no external light penetrates. All incoming data has to be re- constituted via the structures of self-representation and re-duplication, for it is only through this dance of doubles data can be perceived, seen, much less assimilated.

The white man has therefore to constantly seek hegemony; to constantly constitute individuals within his worldview for it is a matter of survival for his worldview. For his worldview is perceptually hobbled, it is perceptually intolerant, to the extent of being myopic. The separation between written language and the object signified is but one example of this perceptual myopia. The white man’s worldview can then only see, can only perceive what it has constituted, it therefore in its quest for survival must constitute everything in its image and likeness, which is essentially a process articulated upon violence.

I would now present Foucault’s dualist continuum of the will to knowledge/ truth/ power/ knowledge and discipline/ punish. These are the final pieces of the puzzle uncovered by myself, which culminated in the opening of the portal that allowed my exit from the white man’s worldview.

The construct of will to knowledge/ will to truth Foucault expresses as follows: “In appearance, or rather according to the mask it bears, historical consciousness is neutral, devoid of passions and committed solely to truth. But if it examines itself and if, more generally, it interrogates the various forms of scientific consciousness in its history, it finds that all these forms and transformations are aspects of the will to knowledge; instinct, passion, the inquisitor’s devotion, cruel subtlety and malice...The historical analysis of this rancorous will to knowledge reveals that all knowledge rests upon injustice (that there is no right, not even in the act of knowing, to truth or a foundation for truth) and that the instinct for knowledge is malicious (something murderous, opposed to the happiness of mankind.) Even in the greatly expanded form it assumes today, the will to knowledge does not achieve a Universal truth; man is not given an exact and serene mastery of nature. On the contrary, it ceaselessly multiplies the risks, creates dangers in every area; it breaks down illusory defenses, it dissolves the unity of the subject; it releases those elements of itself that are devoted to its subversion and destruction. Knowledge does not slowly detach itself from its empirical roots, the initial needs from which it arose, to become pure speculation subject only to the demands of reason; its development is not tied to the constitution and affirmation of a free subject; rather it creates a progressive enslavement to its instinctive violence. Where religion once demanded the sacrifice of bodies, knowledge now calls for experimentation on ourselves, calls us to the sacrifice of the subject of knowledge.” (Sheridan 1980 Pgs. 119-120). What Foucault is in fact saying in the text quoted above is that the will to knowledge is but another structure of the white man’s worldview. He insists that historical consciousness its “forms and transformations” are aspects of this will to knowledge.

The will to knowledge consistently strives after universal truth, but is yet unable to attain this for “man is not given an exact and serene mastery of nature”. Methodology of the will to knowledge is violence and injustice for in its striving for universal truth it must ceaselessly and relentlessly attack the unity of the subject. This methodology of the will to knowledge is circular for it constantly justifies and replenishes its attacks upon the subject by releasing elements of itself, which subvert its drive for knowledge.

The will to knowledge is therefore not blessed with autonomy from its enterprise for it must constantly justify the desirability of its enterprise by itself creating hindrances to the success of the enterprise.

For Foucault, the will to knowledge was then but another instance of the circular dance of dualities and doubles that is the white man’s worldview. Moreover, his language in this passage definitely indicates the re-formulation of the Nietzschean metaphysic. But it is a re-formulation that retains the focus of the metaphysic, for as his statements on language, he posits the will to knowledge as another ontological construct of the white man’s worldview.

By implication, Foucault insists that the will to knowledge drives historical consciousness. In addition, the will to knowledge constantly seeks a universal truth, that is yet unattainable, because man has not transcended death / nature. This will to knowledge driven by this fixation with a universal truth ensures the continuity, the self-propagation of its enterprise by subverting its very enterprise.

To my mind, the conclusion is inescapable; Foucault was via his works, articulating on a linear continuum his conceptualizations on the metaphysic of the white man’s worldview. His position on language, written language forms a linear continuum with each segment flowing into the other, thereby forming a coherent conceptual whole.

The fixation of the will to knowledge with the search for the elusive universal truth is linked to language, the mirror- image, death and the dance of doubles, self- representation and re- duplication.

The will to knowledge, in its drive for truth, must relentlessly assault the unity of the subject because language clothes the subject in layers of self- representation and re- duplication which must be peeled away to uncover, to reveal this elusive truth.

The methodology of the will to knowledge has then to be violent to force entry into and to ultimately deconstruct the subject. That the will to knowledge must always subvert the integrity of its enterprise is the result of again the nature of language within the worldview.

The language of self- representation and re-duplication ensures that the will to knowledge must subvert its enterprise, for the will to knowledge can never grasp the holy grail sought: truth. The enterprise must then be subverted to avert the risk of accepting as truth the products of self- representation and re-duplication. The will to knowledge must always overturn its enterprise to retain its integrity, thereby ensuring but another dance of circular dualities.

Finally, the culmination of my argument is the very use of language Foucault adopted in articulating these concepts. The construct of the will to knowledge is presented as a motive force active across the limits of linear time and history. In both instances, the concepts of language to infinity and the will to knowledge are presented without any reference to a materialist grounding in linear time/ history. Both concepts transcend linear time in their presentation and must therefore be expressions of ontology, a metaphysic enclosed by Foucault’s worldview. Their materiality lies in their transcendence of linear history, which makes them part of Foucault’s articulation of the white man’s worldview.

At this juncture I would now delve into the constructs, which Foucault presented in his text from the late 1970’s, that in fact indicated his furthest extrapolation of concepts inherited from Nietzsche. I would commence this textual journey with the presentation of a passage taken from an interview Foucault gave in 1970.

Foucault speaks: “In short, humanism is everything in Western civilization that restricts the “desire for power”, it prohibits the desire for power and excludes the possibility of power being seized. The theory of the subject (in the double sense of the word) is at the heart of humanism and this is why our culture has tenaciously rejected anything that could weaken its hold upon us.” (Foucault 1986 Pgs. 220-221). The signposts in this passage are: (a) humanism and its relation to power, (b) that power can in fact be seized, (c) that the “heart of humanism” is the “theory of the subject” in “the double sense of the word”.

The first question I have is what exactly is humanism, is it an artifice, a device, ideology, incarceration used by persons in power to remain in power?

Foucault further insists that the fact that power can be seized necessitates the existence on operation of the structures of humanism, which ensure power remains in the hands of the powerful.

Humanism in Western civilization therefore transcends the linear history of the white man for as it is used by Foucault it has no specificity or materiality grounded in specific material conditions of time. He speaks and conjures visions of a panoramic linear view of the white man’s history in which specific locomotives, motive forces, essences are discerned, identified, and withdrawn from the linear flow of the white man’s history.

In turn, at this point in Foucault’s history he is definitely postulating a theory of possible liberation, a praxis of liberation that attacks these essences as humanism and language at specific intersections.

Foucault’s praxis for liberation is as follow: “But it can be attacked in two ways, either by a “de-subjectification” of the will to power (that is through political struggle in the context of class warfare) or by the destruction of the subject as pseudo sovereign (that is through an attack on “culture”); the suppression of taboos and the limitations and divisions imposed upon the sexes, the setting up of communes; the loosening of inhibitions with regard to drugs; the breaking of all prohibitions that form and guide, the development of a normal individual.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 222). “Revolutionary action, on the contrary, is defined as the simultaneous agitation of consciousness and institutions, this implies that we attack the relationships of power through the notions and institutions that function as their instruments, armature, and armor.” (Foucault 1986 Pg. 228). The two passages quoted are presented for the reader to read and refer to when we enter the discussion of the concepts of Foucault presented in 1975 in “Discipline and Punish.”

“Discipline and Punish” was for the writer the seminal text of Foucault’s patrimony to humanity. My search for the path to liberation ended with “Discipline and Punish” for in experiencing Foucault’s text I found the signposts that pointed the exit out of the white man’s worldview. In “Discipline and Punish” Foucault presents his position on the question of power and social control. He methodically unseats previously articulated concepts of power and social control and in doing so leaves his revolutionary praxis of the early 1970’s in tatters.

This is of little relevance to my enterprise for my pilgrimage through Foucault was a journey seeking exits out of a worldview, which refused to even recognize my humanity.

Foucault defines the work “Discipline and Punish” accordingly: “This book is a correlative history of the modern soul and of a new power to judge; a genealogy of the present scientific- legal complex from which the power to punish derives its bases, justifications and rules, from which it extends its effects and by which it masks its exorbitant singularity.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 23). At first reading, one says yes, at long last Foucault is now grounding his concepts in specific material conditions. But, look closely at the text and you would discover that the locomotive essences that transcend linear time are the linchpins of the passage under consideration. Look closely and you want to know what is this “modern soul,” what is this “exorbitant singularity” that the new power masks?

Both these concepts/ constructs we hold in memory as the journey through the text continues. Foucault states: “in what way a specific mode of subjection was able to give birth to man as an object of knowledge for a discourse with a specific status.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 24). In a specific “mode of subjection” man was produced, constituted as “an object of knowledge.” We can immediately respond with chants of Foucault’s embrace of materialism at long last!

Readers in the tradition of Marx rejoice for Foucault has finally seen the light. But alas, he insists that this specific mode of subjection gives birth to man as objects of knowledge for a specific discourse. Man is therefore no longer the autonomous subject, for humankind is now the product of the copulation of the dualities of a specific discourse and a specific mode of subjection.

Are these “objects of knowledge” the products of a discourse and a mode of subjection capable of initiating action towards liberation, much less attaining it? A question of pressing importance to the writer for I have yet to accept the inevitability of human suffering.

Foucault continues: “That is to say there may be a knowledge of the body that is not exactly the science of its functioning, and a mastery of its forces that is more than the ability to conquer them; this knowledge and this mastery constitute what might be called the political technology of the body.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 27). The ‘political technology of the body’ embraces all the knowledges necessary to conquer and subjugate the body but much more than that. What are these fields of knowledges that are in excess of what is needed to conquer and subjugate the body? Are these the fields of knowledges necessary towards the replication of a worldview that transcends linear time and material conditions? I must ask these questions for it is obvious that Foucault, via his text, is playing word/ mind games with the materialists of the white man’s worldview.

The quotations that follow introduce into the debate Foucault’s thoughts on power. He states: “In short this power is exercised rather than possessed; it is not the “privilege”, acquired, or preserved, of the dominant class, but the overall effect of its strategic positions- an effect that is manifested and sometimes extended by the position of those who are dominated.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 27). The passage quoted above and those to follow that deal with power effectively show that Foucault’s concept of power walks away from the materialist view of existence. Power is then an effect that is alluded to, signified by the existence of the powerless. It then has in effect no materiality, for it has to be manifested by the powerless- an effect.

Power can then only be exercised for it can never be possessed, acquired or become a privilege of any given social grouping. Power in its non- materiality can only invest the powerful through their spatial proximity to itself. There can only be then a geography of the spaces that are strategically placed to power. The concept of power is then grounded in a specific metaphysic.

Foucault continues: “Furthermore, this power is not exercised simply as an obligation or a prohibition on those “who do not have it”; it invests them, is transmitted by them and through them, it exerts pressures upon them, just as they themselves, in their struggles against it; resist the grip it has on them.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 27). The powerless not only attest to the existence of this immaterial locomotive by their powerlessness, for power cannot be power without its effect, the powerless. It is the powerless that embrace and resist power on a continuous basis of submission/ resistance, ebb and flow that gives power its materiality through the effect. Yet another instance of Foucault’s metaphysic.

Foucault continues: “We should admit rather that power produces knowledge and is not simply by encouraging it because it serves power or by applying it because it is useful); that power and knowledge directly imply one another; that there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 27).

Foucault moves from the position “that power produces knowledge” to assert, “power and knowledge directly imply one another” which in effect is a statement, which transcends a materialist grounding. He moves from the position of circular causality – power produces knowledge, knowledge produces power, by extension power is knowledge, knowledge is power; to the position, which dismisses this nexus, to one in which power and knowledge are entities, which imply each other. There is therefore no crude causal inter-relationship; it is simply one of the interdependence of unique and distinct "essences" of a metaphysic. It is only at the level of the effect of each essence do we have the interplay of causalities, and by extension it is the material existence of the effect that attests to the existence of both essences.

The effect of power is power relations, whilst the effect of knowledge is a field of knowledge. Without the interplay and mutual dependence of both effects there can be neither power relations nor fields of knowledge. That is why power and knowledge imply each other, the essences being always one step divorced from the material conditions.

The conclusion is then inescapable, Foucault’s essences and their effects are simply the framework of a metaphysic clearly woven within his text that dealt with specific effects – madness, the clinic, parricide, prisons and sexuality.

Finally, I will present passages, which deal with Foucault’s concept of the modern soul, which is but another effect of power. “I would be wrong to say that the soul is an illusion or an ideological effect. On the contrary it exists, it has a reality, it is produced permanently around, on, within the body by the functioning of a power that is exercised on those punished.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 29). “The man described for us, whom we are invited to free, is already in himself the effect of subjection much more profound than himself. A “soul” inhabits him and brings him to existence which is itself a factor in the mastery that power exercises over the body, the soul is the effect and instrument of a political autonomy; the soul is the prison of the body.” (Foucault 1979 Pg. 30). Foucault of the passages quoted above presents what is perhaps the most potent construct of “Discipline and Punish”, i.e. – the modern soul. The modern soul is but another effect of power, but of a specific power “exercised on those punished.” Again, this specific power is only witnessed, gazed upon, given materiality in its effect – the punished.

But this soul is more than effect, it is also instrument, for through its possession of the body and the immediate space, which cocoons the body it imprisons the body, it renders it docile and punishable. But the instrumentality of the soul upon the body is an effect of power, for power gives birth to the soul as an effect upon the body one stage divorced from the effect. The effect and the instrumentality of effect brings the docile body into existence, thereby the soul is the material force that breeds existence into man the punishable, the powerless.

The modern soul, and by extension all souls in the history of the white man’s worldview, are the effects of specific power through time. Power and knowledge, which imply each other, would then in their transcendence of time always seek to imprison the body within the effects of power/ knowledge for that is how docile bodies are constituted.

The effect always ensures that the “essences” are always one step divorced from materiality, whether it is the modern soul, language, and the powerless.

This is by way of presentation Foucault’s metaphysic that I discerned from his text. Alas, it is a nihilistic metaphysic for in his works the structure of effects and essences is expressed in terms of resiliency over the capabilities of the constituted. One is always left to question whether any structure of effects and essences so empowered to constitute man as objects of knowledge would have enabled the constituted object to liberate themselves from the hegemony of power/ knowledge, language, humanism.

One infers from the text that the only struggle possible is with the effects of power/ knowledge. The effects mutate, re-duplicate and re-represent themselves in response to resistance from the powerless. This struggle and resistance by the powerless in effect ensures the continuity of the essences, for in and by these challenges to their effects power and knowledge flow, has continuity and effectively re-constitute their transcendence over and across time.

The struggle of the powerless within the worldview is then an effect of the action of the essences. Foucault ultimately indicates the circular dance of futility founded on dualities that is the white man’s worldview. The lesson in this for myself was that the liberation I sought could only be found in an alternate worldview structured along entirely different and diametrically opposed lines of constitution.

The path to liberation does not exist within the white man’s worldview; the only choice was to cease looking within his worldview, cease debating within his worldview. Liberation was now dependent on my exiting a worldview and my entry into an alternate worldview. The task at hand was to find such an alternate worldview.
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Summary
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By way of summation, I will now present the legacy left by the works of Foucault to mental workers of the periphery as myself. In his corpus of work, he articulated the white man’s metaphysic that drives his worldview. By adopting the position of the effect and the essence divorced one step from the effect Foucault taught us of the periphery to differentiate between the effect of power and knowledge and power and knowledge itself.

Before Foucault, the theories of liberation concentrated at the level of the effect giving these effects of motive forces determinist materiality in the realm of human action. He aggressively rejected this stance and by grasping the metaphysical focus of Nietzsche he would separate essence and the effect of essence acting upon human subjects.

What then are these essences of Foucault upon which we must focus our gaze in order for us of the periphery to unravel the white man’s worldview? These are:

(a) Language that dances the circular dance of self-representation and re-duplication.

(b) Humanism that restricts the access to power through the creation of the human subject.

(c) Power/ knowledge that constitute man as objects of knowledge.

The effects of these instances listed above are central to any enterprise of understanding of the white man’s worldview. These are:

(a) the dualities of Western consciousness.

(b) The transcendence of language over linear time.

(c) The representation of speech by written language rather than the signification of objects.

(d) The constituting of the subject an effect of humanism, which masks the effect of man as object of knowledge, the effect of power/ knowledge.

(e) The effects of power/ knowledge such as:

(i) the modern soul, the prison of the body.

(ii) The scientifico-legal complex, the effect and instrument of power, which is itself also an effect of power.

(iii) The political technology of the body, which is more than the sum of the mastery of the forces of the body and the knowledge of the science of the functioning of the body. The political technology of the body is then greater than the sum of the knowledges that constitute a docile body, for it is an effect of an essence, one step divorced from the process or determination in the last instance.

(iv) The micro-physics of power is another effect of power that polices the space created between the effects that constitute the docile body and the body itself. The modern soul is located in the realm of the micro-physics of power, but transcends this specific space as it transcends the material body of the object of knowledge.

Given any undertaking which sets out to deconstruct the white man’s worldview, the essences and their effects listed above are the tools that must be applied to pry open the said worldview. You seek out the effects and their essences and methodically map the action of the effects upon the human subject. With the mapping of the effects, you work back in circularity to identify the essences one step divorced from the process.

Given the overarching focus of the project which drives this work, which is primarily the Islamic worldview in a non-hegemonic position within the white man’s worldview, the mapping of the white man’s worldview through the matrices formulated by Foucault is for another work in the future. This task was engaged in with the works on Foucault’s discourse which followed the publication of this work in 2004. The content of these later works reflects Foucault’s emphasis on the study of power and power relations following the publication of “Discipline and Punish.”

What then are the failings of Foucault’s patrimony to the writer? In the first instance, Foucault formulated no praxis of liberation from the dictatorship of his metaphysic. To achieve liberation necessitated the creation of an alternate worldview that was in its essences and the effects of these essences diametrically opposed to the existing worldview.

Foucault never tackled this issue for he devoted himself until his death to continued articulations of effects of the essences of the white man’s worldview. The silence of Foucault after the mid 1970’s on the praxis of liberation was deafening and merits no speculation on my part as to the reasons why. What is cruelly obvious is that the only way/ path to liberation in Foucault’s worldview is the adoption of an alternate worldview, which in the effects of its essences is diametrically opposed to the white man’s worldview.

Foucault would never publicly admit to having made that move to transcend the discursive rupture created by his mental labour. He faced death as all humans do by themselves, and at that instant where death grips the body, consciousness, sensory experience his language failed him miserably. For the language to infinity flees when faced with death itself rather than the mirror image. This was for myself the salient reality felt in the pit of my consciousness. For he gave me no answers on the reality and inevitability of death and the means possible to defeat, even cheat death. I needed to experience an alternate worldview that faced death head on, embraced it and rolled with it until disengagement. This alternate worldview I would have to seek after exiting the white man’s worldview for Foucault taught by his example. To continue to locate myself within the white man’s worldview meant that I would never be able to perceptually “see” the alternate worldview, even if it came up and bit me on the ass.

To search for my holy grail, I would have first to walk away from the worldview that created, “sees” the grail. The act of escape meant that the search was no longer for the grail, for it was perceptually constituted by a worldview that I shed as a snake changes its skin.

The debates within the exited worldview no longer matter; they no longer excite and entice me. I no longer need to remonstrate on the racism of the white man’s worldview, his denial of my humanity. These are now given, accepted facts of a worldview now alien to me for I no longer need to search for, to demand space, respect and justice within the spaces of his worldview. Now, when I remonstrate on the racism of his worldview it is spoken from spaces external to his worldview and my language is a sharp sword flailing away at the fortifications of his worldview.

In closing I would now present two passages from the writings of Salman Rushdie, which are of relevance to this section of my work. Rushdie speaks: “If you want to tell the untold stories, if you want to give voice to the voiceless, you’ve got to find a Language, which goes for film as well as prose, for documentary as well as autobiography. Use the wrong language, and you’re dumb and blind.” (Rushdie 1991 Pg. 115). “The effect of mass migrations has been the creation of radically new types of human being; people who root themselves in ideas rather than places, in memories as much as in material things; people who have been obliged to define themselves - because they are so defined by others - by their otherness; people in whose deepest selves strange fusions occur, unprecedented unions between what they were and where they find themselves. The migrant suspects reality; having experienced several ways of being, he understands their illusory nature. To see things plainly, you have to cross a frontier.” (Rushdie 1991 Pgs. 124-125).

I am then a migrant having crossed the frontier between worldviews carrying the weight of the worldview of the past, ever seeking liberation, healing, my humanity previously denied to me.
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Edward W. Said as a Point of Exit
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Edward W. Said’s seminal work “Orientalism” does not address the issue of the Islamic worldview as an alternate worldview to that of the white man’s. In fact, Said states quite plainly on the emphasis of his work as follows: “My contention is that without examining Orientalism as a discourse one cannot possibly understand the enormously systematic discipline which culture was able to manage and even produce the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively during the post- Enlightenment period.” (Said 1979 Pg. 3). With reference to the passage quoted above it is clear that Said’s position is that this thing he calls “Orientalism” is a “discourse”, a “systematic discipline”, the effect of “culture”. The obvious question follows from whence came the terminology, the worldview that gave it life? Said states as follows on this: “I have found it useful here to employ Michel Foucault’s notion of a discourse, as described by him in the “Archaeology of Knowledge” and in “Discipline and Punish”, to identify Orientalism.” (Said 1979 Pg. 3).

In keeping with Said’s reading of Foucault’s texts he was able to state as follows: “The relationship between Occident and Orient is a relationship of power, of domination of varying degrees of a complex hegemony.” (Said 1979 Pg. 5). My specific response to Said’s statements quoted above is to seek in his work instances of the exiting of worldviews. Instances of the use of Foucault’s analytical tools to rip open discursive ruptures, thereby laying bare the entrances to alternate worldviews.

I have already written on my journey of discovery through Foucault’s text and its empowering of my desire to find exits from the white man’s worldview. Said’s promise lies in the focus of his work on racism or in his words “Orientalism” as a discourse, this power relationship between “Occident and Orient.” The question that would be answered in my presentation on Said is: does he flatter to deceive?

Said defines, articulates his thesis that drives “Orientalism” as follows: “My thesis is that the essential aspects of modern Orientalist theory and praxis from which present day Orientalism derives, can be understood, not as a sudden access of objective knowledge about the Orient, but as a set of structures inherited from the past, secularized, redisposed, and re- formed, which in turn were naturalized, modernized and laicized substitutes for (or versions of) Christian supernaturalism. In the form of new texts and ideas, the East was accommodated to these structures.” (Said 1979). Scrutiny of the passage quoted above leaves but one conclusion of relevance to be made. That is Said is insisting that the structures that drive Orientalism, the effect, transcend a materialist conception of time and history.

Said speaks of “laicized substitutes” or versions of “Christian supernaturalism” as being this metaphysical essence one step/ level divorced from the reality of the effect. Said is now positing a metaphysical essence that drives Orientalism, which is one of its effects, in keeping with the worldview of Foucault’s work. This then is the exit that Said points to, the discursive rupture that he creates within Foucault’s worldview.

Said’s statement is in fact pointing to a discursive rupture in the white man’s worldview for he is insisting that this thing he calls “Orientalism” is an effect of an essence that transcends the white man’s concepts of linear time, history and historicist materialism.

As with Foucault Said locates, identifies this locomotive, this essence and simply moves on to devote the energies of the work to description and articulations of the “effect” of the locomotive. In Said’s case he names the effect he has identified: “Orientalism”.

He says: “I shall be calling Orientalism a way of coming to terms with the Orient that is based on the Orient’s special place in European Western experience.” (Said 1979 Pg. 1). “The Orient is an integral part of European material civilization and culture. Orientalism expresses and represents that part culturally and even ideologically as a mode of discourse with supporting institutions, vocabulary, scholarship, imagery, doctrines, even colonial bureaucracies and colonial styles.” (Said 1979 Pg. 2). From the passages quoted above it is obvious that Said commences with a dualist construct; Orient/ Occident. For Said the dualist embrace, danse macabre of Orient/ Occident transcends European history and in effect invalidates historical materialists of whatever persuasion. He insists that “Orientalism” the effect, in fact creates the Orient via a mode of discourse that “expresses” and “represents” a reality entwined in, with the Other. The effect, Orientalism, then produces this thing called the Orient in the image and likeness of the Occident.

Said, via his danse of dualities inherited from Foucault, is then insisting that this reality called the Orient is a manufactured materiality. We who are trapped in the Orient are constituted individuals, the objects of knowledge thrown up by power/ knowledge.

Said then insists on the following positions: “One ought never to assume that the structure of Orientalism is nothing more than a structure of lies or of myths which, were the truth about them to be told, would simply blow away.” (Said 1979 Pg. 6). For Said to focus on Orientalism other than as an “effect” a mode of discourse would then be a fundamental strategic blunder for those of us trapped in the constituted reality of the Orient. But there are implications behind accepting and adopting Said’s specific perceptive portal on Orientalism.

Said insists that Orientalism transcends European colonialism and has an existence that antedates European colonialism. Said states his position as follows: “To say simply that Orientalism was a rationalization of colonial rule is to ignore the extent to which colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism, rather than after the fact.” (Said 1979). How then does Said support the statement quoted above which strikes at the heart of historicist interpretations of colonialism since 1492? Said states as follows: “The periods of immense advance in the institutions and content of Orientalism coincides exactly with the period of un- paralleled European expansion.” (Said 1979). Said by conceding that there was a blossoming of the content and institutional structures of Orientalism directly related to European colonial expansion end runs any suggestion of causality. European colonial expansion stimulated, gave the shot of adrenalin to Orientalism rather than being its creator. In fact, Said insists that Orientalism by antedating Europe’s colonial expansion justified the event when it did occur.

The question arises, out of Foucault’s worldview, then of how could Orientalism be an “effect” a mode of discourse without the appropriation/ constituting of objects of knowledge? In other words, Foucault’s worldview takes as given that there must be actual bodies to discipline and punish, to imprison within the “soul” thereby creating the discursive spaces controlled, monitored and constituted by the micro- physics of power.

If Said is to dance with Foucault, he then has to find these bodies being constituted, disciplined and punished before and after the end of the un-paralleled European enterprise of conquest and colonialism. Said purports to resolve his antinomy by positing two positions. The first one I would present via quotations from Said’s work is as follows: “The point is that in each of these cases the Oriental is contained and represented by dominating frameworks.” (Said 1979). “in short, Orientalism is better grasped as a set of constraints upon and limitations of thought then it is simply as a positive doctrine.” (Said 1979). Orientalism must be viewed as a dualist discursive structure, an effect, which contains the constituted Oriental to the constituting Occidental. Further Said insists that we must first conceive of this discursive structure at the level of its actions upon thought. Said is therefore dancing his dualist danse macabre, for he is creating a dualist enterprise imbued with transcendence over time and linear history. For he is insisting that at the level of ideas the Occident, could have, it was possible and in fact they did, create representations of non- Occidental peoples and their realities for the consumption of the Occidental. Therefore, by extension all what Said labels as Occidental is in itself an effect of an instrument, which in the last instance is an effect. Orientalism is then the effect of a specific discursive structure, which in itself is an effect of a transcendental European metaphysical essence. Said’s metaphysical essence he calls “Christian supernaturalism.”

The Occident is then constituted, just as is the Orient a constituted object of knowledge, a by-product of power/ knowledge. At the level of representations, for Said it was then possible for the Occident to create the structures of Orientalism at the level of thought, without the need to control space in the Orient, to constitute Oriental objects of knowledge. But the discursive structures laid down at the level of representation, of thought would call into existence, would enable the conquest of space, the constituting of Oriental objects of knowledge when the European colonial enterprise was launched.

Said states as follows on this issue: “Moreover, the Orient studied was a textual universe by and large, the impact of the Orient was made through books and manuscripts.” (Said 1979). “Even the rapport between Orientalist and Orient was textual.” (Said 1979). By way of textual climax, Said puts the icing on his multi-layered marble cake of ideas as follows: “Our initial description of Orientalism as a learned field now acquires a new concreteness. A field is often an enclosed space. The idea of representation is a theatrical one; the Orient is the stage on which the whole East is confined. On this stage will appear figures whose role it is to represent the larger whole from which they emanate. The Orient then seems to be, not an unlimited extension beyond the familiar European world, but rather as a closed field, a theatrical stage affixed to Europe. An Orientalist is but the particular specialist in knowledge for which Europe at large is responsible, in the way that an audience is historically and culturally responsible for (and responsive to) dramas technically put together by the dramatist.” (Said 1979). The discursive structures of Orientalism active at the level of representation replicated in and on, as well as replicating fields of Orientalist knowledge in the texts existed in a realm divorced from, even independent of, the discursive need to constitute space and human subjects in the Orient.

Representation was in effect matrices of perception affixed to the eyes of the Occidental whenever he/ she viewed things Oriental. Representation did in fact constitute a subject of knowledge and a field of knowledge, which would entrap the Occidental, and by extension the constituted Oriental. This constituting would occur and be replicated repeatedly without causal linkages to historical realities.

The second position Said adopts in resolution of the specific antinomies thrown up by Foucault’s worldview is to posit that the initial need, the locomotive pushing Europe to constitute, create Orientalism was the clash of worldviews, of Christian supernaturalism and Islam in Europe’s Middle Ages.

Said posits that the aggressive expansionism of Islam into the heartland of Europe in the Middle Ages was to be an event of such traumatic proportions that Europe was forced to respond via the same survival mode thrown up by the European worldview. Said states: “But it was in the Near Orient, the lands of the Arab Near East, where Islam was supposed to define cultural and racial characteristics, that the British and French encountered each other and “The Orient” with the greatest intensity, familiarity and complexity.” (Said 1979). “Consider how the Orient, and in particular the Near Orient, became known in the West as its great complimentary opposite since antiquity.” (Said 1979). Said now presents the nexus between the Near Orient, the Arab Near East and Islam. That “great complimentary opposite” which exists today in all its potency, that transcendental “Other” constituted since antiquity in the psyche of Europe. Said continues: “Yet where Islam was concerned, European fear, if not always respect, was in order.” (Said 1979). “Not for nothing did Islam come to symbolize terror, devastation, the demonic hordes of hated barbarians. For Europe, Islam was a lasting trauma.” (Said 1979). Said is therefore insisting that the visions of Islam’s armies forcibly overpowering European civilization constituted the creation of the discursive structures of Orientalism as a mode of survival in response to Islam’s incursions.

But what of the ideational structures of this discourse of Orientalism, specifically, since Said is primarily dealing at the level of representation? What of racism? Said in speaking of the nexus between Islam and Orientalism as a survival response states: “and in time European civilization incorporated that peril and its lore, its great events, figures, virtues and vices, as something woven into the fabric of life.” (Said 1979). “The point is that what remained current about Islam was some necessarily diminished version of those great dangerous forces for Europe.” (Said 1979). Orientalism by constituting a field of representations in which to contain the fear, the paranoia over the “barbaric hordes of Islam” enabled the European to incorporate this fear, this paranoia into his/ her worldview. Thereby enabling the race, the worldview to be constantly on the alert, ever keeping vigil towards the “Arab Near East” for the wave of “barbaric hordes.” But more so, it enabled the European to ever seek solutions both at the level of representation and materially/ physically to the always immanent problem.

For Said’s worldview it is therefore no coincidence of history that the Spanish undertook their enterprise of “New World” conquest with the defeat of the Islamic incursion into the Iberian Peninsula. Or that routes to the riches of the East were being sought that evaded Islamic hegemony over the traditional routes, both land and sea. Said by way of summation states: “Islam became an image - the word’s Daniel’s but it seems to me to have remarkable implications for Orientalism in general - whose function was not so much to represent Islam in itself as to represent it for the medieval Christian.” (Said 1979). At this juncture I now return to the question of Said’s position on European racism and the worldview that drives European racism. He hints at the constituting of racism as a survival strategy in Europe’s struggle with Islam. But he finally grapples with racism when he deals with this thing he terms “modern Orientalism.” The underpinning statement of his treatment of “modern Orientalism” is as follows: “We must remember the extent to which a major part of the spiritual and intellectual project of the late eighteenth century was a reconstituted theology - natural supernaturalism.” (Said 1979). Said insists that the Christian supernaturalism of the middle ages has been transformed by the late eighteenth century to natural supernaturalism. The metaphysical “essence” remains unchanged, as the “effects” of the essence are re-formulated at the level of the idea.

Said therefore terms it a project in re-constituted theology or the self-representation of the mirror image to infinity in Foucault’s work. To quote Said on what is this modern Orientalism: “The four elements I have described - expansion, historical confrontation, sympathy, classification- are the currents in eighteenth century thought on whose presence the specific intellectual and institutional structures of modern Orientalism depend.” (Said 1979). “In other words, modern Orientalism derives from secularizing elements in eighteenth century European culture.” (Said 1979). “But if these interconnected elements represent a secularizing tendency, this is not to say that the old religious patterns of human history and destiny and the “existential paradigms” were simply removed. Far from it, they were reconstituted, redeployed, redistributed in the secular frameworks just enumerated.” (Said 1979). The conclusion is manifestly apparent and has been stated and repeated elsewhere in my text. The passages quoted are leading us into Said’s position on European racism and its relationship with Orientalism.
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