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Introduction

[image: ]




The twenty-first century has produced the return of white racist discourse to positions of power in the politics of the North Atlantic. Where white supremacist political solutions and actions are being proffered and operationalised in the politics of the North Atlantic. The twenty-first century discourse of white supremacy is framed by a paranoia fed siege mentality, generated by grave threats posed to white civilisation and hegemony of various types and origins, with a penchant for extremism. The most potent threat articulated as it resonates with electorates is the threat posed by the non-white, non-Christian hordes seeking to swamp white, Christian citadels of hegemony, civilisation, identity and lineage/DNA. The white race in their ancestral homelands are being threatened with becoming mongrelised and losing their demographic dominance. The explanations made of this reality are dismal failures as they cannot expose the link racism has to power relations, politics, the State and the maintenance of the hierarchy of the social order in the North Atlantic. They only speak of racism as a personal infection, a transactional instrument and a remnant from a past historical epoch existing in a powerless void in the social order. Its use in political mobilisation is simply to win elections sustainably as those elected to office are not hard-core ideologues just political opportunists, hence “populists” where “liberal democracy” will ultimately prevail. Others speak of racism as a reality and stress its negative impact, but are silent on its nexus with power relations. The gross failure of the “scientific” fields/disciplines to expose the reality of racism demands a return to the works of Michel Foucault in search of an explanation. For explanations forwarded from the Enlightenment project have proven to be hollow as it simply cannot expose the nexus between racism and power, power relations and the State.

In his 1976 public lecture at the College de France Michel Foucault presented his genealogy of a historico-political discourse of Europe from the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries, specifically in the context of Britain and France. In the course of presenting his genealogy Foucault gave insights into the nexus between racism and the development of this historico-political discourse over time in Europe. Foucault mentioned the impact of racism formulated and operationalised under the European racist colonial imperial enterprise and its impact on the evolution of European metropolitan racist discourse. Foucault’s most potent analysis presented dealt with the formulation of bourgeois discourse in the nineteenth century and thereafter towards establishing bourgeois discursive hegemony in Europe. Foucault identified a specific technology of power of bourgeois discourse that operationalised the biopolitics of this hegemonic discourse which is biopower, where power focuses on the biology of the species towards establishing and maintaining hegemony through the power relations of biology/biopolitics, where the body is now the focus of politics. Foucault in his description of biopower reveals the vital operational nexus between racism and biopower where racism, specifically white supremacy, empowers the State form generated by biopower to be a murderous State. This biopower State is a racist State as it practices State racism. The biopolitics of the twentieth century North Atlantic State is then rooted in two technologies of power that operationalise racism in order to police the social order. They are racist States that operationalise State racism in order to maintain the power relations/ hierarchy of the social order. This has nothing to do with being racist, this is simply a reality at the local level; but at the State level, at the political level, racism is a vital operational mechanism that ensures the integrity of the social order of the North Atlantic. Racism, white supremacy is organic to the existential condition of the modern and post-modern North Atlantic State.

The impact of a public political discourse of racism with discursive characteristics paralleling that of National Socialism and Fascism in the politics of the North Atlantic in the twenty-first century indicates that biopolitics/biopower and the technologies of power have now reawakened, operationalised and deployed a specific discourse of white supremacy, which is a white supremacist, racist, paranoid, militarist, discourse. This is a racist discourse expressing grave paranoia over fear of a black planet that is threatening to immerse and pollute white citadels of race identity, culture, civilisation and most importantly racial lineage/DNA. This is a discourse that was first formulated in the slave colonies of Europe in the West Indies in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries where the white oligarchs, especially the slave owners, were the minority and the enslaved Africans the majority. Where this white oligarchy lived on a day to day basis in expectation of the white genocide at the hands of the Africans which generated the fear of a black planet. The Haitian Revolution of 1804 drove this discourse into overdrive where public spectacles of brutality were the chosen vehicle to keep the salient threat at bay. This racist paranoia adopted knee jerk solutions of graphic brutality to stymie the perceived threat of white genocide. But this racist paranoia destroyed the capacity of the capitalist enterprise hinged on enslavement for the production of raw sugar for export to be a viable wealth generation unit. This is the racist paranoid discourse that is now being hinted and gestures point to in the “populist” politics of the North Atlantic. This is not a neo-Nazi or neo-fascist flashback, it is a reversion to, a resurrection of a racist paranoid West Indian discourse of slavery. To this end I have included a deconstruction of two instances of this discourse in the text.

In the Course Summary of the 1976 public lecture Foucault states: “we have to look at how relations of subjugation can manufacture subjects.” “and if we have to think of power in terms of relations of force, do we therefore have to interpret it in terms of the general form of war? Can war serve as an analyser of power relations?” (Foucault 2003 pgs. 265-266). Foucault insists that power must be conceptualised in terms of relations of force/relations of subjugation which raise the question of how subjects of power are manufactured? Power conceptualised as force then raises the question of war as an instrument to analyse power relations in the social order. Foucault states: “But the first question that has to be asked is perhaps this: How, when, and in what way did people begin to imagine that it is war that functions in power relations, that an uninterrupted conflict undermines peace, and that the civil order is basically an order of battle.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 267). The answer to this question lies in the discursive constructs of the historico-political discourse Foucault presents a genealogy of in 1976. The questions that drive and in turn limit the expanse of the 1976 lecture are for Foucault as follows: “How did people begin to perceive a war just beneath the surface of peace? Who tried to find the principle that explained order, institutions, and history in the noise and confusion of war and in the mud of battles? Who was the first to think that war was the continuation of politics by other means?” (Foucault 2003 pg. 267). In the course of constructing a genealogy of this historico-political discourse framed by this series of questions Foucault discovers the link between European racism and this discourse which further evolves into the link between European racist discourse, European colonial derived racist discourse and European hegemonic discourse. Which came to fruition in the nineteenth to the twentieth centuries in hegemonic European discourse with its technology of biopower rooted in biopolitics deploying racism as an instrument of biopower creating the nexus: biopower, racism and State racism.  This is Foucault’s greatest and gravest revelation in his genealogy presented in 1976 for in the twenty-first century the nexus continues and has evolved. This is the link between power, power relations and racism in the North Atlantic revealed. This is racism as an instrument of power utilised to classify into typologies and police populations, to be part of the mechanism of power that constitutes subjects of power. Racism is organic to power and together they constitute State racism in the North Atlantic in the twenty-first century as it was in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The modern and post-modern North Atlantic state is a racist State.
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Chapter One

Foucault’s Public Lecture 1976

War, Politics and Power
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From January 1976 to March 1976 Michel Foucault presented his public lecture at the College de France for the year 1976. In this lecture Foucault chose to expand on his discourse of power and power relations published in English as “Discipline and Punish” prior to the 1976 lecture. Foucault would present a discursive theme on power and power relations in the 1976 lecture which he never devoted a book to or returned to in a subsequent public lecture. This discursive theme deals specifically with an approach to studying power/force relations in the European social order which is a signal instrument of Foucault’s anti-Enlightenment discourse and powerfully revealing of the masked reality of European and North Atlantic power. As a voyager in the journey to escape colonial and neo-colonial arrested development this most potent instrument unleashed by Foucault in 1976, and thereafter discarded, afforded me the ability to unmask the discursive genesis of the European and North Atlantic colonial and neo-colonial order which lies at the heart of the European and North Atlantic social order. In 1976 Foucault then unleashed the greatest gift he afforded those of us of the neo-colonial order to deconstruct the discursive order of Europe and the North Atlantic that refuses, from the fifteenth century to 2018, to walk away from its racist, colonial, imperialist worldview driven by the quest for hegemony.

Foucault defines his 1976 project as follows: “and if we have to think of power in terms of relations of force, do we therefore have to interpret it in terms of the general form of war? Can war serve as an analysis of power relations?” (Foucault 2003 pg.266). Foucault continues: “But the first question that has to be asked is perhaps this: How, when, and in what way did people begin to imagine that it is war that functions in power relations, that an uninterrupted conflict undermines peace, and that the civil order is basically an order of battle?” (Foucault 2003 pg.266). Foucault then states the specific questions that have been posed in the 1976 lecture the nature of which indicate that this was a project that Foucault never returned to towards publishing a study of. Following the 1976 lecture Foucault began the series on sexuality which filled his last three books. The specific questions posed then indicate that in 1976 he was in fact presenting a genealogy of the discourse of the social order as an order of battle. Foucault states: “How did people begin to perceive a war just beneath the surface of peace? Who tried to find the principle that explained order, institutions, and history in the noise and confusion of war and in the mud of battles? Who was the first to think that war is the continuation of politics by other means? (Foucault 2003 pg.267) My task has been to apply this limited presentation of Foucault towards deconstructing the European discourse of the social order as an order of battle towards exposing the nature of the social order of the North Atlantic. This has now afforded insights into the European colonial order which was an order of battle and the neo colonial order of former British colonies. Most of all Foucault has afforded an instrument to deconstruct the genesis, evolution and persistence of European and North Atlantic racism.

Session One: 7 January 1976

Subjugated Knowledges, Genealogy, Archaeology

Foucault introduces in this session the discursive concept of subjugated knowledges. Subjugated knowledges are disqualified, rejected and discarded discourses by dint of the fact they are non-hegemonic, local as they are the discourses of those constituted by power, the subjects of power and the effects of power/knowledge. As the body and mind is the terrain upon which hegemonic discourse acts to constitute the subject of power/knowledge the subject of power/knowledge produces a subjugated discourse that is banished by hegemonic discourse by dint of the threat it poses to hegemonic discourse. There are then power/force relations that impact the human subject/object of power/ knowledge and the discourse of the human subject/object of power. There are power/force relations and the dynamic of force relations which are animated by resistance and struggle at play at the level of the body, mind and discourse. This environment of force relations encompasses the micro to the macro levels from the actions and discourse of the single individual to the macro level which is the pressing need for an architecture of power/force relations that contain, embrace and place limits to the dynamic of the force relations in Europe, it’s called the State. Foucault states: “I am also referring to a whole series of knowledges that have been disqualified as nonconceptual knowledges, as insufficiently elaborated knowledges: naïve knowledges, hierarchically inferior knowledges, knowledges that are below the required level of erudition or scientificity.” (Foucault 2003 pg.7). These subjugated knowledges are then inferior to scientific knowledge and they are subjugated because of their inferiority. A condition which exceeds the conventional explanation that the discourse exercising hegemony branded them inferior according to the discourse of truth of scientific discourse. Science then is the weapon used to assault and exercise hegemony over those targeted for domination. Science is then simply a discourse of truth where truth is manufactured in the service of science, domination and hegemony. Foucault states: “And it is thanks to the reappearance of these knowledges from below, of these unqualified or disqualified knowledges: the knowledge of the psychiatrised, the patient, the nurse, the doctor, that is parallel to, marginal to, medical knowledge, the knowledge of the delinquent, what I would call, if you like, what people know (and this is by no means the same thing as common knowledge or common sense but, on the contrary a particular knowledge, a knowledge that is local, regional, or differential, incapable of unanimity and which derives its power solely from the fact that it is different from all the knowledges that surround it), it is the reappearance of what people know at a local level, of these disqualified knowledges, that made the critique possible.” (Foucault 2003 pgs. 7-8). The resistance of these disqualified knowledges to hegemonic scientific discourse, the pushing up from below makes possible Foucault’s anti-Enlightenment, anti-science project. As the basis of assault on hegemonic scientific discourse is the disqualified knowledges but what is vitally necessary is an instrument of antisciences, an instrument that enables, prompts and facilitates an insurrection of knowledges. Knowledges locked in a power relation with the hegemonic scientific discourses seeking to reverse the hegemony scientific discourses exert towards creating a new power/force relation as the human can never be emancipated from power/force relations. Revolution is then a myth of scientific discourse as it wills into existence the mask of repression as an explanatory tool. For Foucault Genealogy is the antiscience and Archaeology its methodology. Foucault states: “Genealogies, are quite specifically, antisciences. They are about the insurrection of knowledges. Genealogy has to fight the power-effects characteristic of any discourse that is regarded as scientific.” (Foucault 2003 pg.9). Foucault continues as follows: “genealogy is, then, a sort of attempt to desubjugate historical knowledges, to set them free, or in other words to enable them to oppose and struggle against the coercion of a unitary, formal and, scientific theoretical discourse. The project of these disorderly and tattered genealogies is to reactivate local knowledges-...against the scientific hierarchicalisation of knowledge and its intrinsic power-effects.” (Foucault 2003 Pg. 10). The first order is the choice of historical knowledges as the basis of the assault on the hegemony of scientific discourse which means that subjugated historical knowledges have to be desubjugated via genealogy. Genealogies will then engage with the power-effects of scientific discourse but the crux of the matter is the concept of “power -effects.” Power has to be strategic, it has to be driven by an overarching strategy in order for it to impact its target with “effects.” All power is then strategic and it begets resistance and it is operational within a field of struggle which entails power relations. Power is then joined to effects as it’s to knowledge towards constituting its ideal individual placed in a social order which is the prime expression of the strategic relational context of power. Genealogy assaults the strategic order of power-effects and power/knowledge by falsifying the operational scientific discourse that is driving the strategic power instance. Genealogy strips power bare, naked impacting the operational stability of power-effects. Foucault continues: “Archaeology is the method specific to the analysis of local discursivities, and genealogy is the tactic which, once it has described these local discursivities, brings into play the desubjugated knowledges that have been released from them. That just about sums up the overall project.” (Foucault 2003 pgs. 10-11). You locate the local discourses, then you mine them with the archaeological method or discourse mining and finally you deploy the strategic tactic of genealogy where the emancipated former subjugated knowledges will now be utilised to assault the power-effects and power/knowledge instruments of hegemonic scientific discourse. The discourse miner can then evolve into a discursive agent responsible for formulating discursive lines and structures rooted in desubjugated knowledges with a strategic objective and its instruments to engage with hegemonic discourse in the quest for hegemony.  Foucault states: “The way things stand, the fragments of genealogy that have been done are in fact still there, surrounded by a wary silence.” “The silence, or rather the caution with which unitary theories avoid the genealogy of knowledge might therefore be one reason for going on.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 12). I can attest to this reality with my experiences as a post-graduate student in Sociology and Government and as a member of academic staff of a university. In my case the silence masked a strategy of power to destroy my academic and post graduate careers. Which flows with the following position of Foucault as follows: “Given that we are talking about a battle-the battle knowledges are waging against the power-effects of scientific discourse-.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 12). Foucault’s project of genealogy is based on and rooted in historical knowledges which explains the content and focus of his 1976 public lecture. In the 1976 public lecture Foucault presented a genealogy of a specific historical knowledge of the European social order: the discourse of race war.

Power and War

Foucault at this juncture begins his presentation in the first session on power. Foucault states that European scientific discourses on power have put forward the following: “if power is indeed the implementation and deployment of a relationship of force, rather than analysing it in terms of surrender, contract, and alienation or rather than analysing it in functional terms as the reproduction of the relations of production, shouldn’t we be analysing it first and foremost in terms of conflict, confrontation, and war?” (Foucault 2003 pg. 15). Foucault now presents two hypotheses: the hypothesis of power is repression and the hypothesis of power is war. This second hypothesis conjures up a whole new worldview but is it hegemonic? Foucault states: “Power is war, the continuation of war by other means.” He continues as follows: “Politics, in other words, sanctions and reproduces the disequilibrium of forces manifested in war.” “within this ‘civil peace’, these political struggles, these clashes over or with power, these modifications of relations of force...in a political system, all these things must be interpreted as a continuation of war.” (Foucault 2003 Pg. 16). The two hypotheses are not singular of each other for war begets repression they are supportive of each other’s rationale as scientific hegemonic discourse. Foucault’s grave dilemma in his formulation of a genealogical definition of power is apparent at this juncture in January 1976. In his formulation presented in History of Sexuality Volume 1 Foucault dumped both hypotheses, but in doing so he dumped the golden child with the bath water whose existence he revealed in the public lecture of 1976. Foucault in the closing stages of session 1 in 1976 gave glimpses of the golden child as emancipated knowledge who by his actions thereafter returned to being a subjugated knowledge. Foucault’s position on the analysis of power is that an attempt to evade the economistic schemata the two grand hypotheses present themselves: the mechanism of power is repression and the basis of a power relationship is a clash between forces highly reminiscent of war and the battlefield. In the History of Sexuality Volume 1 it’s obvious why Foucault dumped both grand hypotheses for a genealogy of sexuality demanded much more than repression, as a flowering of possibility under power to facilitate compliance was necessary. And the state of war in the politics of the social order fails to ‘see’ sexuality as a means of constituting willing subjects who police themselves, their sexuality included, for a state of war begets hard repression that has no place under the order of Biopolitics. In dumping the position that power relations reflect a state of war Foucault crippled the ability of his discourse to effectively lay bare the intricacies and contradictions of politics and the struggle for political dominance in the North Atlantic. In the actual game of North Atlantic politics Foucault’s concept of power in History of Sexuality Volume 1 is of little relevance, which raises the question if power in the North Atlantic is multimodal even a shape shifter? And that all of the theorising forwarded in scientific discourse and the hard glimpses afforded by genealogy are simply describing specific faces/aspects/operational realities presented by power in its operational modes? Power is only what it is by contact/being exercised, it has and can have no other existence, then it’s heavily defined by the contextual reality of all contact present, past and future in a quantum milieu. Foucault states: “I think that the twin notions of “repression” and “war” have to be considerably modified and ultimately, perhaps, abandoned.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 17).

In the final words of his first session for 1976 Foucault reveals the golden child, later abandoned, as follows: “Then I will try to look again at the theory that war is the historical principle behind the workings of power, in the context of the race problem, as it was racial binarism that led the West to see for the first time that it was possible to analyse political power as war. And I will try to trace this down to the moment when race struggle and class struggle became, at the end of the nineteenth century, the two great schemata that were used to identify the phenomenon of war and the relationship of force within political society.” (Foucault 2003 Pgs.18-19). The theory of political power as war flows from a discourse of the race problem, of racial binarism as the basis of the European social order. This river of discourse is then the discourse of race and race struggle and the theory of political power as war is simply one mechanism of power that flows from and to this river of race war and race struggle. This discursive river evolves with time and one such stage is when race struggle now becomes expressed as class struggle. The discourse of race struggle, race war constitutes the position that political power is war, it also absorbs class struggle and presents it as the new interpretation of the original duality, but this development cannot wipe away the other duality constituted and embraced by the discursive river before class struggle. This is the duality of the European, white male, inherently superior, the sole single recipient of manifest destiny juxtaposed with all non-white races of the world. This is the golden child. This discursive river constituted the race concept where the master race (white) juxtaposed to the inferior races of the world (black) and then determined that the power relations between the master and the inferiors is a race struggle, a race war. And the social order and all its institutions and mechanisms of power constituted where a minority of the master race is exercising hegemony over an inferior majority, then the social order is constructed on a race war footing to ensure the hegemony of the master race/ the minority. What then is the process of decolonisation when you implant North Atlantic political structures on this social order premised on the power relations of war? You have neo-colonial collapse. So-called European scientific racism is simply the casting of a “scientific” veneer over a non-scientific discourse that flows from the discursive river of race war, race struggle. Foucault was simply not interested in this golden child as it was irrelevant to his agenda as he was not the product of a failing neo-colonial social order, as I am. This is my interest and to unlock the edifice of hate both personal and for the “other” you need to journey through the discourse of Frantz Fanon. This present journey must now deconstruct Foucault’s genealogy of the discourse of race war, race struggle.
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Chapter Two

Session Three: 21 January 1976

Discourse of Race War
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In this session Foucault presents his genealogy of the discourse of race war where he points out that almost immediately following the consolidation of the power of the State over war, which was accomplished through the creation of military institutions under the control of the State and the resultant professional army, the discourse appeared on the discursive landscape. Foucault states: “A new discourse, a strange discourse. It was new, first, because it was the first historico-political discourse on society, and it was very different from the philosophico-juridical discourse on society that had been habitually spoken until then. And the historico-political discourse that appeared at this moment was also a discourse on war, which was understood to be a permanent social relationship, the ineradicable basis of all relations and institutions of power.” (Foucault 2003 Pg. 49). This discourse arose in contradiction to the hegemonic philosophico-juridical discourse of the time that was constituting monarchical rule then. Both discourses are then engaged in a fight for dominance, they are structured in vastly different and contradictory discursive manners and constitute social orders, mechanisms of power and power/force relations that are very different. The philosophico-juridical discourse utilises the mechanism of law and sovereignty, while the historico-political discourse emphasises the mechanism of power to differentiate between humans and human groups into a binary structure of superiority/inferiority. A state of war exists between groups/races therefore all means by which to win this ongoing never-ending war as long as the inferior exist must be solely afforded to the superior group. This discourse then manufactures the logic of the “Final Solution.” This historico-political discourse was formulated to assault the hegemony of philosophico-juridical discourse, therefore its discursive content was in response to that of its enemy discourse. Its worldview was only coherent when viewed in the context of that of its enemy discourse.

As both discourses have evolved over time and are still engaged in a battle for dominance it is not only necessary to trace the evolutionary paths of both discourses, but more importantly the hybrid discourses that have emerged as a result of this longstanding discursive engagement. Foucault states that the first incarnation of the discourse of race war was in England at the beginning of the great political struggles of the seventeenth century, then reappeared in France in the late eighteenth century. Then in the late nineteenth century it appeared as the racist biologists and eugenicists of Europe. There are then two discernible flows in this discursive river: the binary environment between classes, hence class struggle where the contending groups are of the same race and the binary environment between the master race (white) and the inferior races (non-white), hence race war literally. There are two discourses that constitute the mechanisms of power for both binary environments and both have indicated over time the ability to absorb discursive lines from dominant scientific discourse or from the discourse of race war and adapt to operational terrain and spaces where the discourse is not dominant or its dominance is under constant challenge. What also must be understood is the impact of history and the colonial enterprise on the evolution of the discourse of race war in the USA and Canada, and the impact of waves of non-white immigration in Europe in the 20th and 21st centuries on the evolution of the discourse of race war, and its impact on 21st century European politics with the rise of neo-fascism and neo-national socialism. Across the North Atlantic it is then apparent that the discourse of race war interacting with the power relations of conquest and the colonial enterprise has generated a strident discourse of white supremacy, that survives to this day from the seventeenth century, as it has now been absorbed into the discursive matrix of the North Atlantic that constitutes individuals as subjects of power and objects of knowledge. The biopolitics of the West, its mechanisms of power and structures of knowledge contain discursive lines of class/race war, class/race struggle, white supremacy and the policing of race and class binaries as grave threats to the order of power or the militarisation of policing and the criminalisation of protest. This new evolutionary phase is the result of the embrace of the discourse of neoliberalism and its impact on the State and the effectiveness of biopolitics. For neoliberalism insists on an economistic discourse of power with a discourse of politics glaringly congruent with that of the discourse of race war. The cult of neoliberalism driving the politicians of the North Atlantic has then completed the milieu that enables the return of fascism, national socialism and white supremacy to positions of power in the political structures of Europe. From the Brexiteers of both dominant political parties of the UK to Le Pen of France, Wilders of Holland, the AFD and the rest of Germany, Orban of Hungary and those of Austria, Italy and Sweden are all symptoms of this discursive reality.

Binary Concept: Race and Class

Foucault in his genealogy describes the discursive construct of the discourse of race war. Foucault states: “this is the first time the binary conception has been articulated with a specific history. There are two groups, two categories of individuals, or two armies, and they are opposed to each other.” (Foucault 2003 Pg. 51). The binary conception which is rooted in history not in a philosophical or juridical context. This grounding history means that the discourse is only concerned with “I” or “We” of the binary groups and the “I” and “We” are defined by, rooted in and made real by history, however mythic. The “I” and the “We” articulates a discourse of personal struggle within the context of the general struggle generated by the binary opposites, not the universalist, totalising or neutral subject constituted by the philosophico-juridical discourse. Foucault states: “Of course, he speaks the discourse of rights, asserts a right and demands a right. But what he is demanding and asserting is his “rights” ...It might be the right of his family or race, the right of superiority or seniority, the right of triumphal invasions, or the right of recent or ancient occupations. In all cases, it is a right that is both grounded in history and decentered from a juridical universality.” (Foucault 2003 Pg. 52). The person speaking from the discourse of race war defines rights in a manner that is vastly different and in contradiction to the definition of rights that emanate from the philosophico-juridical discourse. These are rights grounded in the history proclaimed by the discourse and has no concept of juridical universality, hence universal principles that impact a juridical subject are absent and void. Foucault states: “It is interested in the totality only to the extent that it can see it in one sided terms, distort it and see it from its own point of view. The truth is, in other words, a truth that can be deployed from its combat position, from the perspective of the sought for victory and ultimately so to speak, of the survival of the speaking subject himself.” (Foucault 2003 pg.52). The discourse of race war cannot see the totality, so there is no totality and the universalizing mechanism that drives it in the discourse of race war. All this discourse can see is the individual and group engaged in battle for dominance with the binary “other” and the strategizing path to victory. A totality, a universal truth are means to victory that you capture, re-tool and unleash towards victory. Adherents of the discourse of race war in the political arena are incapable of visualising the universal maxims as nation, rule of law and rights under law, for there is only the enemy, the constant war with the enemy and the overriding crush for victory by any means necessary as the group and the individual belonging to the group trumps the totality and its totalising principles and its truth. Foucault continues: “It is rather about establishing a right marked by dissymmetry, establishing a truth bound up with a relationship of force, a truth-weapon and a singular right. The subject who is speaking is-I wouldn’t even say a polemical subject-a subject who is fighting a war.” (Foucault 2003 Pgs.53-54). The speaker from within this discourse is insisting on, demanding and claiming the entitlement of a singular right: the right to truth that belongs only to his discourse. Truth is then linked to force, the threat of the application of force, hence truth is the weapon, the truth-weapon. The enemy “other” defined by this discourse has no singular right to truth, no truth-weapon and no entitlement to claim truth. To challenge the truth of this discourse unleashes the weapon that truth envelops. Welcome to Caribbean colonial domination and the paranoid fear of the domination of the “other” over the master race minority. Or the threat posed by the other/enemy to the USA and Canada. Welcome to the ideal that drives Trump and the neo-fascists and neo-national socialists of Europe. Welcome to western media in the 21st century.

How then does this discourse of race war explain the social order in light of these realities? Foucault states: “This discourse is essentially asking the elliptical god of battles to explain the long days of order, labour, peace, and justice. Fury is being asked to explain calm and order.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 54). These are aberrations indicative of weakness of the dominant groups which must be now awakened from their slumber, or removed, giving rise to those who will apply the fury for greatness is only attained via fury. Make America Great Again! Such is one explanation proffered by the discourse. How then does this discourse explain history? Foucault insists that there are principles utilised to explain history as follows: “a series of brute facts, which might be already described as physico-biological facts: physical strength, force, energy, the proliferation of one race, the weakness of another, and so on. A series of accidents, or at least contingencies: defeats, victories, the failure or success of rebellions, the failure or success of conspiracies or alliances, and finally, a bundle of psychological and moral elements (courage, fear, scorn, hatred, forgetfulness, et cetera). Intertwining bodies, passions and accidents according to this discourse, that is what constitutes the permanent web of history and societies.” (Foucault 2003 pg. 54). The focus of the discourse of race war is the group and the individual bound to a group, for without the group and the race there is no individual identity.  Engaged in a war between binary opposites where history is made by and driven by the characteristics and actions of humans at war. But this is not a war between equals as one race is inherently superior and the opponent is inferior necessitating the position that the race, the group and the individual locked in war drives and manufacture history. All the attributes of human action especially and specifically human action in race war is the material of history and singled out for elite listing. The race war prosecuted by the inherently superior race, the group and especially the individual in a maximum leadership position is the motive force of history. This is the most potent and extreme expression of narcissistic humanism to emerge from the North Atlantic. The humanism of a superior race that can only see itself, gaze upon itself and view the world as its property. The discursive flow that feeds the discourse of white supremacy in the 21st century. A discursive flow that can only constantly visualise incessant war, salient threats and the ever present threat of the race apocalypse must constantly visualise “Final Solutions.” In this perceptual and action context history driven by physico-biological “facts” demands the constant generation of mythic historical discourse lashed to discourses of victimhood and past glory. This is potently seen in the discursive flow in Europe in the 21st century in response to the movement of Muslim and Arab refugees from Syria.
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