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APPENDIX
FOREWORD
This appendix consists of two readings, the first on Foucault’s genealogical approach, and the second on the postcolonial thesis of Edward Said.  They are somewhat unpolished to say the least as the constraints to writing a Master’s entailed only a limited reading on a limited choice of critical historiographies.  These readings provided the foundations for constructing a methodological fragment for the thesis proper.  They are only meant to provide proof that I have conducted a reading of Foucault’s genealogy and the Saidean postcolonial critique, and thus come with much that is ‘misread’ and ‘misinterpreted’, and again a little that seems to me to be novel.
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READING 1

GENEALOGY AS COUNTER-HISTORY
The Kantian and Nietzschean antecedents of genealogy 

An ‘appropriate’ response to that initial question of what constitutes a genealogy might be that it defies any formal or conventional attempts to define it.  As Foucault has implied one instead ‘writes’ a genealogy like one would write a fiction (Foucault, 1977; Sawicki, 1991; Tamboukou, 1999).  This writing then involves a type of historical critique or analysis that has its beginnings in Frederich Nietzsche’s deliberate interrogation against a conventional notion of history.  Conventional or Kantian/ Hegelian history is that objective and positivistic, convergent and teleological, uni-vocal meta-narrative that is a ‘natural’ linear regression that plots man’s putative progress with time (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Sarup, 1988; Said, 1978 & 1993).  A blunt interpretation might be that the universe/ the natural is ordered and the ordered mind, or reason, can make order or scientifically explicate them in terms of ordered language, i.e. discourse, and coherent and unified theories and narratives
 that, to be as blunt, overwhelmingly privileges the European, or more accurately the munificent ‘white man’, who not surprisingly is the author of this natural history (Foucault, 1977; Said, 1978 & 1993; Sarup, 1988). 

This ‘white man’ is then invariably amorphous and monolithic, heroic, masculine and aggressive, located in the geopolitical ‘North and now also West’ who is master of a free will and destined to be master of the world/ nature (Rorty, 1986; Said, 1978 & 1993; Schrift, 2000; de Olivera, 2003).  Edward Said might have remarked that it is this self-professed white man to whom this history belongs
, it is he who he progresses, and in doing so brings civilisation to the stagnant even regressive ‘races’ (including that race of woman).  For de Olivera (2003) this being uniquely endowed with reason will fulfil in history his moral destination (destiny) – a highly specific and privileging teleology that betrays the historical constitution of its subjectivity.

It is common enough to hear or read about the progress of the West, its constant evolution, and the traditional East.  The East only has a history, and thus progresses, when engaged with the West, or rather when the West ‘intervenes’, i.e. when progress (West) overrides tradition (East).  This inscrutable impermeable Orient and Oriental otherwise can only maintain its/ his traditions or dies a natural death, circumstances conspicuous amongst other things for a lack of the meta-narrative, and thus for their silence/ absence in history (subjects like children should be observed and not heard).  The contemporaneous great civilising force that is modernity, that project of the Enlightenment is then unmistakably, as it can only be, a thing of this white man.

Nietzschean genealogy specifically relating to Zur genealogie der moral (The genealogy of morals, 1887) was effectively aimed at displacing a Kantian/ Hegelian linear/ epochal, dialectically synthesised progressive history of man.  In its place Nietzsche offered a history that is discursive, socially constructed through language which is then itself socially constituted, rather than one that depicted an essentially Aristotlean, linear mechanical sequence of natural events (Stevens, 2003).  This counter to the natural progression of an evolving man was appropriated into French literary theory by Michael Foucault, who wrote a series of historiographies in the 1960’s and 1970’s (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; de Olivera, 2003; Stevens, 2003).  It is a form of literary theory that can be said to be of a Kantian lineage, via Hegel, Marx, Saussure and Nietzsche, amongst many.  Kant may be said to have begun modern literary criticism with his literary critiques of (Cartesian) reason
 and judgement, i.e. his literary criticism of the Cartesian discourse on reason.  Kant also incorporated criticism into the aesthetic realm, and argued that aesthetic production, judgement and criticism was limited to the aesthete, an intellectual elite whose work was elevated to ‘high theory’.  Considered beyond the machinations of the common man, art (aesthetics and the aesthete) was thus vested with the elite and divorced from communal ground (Kemal, 1999). 

In this Kantian tradition, Foucault’s incorporation of aesthetics is specifically deployed within that highly rarefied, decontextualised site of high theory, i.e. the academy and its archives.  It the graceful rebellion, Toni Morrison’s definition of art, secured in the academy and thus inevitably become an elitist tradition of the high priesthood of theory.  These high aesthetics are part of a provocative interrogation or critical work of the intellectual, and represents an appropriation and supposed elevation of art into the domain of high theory (Bernstein, 1992; Kemal, 1999).  The intellectual as critic, and vice versa, is then elevated over the writer, painter, and dancer, and literary criticism (critical theory) over literature and language (Said, 1983;Ashcroft & Ahluwalia, 2001; Kemal, 1999).

Foucault, while not initially calling his historiographies, on madness and sexuality, and morals and ethics, ‘genealogies’ is reported as saying that he has always been writing genealogies, i.e. writing about power (Foucault, 1971; Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983).  In addition to deliberately worked Kantian (and Nietzchean) aesthetics these historiographies were predicated on carefully selected Nietzschean genealogical ‘moments’ (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Deacon, 2000; Stevens, 2003).  Foucault (1977) wrote of genealogy and its predecessor, archaeology, as critical strategies employed in the analyses of social institutions and discursive formations respectively.  Where archaeology can be described as an analysis of systems of knowledge, genealogy expands on the former through a key Nietzschean moment, that of the association of the will to truth with the will to power.  Genealogy was engineered as a coaxial analysis of the modalities of power, and in this analysis discourse, knowledge, truth, and language, are inviolable of power, of domination (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Tamboukou, 1999; Stevens, 2003).

Archaeology and genealogy were the methods of Foucault’s inquiry and subsequent storying of the emergence of a modern man, i.e. a historical ontology of the modern subject.  This self is the subject of power, truth, and ethics in self-constituting modes of being that characterise this modern individual, and which contrast with, for example, those (non-disciplinary/ discursive) modes that characterise his medieval counterpart (Davidson, 1986).  Drawing its impetus from this key Nietzschean moment the link of knowledge to power, Foucault’s genealogies are in turn philosophical and historical examinations of the various processes, procedures and apparatuses (conditions) whereby the discourses of truth, knowledge and belief are produced and impact on everyday modern practices (Fraser, 1989 & 1996).  A Foucauldian genealogy examines ‘the different modes by which, in our culture, we are made subjects’ (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; p. 208) by these discursive or ‘truth’ regimes, and are not accounts or analyses of the phenomena of power (Tamboukou, 1999).  

A notion central to this critique is that of the representation, those specific truths that scientific discourse is organised around.  An example might be physics and chemistry and the representation of the atomic particle.  Similarly it can be said that the colonial discourse on the Orient can be said to be a related set of narratives organised around Occidental representations of the Oriental.  Examples include the treacherous infidel, the half naked Indian and the violent/ sexually predatory African (Said, 1976).  This particular character then provided the observer with a designation, and as Foucault says, a ‘controlled derivation’.  Accordingly these racial types and characters belong to a network of related generalisations, and essential to the ‘truth regimes’ that are the human sciences (Foucault, 1970; Said, 1978).  Thus ‘know what properly appertains to one individual is to have before one the classification - or the possibility of classifying - all others’ (p. 138; Foucault, 1970).

Truth regimes, generally speaking, refer to the ‘moral and political’ sciences/ disciplines that emerged from that period of Western civilization that is the Enlightenment (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Said, 1983; Sarup, 1988).  Philosophy, sociology, psychology, psychiatry, anthropology and economics, amongst others, are assumed in the genealogical inquiry to have inscribed a modern Western self whose beliefs and practices, knowledge of self, others and the world are prescribed, as unalterable truth (hardened in the ‘long baking process of history’), by these discursive fields.  Foucault’s literary and historiographical critique is directed at the ‘desire’ of the sciences in flying the flag of truth, or the one truth based on the monolithic tradition or ideological hegemony, the dictatorship of Western reason (McHoul & Grace, 1993; Saul, 1995).  At the base of this desire lies the ‘often oppressive rationalities of discourse in the human sciences’ (Lash, 1991; p. 259.  So explicit is Foucault in his opposition to these oppressive rationalities of discourse in sciences that he comments that when those incarcerated speak 

they possessed an individual theory of prisons, the penal system, and justice.   It is this form of discourse which ultimately matters, a discourse against power, the counter-discourse of prisoners and those we call delinquents- and not a theory about delinquency. (Foucault, 1977; p. 209) 

The genealogist scripts an ‘ontology of the present’ in the Kantian tradition of the philosophical reflection Was ist aufklarung?, and in doing so reflects on aspects of the composition and development of modern power along the three axes of savoir (knowledge), pouvoir (power), and subjectification (Rabinow & Dreyfus, 1983; Tamboukou, 1999; Stevens, 2003).  In scripting these accounts an aim is to create counters to the oppressive rationalities of the discourse of the sciences.  Foucault has called these counters, in various turns, subject-less histories, counter-memories or non-discursive critiques (Lash, 1991; During, 1992; Deacon, 2000).  

Elaborating further on genealogy

At this stage I have become mired in the confusing and very great economy of competing Foucauldian readings and ‘misreadings’ which have emerged from his very profitable investments in the knowledge industry
.  Reacting perhaps to a great welling of frustration I have chosen to use a different approach in elaborating further on genealogy.  I have sampled several quotes describing genealogy that are attributable to Foucault, and crafted responses to them blending commentaries from other sources.  This interrogative strategy seems appropriate given his interlocutory style, one distinctly characterised by enigmatic and poetic offerings. The enigmatic phrase ‘a history of the present’, for example, invites an inquiry into the validity of history as a narrative of the past.  These insurgent phrases beckon a response, a provocative call to interrogate their meaning and through this mechanism, the ‘regime of truth’, which itself implies that truth does not exist outside power.  I hope then to talk to Foucault by responding to the cryptic call of these phrases (as in the call and response aesthetics of another tradition).  

An appropriate introductory phrase may be the following 

Genealogy is a form of “grey, meticulous, and patiently documentary erudition opposed to the search for origins”.(Foucault, 1977; pp. 139-140).  

Followed by 

Genealogy is a "history of the present" (Dreyfus & Rabinow,1983, p. 118); 

And perhaps expanding on this ‘history of the present’

Genealogy is ‘the union of erudite knowledge and local memories which allows us to establish a historical knowledge of struggles and to make use of this knowledge tactically today’ (Gordon, 1980, p. 83)
For Nietzsche and later Foucault genealogy was both a ‘grey’ and ‘gay’ science - a science of the hypothetical rather than of the theoretical (Deacon, 2000).  Genealogy as historiography is then deliberately neither black nor white and is instead pervaded with uncertainty, written in opposition to the a priorised theory-embedded certainty of the regimes of truth that are the modern disciplines/ sciences (Foucault, 1994.   Foucault insists that he has 

never written anything other than fictions.  For all that I would not want to say that they were outside the truth.  It seems to me plausible to me to make fictions work within the truth, to introduce truth effects with a fictional discourse and in some way to make discourse arouse, “fabricate” something which does not yet exist, thus to fiction something.  One “fictions” history starting from a political reality that renders it true, one “fictions” a politics that does not yet exist starting from a historical truth  (in Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; p. 204)

Foucault appears to me to then merely and blatantly appropriate (into the academy) ground long covered by the literary tradition (of writing fiction), as many examples of modern and nationalist literature immediately spring to mind.  In this hypothetical science of fictions, nevertheless, historical events are not represented by the one univocal voice of the objective, distanced and disembodied historian but are examined from multiple perspectives (i.e. Netzschean perspectivism).  These multiple perspectives are fashioned by operating ‘on a field of entangled and confused parchments, on documents that have been scratched over and recopied many times’ (Foucault, 1977; p. 76).  Nietzsche’s grey and gay science and his perspectivism can then be considered ‘genealogical moments’ upon which Foucault’s own historiographical approaches are hinged.

Beginnings: archaeology or the ‘search for origins’

The phrases that are at once most intriguing to me are those of the enigmatic ‘opposed to the search for origins’ and ‘history of the present’.  The former articulates a radical departure by Foucault from his archaeological work (Stevens, 2003).  As archaeology itself connotes a Hegelian like search for (metaphysical) origins, Deacon (2000) suggests that Foucault as a ‘good Kantian’ (and good Nietzschean) did not believe that what might be excavated constituted anything essential (pure) in itself.  In removing one mask, all that might be revealed might instead be the traces of other masks and, thus Foucault like Kant, rejected the existence of the pure essence as the metaphysical; i.e. the exact, pure, the transhistorical immanent form.  Foucault also follows Nietzsche in rejecting the notion of Ursprung, of the miraculous metaphysical origin or exalted beginnings (Deacon, 2000). 

What is found at the historical beginning of things is not the inviolable identity of their origin; it is the dissension of other things’ the ‘dissension of other things.  (Foucault, 1977; p. 142).   

The origins in the Nietzshean/ Foucauldian view are derived from a proliferation of errors (chance), instead of quite specifically divine intervention, i.e. Adam and Eve (hence the Nietzschean notion of the death of God).  Very crucially this notion of an origin is inverted to make possible the birth of a field of knowledge, i.e. a discursive field such as history, in which the purpose is to recover that (i.e. an origin) which has been lost, that goal of archaeologist (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Rabinow & Rose, 1994).  The origin is a thing that though fleetingly glimpsed creates a sense that truth and truthful discourse can coincide (approximating to a one to one correspondence).  Much like how the origin of matter as an indivisible particle (the atom, which till today is only fleetingly glimpsed if at all) and the racialised origins of humans made modern physics and anthropology possible.  Truth as such is then ‘the sort of error that cannot be refuted because it is hardened into an unalterable form of error in the long baking process of history’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 79). 

Thus to truly understand the past we must acknowledge the absence of the metaphysical, including that of the Kantian metaphysical; there is no knowable essence of divine or natural origin, pure or impure, exalted or lowly (Deacon, 2000; de Olivera, 2003; Stevens, 2003).  Platonic/ Kantian/ Hegelian history becomes a (vain) quest for these ‘origins’ and genealogy would be no different if it resorted to this type of work.  There is instead emergence and beginnings from the play of forces and genealogy’s work is to cultivate the details, the errors or accidents that accompany every beginning or emergence (Deacon, 2000; Tamboukou, 1999).   

The search for origins immediately evokes for me Livingston’s historically sanctified search for the fabled origin of the Nile.  This quixotic quest has its contemporary equivalent in the search for the even more fabled origins of man by two generations of the world’s pre-eminent anthropologists/ archaeologists, the Leakeys (Lewin, 2002).  What is then attributable to a search for the origins that runs counter to the set of strategies that I assume to loosely constitute Foucault’s genealogy?  Where a river, and water itself, begins and ends may then be disputable, so why search for these supposed termini (telos) in the first place, and why that of the Nile where so many other great rivers abound in Africa, and elsewhere for that matter?  

Like Hilary scaling Everest, Livingston as literally did so for Empire rather than country (New Zealand).  The need for discovery of this particular origin, like the scaling of Everest, possesses meaning that is salient to the particular context of a British Empire and its colonies, of the modern notion of self as hero, and thus as part of the master narrative that is history.  It is to me no coincidence that its source like the search for the elusive origins of man by the likes of the Leakeys (modern day Livingstons or Crusoes), lies in that ‘darkest’ of ‘hearts of darkness’, the heart of Africa.   And its innumerable metaphorical layers.  This is then a mythical ascent to, rather than descent (even then though one need not seriously consider Hilary’s ‘Man Friday’, Sherpa Tensing), at its most triumphant and heroic, and contrary to the Nietzshean notion of a descent (Herkunft) revealing the lowly origins of man’s noble schemes (Rabinow & Rose, 1994; Stevens, 2003).  Livingston’s search for the Nile’s source is of teleological necessity to this archetypal ascent that is a linear/ dialectical synthesis of an continuous/ epochal ascent northwards to civilisation, to Egypt, Greece, Rome, the enlightenment and modernity, predicated as it is on an origin and an end-point or series of end-points.  Ascent rather than descent, like a grand narrative, appears to me to embrace a will to ‘heroize’ the past and thus the present, to create and celebrate the heroic and the hero who guides our cultural development (Foucault, 1977; Owen, 1994; Saul, 1993).  The Nile is imbued with a mythical essence from which a mythical, heroic narrative has emerged and merged with the historical accounts which immortalise the ‘achievements’ of Odysseus, Pericles, Hannibal, Alexander (Iskander) the Great, Julius Caesar and Cleopatra, Napoleon (possibly the archetype of the modern hero; Saul, 1995) and Churchill amongst its pantheon of heroes.  Others however may consider this a grotesque murderers row.  An implication is that we are on some trajectory, along a linear progressive path to betterment and currently in its  modern epoch, that has been wrought by the great achievements of these heroic figures, i.e. these great warriors, intellectuals, statesmen, noblemen, adventurers, and merchants.   

Modernity itself is a specific ‘mode of relating to contemporary reality’ in the view of Foucault, who identifies Kant’s reflection, Was ist aufklarung? (What is Enlightenment?) as the locus of emergence of its ethos (Rabinow, 1984; p. 39).  Foucault reconstitutes this Kantian paradox, an attempting to understand what has made understanding possible, as the basis of a critique of Enlightenment with reference to the subject and its present location (and thus of modernity itself; Deacon, 2000).  Foucault’s view of this ethos as constitutive of the modern self is one that is refracted through Baudelaire’s notions on the consciousness of modernity (Owen, 1994).   Foucault reads this consciousness as a will to ‘heroize’ the present wherein the modern self is compelled to face the task of producing (inventing) this self, not through indoctrination by the ideals, values, and principles of the Enlightenment, but with an attitude that is attributed (by Baudelaire as read by Foucault) to Kant’s reflection on this period of Europe’s history (Rabinow, 1984).  It is then not so much the ideas or beliefs of the sciences that Foucault opposes but the attitude/ subjectivity with which these ideas are proposed; i.e. ‘the often oppressive rationalities’ underlying the discourses of the disciplines.  These rationalities are those that in their will to truth insist on the one truth of their discourses, and the narcissistic elevation, or privileging, as heroic those endeavours in pursuit of this one truth.
It is an attitude that is perhaps summed up by Kant himself who was of the opinion that (his) contemporary inquiries concerning knowledge were courageous experiments (Sarup, 1988).  This attitude is then that which ‘consists in recapturing something eternal that is not beyond the present instant nor behind it, but within it’, i.e. that which is transcendental (Rabinow, 1984; p.39).  This attitude can be interpreted as a desire or will to ‘heroize’ the present, to invent the self as heroic, though it is the heroism of bourgeois endeavour of which Kant’s reflection on his own bourgeois endeavour locus
 of his Enlightenment is the locus.  An interpretation of this attitude is that Kant can be interposed in place of Narcissus, and the question of the Enlightenment is constituted to enable a narcissistic appraisal of the reflection of the heroic achievement of his enterprise.  Kant’s discourse provides a heroic reflection upon which he (and we) can cast his (and our) gaze.

‘Modern man, for Baudelaire, is not the man who goes off to discover himself, his secrets and his hidden truth; he is the man who tries to invent himself’ as a heroic self (Rabinow, 1984; p. 42).  Of that ethos that connects my scholarship with that of Kant’s I am to make my self in his reflection, to pursue the courageous experiment and gaze on the reflection of my heroic enterprise (as Foucault himself many would argue did).  I achieve therefore I am.  Livingston achieved and therefore in history’s view he is unlike the millions of nameless, self-less, lacking indigenes to whom the Nile was home to, and life itself.

Archaeology and the hypothesis of the ‘truth regime’ as an a priori of genealogy

Prior to his genealogical analyses, Foucault as an archaeologist focused primarily on uncovering the ‘rules of formation’ of ‘truth’ administering particular configurations of knowledge (i.e. disciplinary), and promulgating the notion of the episteme (Foucault, 1970; p. xi).  In the interview ‘Truth’ and ‘Power’ Foucault advanced, with the great benefit of hindsight obviously, the hypothesis that this ‘truth’ is to be ‘understood as a system of ordered procedures for the production, regulation, distribution, circulation, and operation of statements’ (Rabinow, 1984; p. 74).   Expanding on this particular hypothesis he also proposed that truth is linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extend it; in effect a ‘regime of truth’ (Rabinow, 1984; p.74).  Foucault in almost the same breath thus interprets and links his archaeological and genealogical endeavours.

The rules of formation according to Foucault (1970) ‘were never articulated in their own right but are only to be found in widely different theories, concepts and objects of study’ (Foucault, 1970; p. xi).   Foucault outlines the archaeological task as follows:

. . what I am trying to bring to light is the epistemological field, the episteme, in which knowledge, envisaged apart from all criteria having reference to its rational value or its objective forms, grounds its positivity and thereby manifest a history which is not that of its growing perfection, but rather on its conditions of possibility; in this account, what should appear are those configurations of knowledge which have given rise to the diverse forms of empirical science.  (Foucault, 1970; p. xxii)  

In this view epistemology is discontinuous and consists of movements between episteme.  The episteme is described by Foucault (1970) as being the historical a priori on the basis of which certain forms of knowledge become possible, i.e. it denotes a regime governing the realm of what may be intelligibly spoken (as truth).  Foucault as archaeologist conducts his task by focusing on discourse at the location of its rules of formation, thus rendering discourse as autonomous and dispensing with the stable, constant transcendental self as its source.  In restructuring this classical relationship between discourse and its source (the author), relocating the latter as the locus around which discourse circulates (autonomously), Foucault also destabilises that fundamental relationship (to the Kantian/ structural critical enterprises) between this transcendental subject and the empirical object (Owen, 1994; de Olivera, 2003).  The archaeological critique takes the form of a non-transcendental Kantian critique, in which rather than inquiring of what that is apparently contingent is actually necessary, Foucault inverts the fundamental Kantian inquiry to ask instead of what in the  apparently necessary might be contingent.

In Edward Said’s view the episteme reflects an intricate network of relations and practices of power-knowledge that is not only associated with the ‘univocal authority of the author’, but is also that which constitutes the author, text and subject, giving them a ‘very precise intelligibility and effectiveness’ (Said, 1983; p.214).  Owen (1994) reads the episteme as denoting the grammatical rules governing the formation of scientific statements.  A series of questions also then emerge with the task of archaeology (which is to uncover these grammatical rules) regarding its adequacy as critique.  These questions pertain to the status of epistemological grammar (what is the status of this grammar?), and those accounting for the transformations of this grammar, i.e. movement between episteme (e.g. how are transformations of this grammar to be accounted for?; Owen, 1994), which could not be addressed by their mere excavation. 

In his historiographies Foucault is almost entirely concerned with the knowledge and truth of the discursive regimes of what Ian Hacking calls the ‘immature sciences’, i.e. the human, social, or moral and philosophical sciences (Hacking, 1986).  These sciences, inclusive of psychology, are in Foucault’s consideration ‘too tinged with empirical thought, too exposed to the vagaries of chance and imagery, to age-old traditions and external events, for it to be supposed that their history could be anything but irregular (Foucault, 1970; In the order of things, p. ix).  The history of this empirical knowledge then exhibits systems of rules, and transformations (between epistemes) which are never formulated, thus constituting a ‘positive unconscious of knowledge’ (Foucault, 1970; p. xi) and as such unavailable to the participants in these discursive practices.  In The Order of things Foucault (1970) sets out to show that contrary to conventional notion, there were rules of formation underlying the purportedly unconnected sciences of history, economics and grammar, and that these episteme (rules of formation) of the classical period were distinct in their own right.   New kinds of statements and practices that appeared to be mere incremental (and linear) additions to scientific knowledge are then considered to be possible, through the forcible regrouping of statements and practices into ‘a new and occasionally unexpected unity’, only because these underlying rules for the production of discourse had altered significantly (Foucault, 1977; p. 200).   

It is worth examining, for me, how Foucault goes about deriving this archaeology of discursive practices, especially in relation to his examination of the regimes of truth that are the ‘immature sciences’.   I found Edward Said’s view on the differences between Foucault’s and Derrida’s critical work particularly compelling and relevant to this specific inquiry.

Edward Said on the textual approaches of Derrida and Foucault. 

Edward Said views Foucault’s interventions, such as his archaeological and genealogical endeavours, and also Derrida’s deconstructionism, as textual approaches that began with an attempt to ‘turn the textual problems of the human sciences into descriptions of the processes of textual knowledge’ (Said, 1983. p. 182).   That potential therein for any radical subversion of text is realized by Foucault’s (and Derrida’s) clearly stated aim of describing and producing variations on knowledge (countervailing powers) that neither fits ‘into the prepared moulds provided by the dominant culture, nor the wholly predictive forms manufactured by the quasi-scientific method’ (Said, 1983; p. 182).  In opposing this type of knowledge, Said (1983) suggests that Foucault (and Derrida) promotes a ‘gnostic’ doctrine of the text, in which ‘the text’s ‘intention and integrity are invisible … that perhaps the text hides something’ implying that it also ‘states, embodies, represents, but does not immediately disclose something’ (p.184).  For Said, Foucault and Derrida treat text as a ‘network of power-knowledge’ which then allows critical readings that penetrate this mask, and to create an opposition to the original text.  Said calls this opposition produced by that critic, i.e. the critical/ literary theorist, a type of ‘countervailing power or counter-memory opposed to the hegemonic discursive practices of his or her time’ (Said, 1983; p. 184).  This counter-memory is also described by Foucault as ‘counter-history’ (Prado, 1994), and as ‘non-discursive language’ or the ‘non-discursive critique of the often oppressive rationalities of discourse in the human sciences’ (Lash, 1991; p. 259).  Deleuze regards Foucault’s critical enterprise as a ‘counter-philosophy’, best read ‘as a counterpoint to established philosophical assumptions and practices, especially analytic ones’ (Deleuze, 1984; p. 149). 

Shiner (1981/ 1982) very specifically identifies Foucault’s genealogy as ‘anti-method’ (p. 383) a position similar perhaps to Said who proposes that Foucault in his textual approaches challenges ‘the culture and its apparently sovereign powers of intellectual ability, which we may call ‘method’, when in dealing with these texts these powers aspire to be the conditions of science’ (Said, 1983; p. 184-185).  Refracted mainly through the views of Said, Foucault’s approaches seem to me then to be derived for critical engagements with text (i.e. it is a form of literary criticism) and specifically with those essential structural entities, theory, method, and the discipline (Said, 1983).  Accordingly an interpretation of Foucault’s genealogy is that it can be construed as producing a subversion of method, a dismantling of the systematized procedures for producing knowledge through the body of disciplines, scientific or those aspiring to the scientific (quasi-scientific) that emerged during and from that period called the Enlightenment.  The genealogical endeavour in creating a ‘countervailing power’ or counter-memory or counter-discourse (Said, 1983; Flaherty, 1986) also then introduces that counter to method, chance (rather than design, divine or otherwise).  Said as with Foucault is thus skeptical of the grand theorizations of the human sciences, e.g. Orientalism, and locates his critical work including his postcolonial thesis within the notion of the materiality (circumstantiality) of text, as opposed to the ‘truth regimes’ (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003).    
Importantly, for Said, Foucault’s analytical approaches are premised specifically on locating ‘the text’ within the discursive context.  This location is constituted by linking the linguistic signifier to a specific discursive field (e.g. that of a discipline such as the human sciences).  This occupation of a ‘place’ by the linguistic signifier (as opposed to Derrida’s emphasis on the free floating signifier separated from any historically given signified), or signifying in a ‘place’, then constitutes an ‘act of will with ascertainable political and intellectual consequences’, one which then satisfies ‘a strategic desire to administer and comprehend a vast and detailed field of material’ (Said, 1983; p. 220).  In linking the signifier to a ‘place’ Foucault also engages with history (Said, 1983), paradoxically so perhaps given the hostility of historians to so much of his work (Donnelly, 1986).  Foucault’s direct engagement with history also contrast with the a-historicism and self-referential-ism of Derrida’s textual approaches, most notably deconstructionism (Flaherty, 1986). 

For Said this difference arises from the opposition between the archaeological methods of interpretation versus the grammatological, the macroscopic (discourse, whole texts) versus the microscopic (gram being the basic unit of text) aspects of text so to speak.  It thus becomes important here to reiterate that Foucault’s archaeology is part of his genealogy.  Foucault’s interventions are an attempt to resemanticize and to forcibly ‘redefine and reidentify the particular interests that all texts serve’ (Said, 1983; p. 212).  According to Said (1983) the ground of contention between Derrida and Foucault is then at the base of the base of history itself, and where they collide is on how text is to be described, as a praxis on

whose surface and in whose interstices a universal grammatological problematic is enacted, or a praxis whose existence is a fact of highly rarefied and differentiated historical power, associated not only with the univocal authority of the author, but with a discourse constituting author, text, and subject and giving them a very precise intelligibility and effectiveness.  (pp. 213-214). 

Without the stabilizing form of text as their praxis, the sciences themselves and discourse and the Western tradition would be void of their historical power, of their ideological hegemony.  It seems to me that Said and Foucault ask us, implicitly rather than explicitly, to imagine a world without the written or perhaps more pertinently the printed, word; a world without text.  Very likely the disciplines/ sciences would not survive a dependence on the far less stable praxis of the spoken word (an oral tradition), or would not have emerged as science as we know it in the first instance.   There are few societies, if any, operating along oral traditions which possess knowledge that is generally regarded as modern or as science (natural or human).   Discourse would most likely not exist without its stabilization by text; nor would it survive the contentious and ephemeral quality of speech and human memory, or a basic comparative (Weberian) subjectivity.  Sovereign power which can be said to be based on a pre-modern and ‘pre-discursive’ (but not ‘non-discursive’) form of utterance would then likely be manifest in the absence of discourse, and the ideological hegemony of the disciplines.  What then would the modern subject know of him/ herself and of others, and how would these subjects behave if otherwise not prescribed to do so by the sciences, i.e. disciplinary knowledge?  Where then also does the legitimacy of the intellectual or professional lie if not in text, or more precisely in the location of text in a discursive field?  How would I for instance define myself in the absence of those discourses on gender, sex, race, ethnicity, sexuality, psychology, culture, society, and politics, amongst many others?  And would I want to, need to or wish to considering how oppressive their rationalities and in the darkness of their a priorised methods of production? 

In the absence of textual form it seems very likely that the technology of language will also not have supported the technology of the sciences.  In a world where the derivation of mathematical, physical and chemical algorithms/ equations would at best require several quantum leaps of our cognitive functions it seems very unlikely that the physical, in addition to psychical, products of the sciences as we know them would themselves exist.  Modernity itself seems to me is both ideologically and physically entirely dependent on that particular praxis of text. 

The act of signifying in a place also implicates the individual or self as a subject to be understood as a ‘historical product’, as ‘emergent’, as opposed to a self-sufficient Cartesian or Kantian ego and thus a singularity, at the heart of autonomous (self-determining or more pertinently sovereign) agency (Foucault; 1972; Said, 1983; Deacon, 2000).  At the heart of Foucault’s view of sovereign power is after all the sovereign self, as opposed to disciplinary power and a ‘disciplinary’ self, literally constituted by the disciplines.  In this latter view the modern self is a subject constituted within the generative context of discourse, and such emerges in and with discourse, as opposed to ‘being’ prior to discourse (Foucault, 1972; Prado, 1995).   Discourse is then not then the ‘majestically unfolding manifestation of a thinking, knowing, speaking subject’ (a transcendental subject) but instead ‘a totality, in which the dispersion of the subject and his discontinuity from himself may be determined’ (Foucault, 1972; p. 55).   Simply put perhaps, the modern self is what, how, where we say or perhaps literally, write it is.  

This constituted self is subject to the discontinuities which a genealogy aims at revealing, in pursuit of a ‘subjectless’ history, and which are inevitable to this decidedly localized social process (Prado, 1995; Deacon, 2000).  Genealogy, and its archaeology work, is then aligned with a philosophical inquiry of the self (Prado, 1995), as opposed to a socio-historical account of a self with a pre-given universal essence or humanity.  Foucault for one does not dispute the ‘reality’ of the human soul or an essence.  It is after all indisputably a reality inscribed on and within the body by the moral and political sciences through that specific praxis of text (Said, 1983; McHoul & Grace, 1993).  The act of signifying in a place locates the self as being literally constituted by disciplinary discourse.  Genealogy can then be viewed as a philosophical intervention aimed at dislocating the modern self as a stable subject represented by a natural history of its progress with time.  In dispersing (but not disposing of) the idea of universality and of a human soul ‘literally’ constituted by disciplinary knowledge, we also then have little knowledge of this self.  It seems clear to me however that by the end of his life Foucault had gravitated towards the view where more liberating, oral and ethical forms of discovering or constituting self was possible when erasing this knowledge.       

From archaeology to genealogy

Foucault insists that ‘no, no, no…no, no, I never stopped doing archaeology.  I never stopped doing genealogy.  Genealogy defines the target, and the finality of the work and archaeology indicates the field with which I deal to make a genealogy’ (Mahon, 1992; p. 212).  The ‘rules of formation’, episteme, discourse, precise intelligibilities, or truths, are however mere masks when considered in the isolated context of the archaeological endeavour.   In uncovering the mask I might find not truth but the traces of other masks (Deacon, 2000).  Edward Said is of the view that Foucault’s (and Derrida’s) approach to text is obviously gnostic, i.e. ‘perhaps the text hides something’ implying that it also ‘states, embodies, represents, but does not immediately disclose something’ (Said, 1983; p. 184).  This view of text as ‘mask’ is obviously problematic, and a reason for Foucault’s expansion of his archaeological work.   Archaeology for Foucault connotes a search for origins, and a or the truth – an excavation of things concealed (Deacon, 2000).  Once uncovered, what one may subsequently find is then traces of other masks, and not something that is essential in itself (a miraculous metaphysical origin).  The archaeological endeavour can be likened to peeling an onion (a Barthes metaphor) as opposed to consuming a fruit like an apricot, and after the innumerable layers have been peeled back there is ‘no heart, no kernel, no secret, no irreducible principle, nothing except the infinity of its envelopes, which envelop nothing other than the unity of its own surfaces’ (Merquior, 1986; pp. 171-172).   Disciplinary or scientific knowledge, particularly of the social/ human kind, may then be considered to be fictional accounts of the human condition, and devoid of irreducible truth.  Archaeology in ‘peeling the onion’ reveals a multiplicity of narratives rather than one univocal irreducible account.  When applied in isolation, and devoid of its connections with the power/knowledge network (e.g. an interpretive analytics), without the use of this methodological fragment could lend itself to mere relativism and nihilism.   

In Foucault’s view archaeology is a ‘science of the archive’, less a discipline than a domain or site of research, which examines the positivity of discourses, their historical a priori or conditions of possibility and transformation’ (Foucault, 1974; pp. 126- 131).  It is a historiography that amongst other things, emphasises ‘discontinuity, epistemic breaks, the centering of the humanist subject framing the research agenda, and reading the present in the past (Stevens, 2003; p.25).  The archaeologist in pursuing this science of the archive adopts a ‘theoretico-active’ approach by assuming the practices, institutions, and theories of a given socio-historical period to be on the same plane in terms of their ‘common traits, structures," or "invariants".  Archaeology permits the researcher to avoid those problems concerned with the relation of theory to practice (and the dependence of knowledge on theory), i.e. ‘the anteriority of theory to practice, and the inverse’ (Lotringer, 1989; pp. 2-3).  One thus reads ‘Don Quixote, Descartes, and a decree by Pomponne de Belierre about houses of internment in the same stroke’ (Lotringer, 1989; p. 3), treating such diverse texts not merely as ‘literature’" (fiction as opposed to truth), "philosophy" (approximating reality), or "law" (delimiting practice), but as both conditions and effects of the period in question (Foucault, 1974; p. 127).  As Deacon poignantly suggests, in archaeology the ‘madness of a knight who tilts at windmills is as important a benchmark of the times as is a cogito, certain of its sanity, which demands the knight's internment’ (Deacon, 2000; p. 127). 

Where the sciences, both natural and social, can be said to assume its truth through ignoring its historicity, archaeology when allied with genealogy is forced to recognise its own historicity.  The ‘rules which define it (archaeology) as a discursive practice’ are caught up in the very things that they connect’ (Fouacult, 1974; p. 127).   Archaeology as such is a method designed by Foucault to be ‘a method of analysis purged of all anthropologism.  The ground on which it rests is one that it has itself discovered’ (Foucault, 1972; p. 16).  Archaeology is thus, conceptually at least, a methodological fragment or tool that exists ‘free’ of theory and of the disciplinary tradition that it excavates.  The ‘truths’ it yields are inseparable from its modes of production, itself a Nietzschean genealogical insight (Tamboukou, 1999).   

Archaeology can thus be read as a site or domain of research in Foucault’s genealogical investigations, and its work concerns the objectifying the objectified through its ‘excavation of masks’.

A simple analogy that makes sense to me is the mundane laboratory experiment whereby a product is synthesised by combining two or more reactants.  In this ‘dialectical’ synthesis of action and reaction, the experimenter is only concerned with the ‘pure’ reactants and product.  Without exception, even when conducting chemical reactions at the sub atomic or molecular level, there are any number of other ‘side’ reactions that occur concomitantly, which are considered irrelevant.  The purity of matter can be subject to as much conjecture as that of a thought, and often the significant components are quantifiably the minor ingredients in a chemical or physical synthesis.  Much like how conventional history is constituted by an interpretive operation enabled by our sovereignty over the past only those components of a reaction considered significant are represented in this event.  Archaeology in objectifying the objectified unveils an as many accounts as possible describing or constituting a  phenomena or event, including those deriving of the disciplinary/ scientific tradition, as is possible to show its multiplicity, its impurity, and its many ‘truths’.  This excavation of text in the discursive field allows the specific intellectual/ professional to, for example, enter the political arena by providing studies of official techniques of regulation, punishment, and normalisation to those who have a direct interest in their subversion (Shiner, 1981-1982).  

This ‘process of decentring operated by the Nietzschean genealogy’ (Foucault, 1972; p 13) is then another key Nietzschean moment of Foucault’s genealogy articulated within a methodological fragment that Foucault named archaeology (Stevens, 2003). Archaeology although existing independently of genealogy is then itself not a rejection of the vocabulary of genealogy, seemingly contradicting Foucault’s proposition that it exists free of the a priori, ‘purged of all anthropologism’.   Perhaps however as Foucault called himself a maker of recipes in preference to the designation writer/ author, archaeology is a recipe amongst others in Foucault’s recipe book, which use some common ingredients. 
Poststructuralism as ‘decentring’ 

The procedure of ‘decentring’ is also that which for me perhaps most distinctly demarcates the poststructuralists (e.g. Derrida, Lacan, Kristeva, and Foucault) from the structuralists (e.g. Kant, Marx and Freud).   Where human agency, usually individual (with Marx the sub-structure of class largely replaces the individual), wields sovereignty over the structures of language, economics, and power, for example, Foucault argues that the modern subject act as ciphers for these structures (Said, 1986).  

Foucault, in his inaugural lecture, referred to critical analysis, rather than archaeology, arguing that such an analysis coupled with a genealogical analysis, reverses the conventional notion about authors being the origin of their own works (Deacon, 2000).  It is through this critical approach then that the effects of relations of power in producing, excluding, limiting, and appropriating knowledge and subjecting individuals are realised. 

Scientific discourse wields sovereignty over us and as such we are the products of a discursive, textual reality that is produced arbitrarily by the ‘collision’ of discursive objects or bodies.  In producing discourse we retain no control over it hence the notion of the death of the writer/ author.  The writer/ author and reader, speaker and audience are then, for instance, relocated as subject positions within a circulating field of signs/ discourse/ text/ language.  A simple analogy is that collision of two moving bodies results in an alteration of their velocities and production of other ‘sensible’ variables such energies such as heat and sound.  We have no means of truly explaining why they are moving in the first place, although we propose theories that explain this simple physical phenomenon, such as Newton’s Laws of motion.  What Foucault specifically disputes is that ‘oppressive rationality’, that ‘will to truth’ that insists that this theory is the one and only truth that in selecting this phenomenon, imposes its ability to explain, often by any means necessary. 

The written or spoken word is also itself decentred and it has no sovereignty over meaning – every signifier is also seen to be a signified.   The meaning of the sign as such is destabilised and thus its correspondence with reality can no longer be approximated at, as we cannot accurately represent some univocal truth through science or any other (discursive) means.  Meaning is deferred along an endless chain of signifiers.  Counter to the structuralist view that reality, and thus control/ sovereignty of over this reality, is accessible through language, one then has no access to the real, the ‘thing in itself’, which is then a reprise of the Kantian rejection of the metaphysical.  What Foucault seems to be saying also is that the knowledge we produce, what we write and say about ourselves and what we practice has sovereignty over us.  Where once writing preserved our immortality it now murders its author (the death of the writer) because it, as science and as truth, is a representation of nature including ours.  The knowledge we ‘produce’ in the name of the truth/ reality then becomes part of a free floating system of signifiers, as opposed to Derrida’s/  deconstructionism’s free floating signifier, and is a macroscopic Vs. microscopic poststructurtalist approach.  This system of signifiers becomes free of us and writes us instead as being truth we are merely discovering it.  In discovering this ‘truth’ we become its products through inter-related institutional practices, such as those of the state, the church, judicial and penal systems, biology, psychiatry and psychology.

In terms of modernity or modern knowledge the modern self thus, Foucault argues, acts as a mere cipher for the circulating system of signs that is (the field of) modern language or discourse (Foucault, 1977; Said, 1986).  As ciphers of power in a network of (disciplinary) power, we have no access or cannot possess (sovereign) power.  We act within this network of power, driven as Foucault says by an agonistic and perhaps even antagonistic impulse,  the will to struggle or ‘something in us that wants to fight’ (this is his only explanation for the basis of disciplinary power; Sarup, 1988).  Where as wielders of sovereign power we view ourselves as being able to posses and seize power, to give and take life, Foucault argues that we have through the modern tradition instead become products of disciplinary knowledge and power, driven by a functionalist and thereby automatic relationship with something, nominally ‘nature’ that we have no or very limited access to.  A similar and contemporary biological view is that we are mere ciphers for DNA competing on its behest for biomolecular struggle and dominance.

Regarding the relationship between power and knowledge Foucault is cited as saying that 

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. . . . (Foucault, 1977; p. 162-163)    

This agonistic view of self, power, and knowledge is appropriated from a quintessentially Nietzschean view of self, power and knowledge (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Tamboukou, 1999; Stevens, 2003).  In attempting to salve the agony of not knowing, this knowledge of the self, of others and then world is pursued though aggressive struggle, a notion taken up by Foucault (Sarup, 1988; Stevens, 2003).  As ciphers for language/ power/ knowledge we are locked in an agonistic, and antagonistic, relationship in a textual world that many, amongst them Edward Said, have called functionalist and deterministic, and ultimately futile (Said, 1986; Walzer, 1986).  Edward Said very deliberately counters this ultimately nihilistic view promulgated by Foucault and the literary theorists through his view of text as circumstantial and re-appropriated from the institutions of high theory. 

Genealogy itself decentres, through its archaeological work, the sovereignty of the ‘often oppressive rationalities of the discourses of the sciences’.  Archaeology in ‘objectifying the objectified’ and ‘empirifying the empirified’, provides the counter of expanded representations and many truths to, and thus fictionalises, that status of the one truth contested for by the disciplinary endeavour.  The one truth is decentred and becomes only one amongst many.  The danger inherent in this all important moment of poststructuralism has become only too apparent however today.  The notion of the death of the author can be said to have been appropriated by the academy/ corporate/ governmental nexus to impose the decentered ideologies of a ‘realties of the market place’ thesis; a dictatorship of reason with no human author because it is the reality, thus absolving its author of the very inherent and gross oppressions of its praxis, of a ‘globalised market place of competing labour’ (where the many oppressed are then its true ciphers), the new (postmodern) and globalised industrial revolution.   

Genealogy: History of the present or the ontology of the modern subject

Archaeology is however ‘merely’ the excavation of masks or the objectifying of the objectified, merely displaying any number of kinds of discourses, or systems of knowledge.  It is a few years after this particular inception that Foucault developed an account of history almost invariably known as Foucault’ genealogy, as it is distinct from that of Nietzschean genealogy.  An interpretation of this development is that Foucault’s genealogy is authorised by Nietzsche’s genealogy through a very explicit appropriation made by the former when he authors the formative article, Nietzsche, la genealogie, l’histoire (Foucault, 1971).

Where Foucault’s genealogy differs and even elevates itself above the relativism and limited utility of archaeology is in directing its inquiry at the processes, procedures, and apparatuses by which the masks of the discursive regimes of the modern era are produced, i.e. at their associated means of production or ‘modalities of power’.  In examining the production of the knowledge and truth of these discursive regimes Foucault asks that we reflect on a modern self (ourselves and our relationships with the other and the world) as constituted by this knowledge promulgated as truth (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Davidson, 1986; Tamboukou, 1999).   

A ‘history of the present’ seems to me to, literally and obviously, immediately direct genealogy to conducting a historical analysis of (and for) the present instead of initiating a quest for an origin.  This present I take literally to be the present ontological location of the modern self.  It is not a mere reversal of the polarity with which conventional history examines the past with an eye on the present by regressing along a supposed linear progression towards an origin.  This directive to begin with the present embeds the ‘genealogist’, ‘subjectifies’ his work as opposed to the distanced and objective examination of the past by the historian.  What is it then about oneself that is problematic?  The observer (self) and observed (modernity) are taken to be inseparable and is a specific reprisal of the Kantian tradition of reflecting on the present (for Kant the Auflarung).  ‘What is it in the present that produces meaning for philosophical reflection’ (Kritzman Laurence, 1988; p. 87).  Unlike the Kantian reflection, however, Foucault in reflecting on his present (i.e. modernity) views it as tainted rather than heroic.  The Kantian reflection becomes a Foucauldian (and before him, Nietzshean) interrogation.  As Jane Flax puts it, those (Kantian) questions of the Enlightenment are still valid ‘apart from their contaminated answers’ (Flax, 1990; p.  236).  These contaminated answers are then those of the generally accepted role of, for example, the universalist doctrines of truth, objectivity and scientific reason (‘the often oppressive rationalities of the sciences’), and their relation to knowledge, truth, progress, freedom and of contemporary reality itself (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Tamboukou, 1999).

Foucault’s Kantianism derives from a Nietzschean sceptical interrogation, as opposed to Kant’s narcissistic gaze on ‘his’ Enlightenment, of these contaminated answers of the Enlightenment and its project constituting the modern self (Flax, 1990; Stevens, 2003).  Genealogy as a ‘history of the present’ can be construed as a philosophical interrogation of the existence of the modern self, and can thus be read as an ontology of the present, i.e. the historical dimensions of human representations of reality as we in the present can know it (McHoul & Grace, 1993; Tamboukou, 1999). 

In construing this inscribed modern self as problematic, Foucault deliberately looks to furnish answers not contaminated by these universalist doctrines of truth and oppressive rationalities of the sciences (Lash, 1991; Tamboukou, 1999).  It is then to an analysis of the emergence of the different discursive and non-discursive modes in which the subject emerges in history that Foucault turns to.  His genealogies depict a development of the human subject, gestating then emerging butterfly like in a new forms connected but often contradictory to those prior.  Emergence is then again yet another functionalist metaphor incorporated into Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s grey and gay science.              

Descent and emergence in Foucault’s genealogy

In the genealogical endeavour the notion of an essence of human existence defined at its ‘origins’, or of a singular moment of genesis/ birth of a transhistoric immanent self, defers to that of ‘numberless beginnings’ and ‘emergence’, the contestations that are the dissension of things
.  Genealogy as a historical interrogation then proceeds with the analyses of descent and emergence from the once elevated heights now considered to be the contentious or contaminated terrain of the present.   

Descent is then not merely a movement in a downward direction, it also the shift (or bend/ break) in relation between a successor and its progenitors, a break in the continuum of linear chronological and mechanocausal succession.  Genelalogical descent pursues not generic characteristics, but that of ‘the subtle, singular, and subindividual marks that might possibly intersect in them to form a network that is difficult to reassemble’.  It enables the ‘sorting of traits, the finding of beginnings in plethora of differences and accidents.  The beginnings of things are not, in brief, in some identity, some whole, some "truth", but in numerous accidents, events, oppositions; origins are dispersals, not unities’ (Foucault in Rabinow, 1991; p. 81).  The classical assumption about authors being the origin of their works is also dispersed by the act of descent. These works are divested from their unified origins, a distinct whole identity that is the author but mired in beginnings that are accidents/ errors, arbitrary ‘events’ translated by Foucault as subject positions within (effectively ciphers for) discourse  (Foucault, 1977; Said, 1983 & 1986)
Descent also separates the present from a unifying, constitutive past.  It is the ‘first Nietzschean moment’, Herkunft, of genealogy (including Foucault’s; Stenson, 1987; p. 450).  It is the ‘that moment of separation’ that both Nietzsche and Foucault use in ‘debunking the noble schemes of value by pointing to their lowly origins’ (Stenson, 1987; p. 450).  Descent, which Foucault likens to a slalom (Hoy, 1986), also unhinges the Hegelian dialectical mode in the production of man’s purportedly natural history, i.e. the ‘synthetics’ of conventional history.  The present location of the modern subject, or modernity, is then not another advance in man’s ascent, i.e. his mastery of self and nature.  Paul Veyne remarks that Foucault has this to say to historians about descent:

You may continue to explain history as you have always done.  But be careful: if you look very closely, if you peel away the banalities, you will notice that there is more to explain that you thought; there are crooked contours that you haven’t spotted. (Veyne, 1997; p. 156). 

Each moment has its present that is a separation of innumerable events that are also numberless beginnings, i.e. the ‘lowly’ origins of history of the human experience that is accidental and error-prone (Rabinow, 1991; Tamboukou, 1999; Stevens, 2003).   The body as that terrain of descent inherits or is marked by the genealogical imprint of this past experience.  Descent is all encompassing, it  

attaches itself to the body.  It inscribes itself in the nervous system, in temperament, in the digestive apparatus; it appears in faulty respiration, in improper diets, in the debilitated and prostrate bodies of those whose ancestors committed the errors….the body maintains, in life as in death, through its strength or weakness, the sanction of every truth and error, as its sustains, in an inverse manner, the origin –descent. (Rabinow, 1991; p. 83)
And the body becomes ‘the inscribed surface of events (traced by language and dissolved by ideas)’.  The task of genealogy situated as it is ‘within the articulation of the body and history’ is to expose a body totally imprinted by history and the process of history’s destruction of the body’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 83).  An aim of genealogy is thus to expose the sovereignty of the discursive fields over the body, how the discourses of disease and health, madness and reason, crime and punishment, liberty, sexuality and religosity inscribe and fragment the body, as if they were part of some inestimable truth.   In this analysis of descent the conventional methods of reconstructing the past and tracing it to the present are discarded, and the genealogist instead looks directly at what people do (Tamboukou, 1999).  The genealogist in his gaze takes nothing for granted, discarding commonplace assumptions that these acts and events occur as the result of some goal, material cause or ideology.  These veils are stripped away simply showing people’s practices as they are, and intimating of their complex great heterogeneity.  The great complexities and countless historical transformations of human practice (what we do to each other) are thus revealed, disturbing the immobility of previous fragments of unified truths (e.g. conventional history).                

What is encountered in descent is a series of subjugations, episodes of struggle of difficulties in shelter, wars, disease, of natural disasters and so forth.  Each episode of subjugation yields moments of arising, i.e. genealogical ‘emergence’ or the Nietzschean Entstehung (Rabinow, 1991).  In analysing emergence, grasping the very moment of arising, genealogy addresses these episodes to ‘reestablish the systems of subjugation, the hazardous play of dominations’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 83).  Foucault locates emergence as a ‘place’ of confrontation of the entry of forces
, and not as a ‘closed field and a struggle of equals but in a non-common space’ that of the interstice (literally the structural space) between these fields.  Emergence from the endless play of dominations occurs in the space of the interstice where chance prevails and thus ‘no one is responsible for an emergence, no one can glory in it’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 85). 

On the notion of domination for Foucault continues with a functionalist theme when he explains that

domination is not really a relationship at all; hence it is fixed in rituals, in meticulous procedures that impose rights and obligations.  It establishes marks of its power and engraves memories on things and even within bodies and gives rise to the universe of rules.

and elaborating further 

..humanity installs each of its violences in a system of rules and thus proceeds from domination to domination’ which is a ‘more brutal way of talking about the dominant classes and the ideologies and state apparat uses, repressive and ideological, by which they control others through force and through a belief that what is, is natural. (Rabinow, 1991, p.85) 
Conventional history attempts to objectively represent ‘that what is, is natural’.   If interpreting the past as if it (this interpretation) 

were the slow exposure of the meaning hidden in an origin, then only metaphysics could interpret the development of humanity.  But if interpretation is the violent or surreptitious appropriation of a system of rules which in it self has not essential meaning, in order to impose a direction, to bend it to a new will, to force its participation in a different game, and to subject it to secondary rules, the development of humanity is a series of interpretations. (Rabinow 1991; p. 86).  

The role of genealogy is to record this series, and its ‘history of morals, ideals and metaphysical concepts’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 86).  This historiographical approach, which Dreyfus and Rabinow (1983) have called the Foucauldian method of interpretive analytics, fragments our past in viewing it as a series of subjugations, of plays of dominations, of beginnings, which are then interpreted as a series instead of a summary against which everything human can be measured as if it, this sum of the historian, were some absolute, eternal (metaphysical) truth (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Tamboukou, 1999).          

Foucault also identifies Aristotle as the locus of the emergence of conventional notion of history.  ‘Aristotle is the locus of emergence of metaphysics.  It is necessary to revolt against this domination and mystification’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 93).  To revolt against this domination and mystification is also to revolt against a Kantian (and Hegelian) natural history/ science itself premised on Aristotle’s depiction of a linear, causal world of origins and ends (cause and effect; Bernasconi, 2001).           

To fashion genealogy as an effective counter against this progressive natural history, Foucault returned to the three modalities of conventional history proposed by Nietzsche, i.e. the monumental, the antiquarian, and critical modalities (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Tamboukou, 1999).  It is from these three principles that Foucault derives his three anti-Platonic themes of genealogy, namely the parodic, the dissociative, and the sacrificial.  The parodic is the anti-realist theme opposed to remembering history and in which ‘the veneration of monument becomes parody’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 97).  The dissociative theme disrupts history’s linearity and dissolves its links to origins and hence its masks; the papier masche of fragments which have been imparted coherent identities by an origin, i.e. the Platonic/ Hegelian/ Kantian essence, a pure metaphysical essence magical, divine or natural.  That ‘respect for ancient continuities’ is discarded in favour of their insurgent ‘systematic disscociation’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 97).  The theme of the sacrificial is directed against the ‘knowing character’ of history, of its oppressive rationalities, and its purported neutrality and objectivity of the subject of knowledge.  A competing ideology or truth developed in the present is then set as a ‘critique of the injustices of the past’, injustices maintained by those truths that are ‘proper to the will of knowledge’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 97).       

These three themes guide genealogy’s return to history (via Nietzsche again) and are ‘constructive elements’ of Foucault’s notion of genealogy as a counter-memory, or counter-history.  They make genealogy ‘positive’ as opposed to that total negation set against dismantling history.  Genealogy as an effective history for the modern subject allows the self to seek out new identities which are not inscribed by the past and tainted by its oppressive ‘rhythms of work, rest, and holidays’ and its ‘poisoned food and values’, through eating habits or moral laws.  Genealogy ‘constructs resistances’ (Rabinow, 1991; p. 87), and there is much to resist about contemporary life.  To even to list its dissensions and problematics would be pedantic and pointless, except perhaps to reiterate that at this juncture, the psychiatric representation of the Malay and his malaise are of specific interest to me.  Before I manufacture this particular resistance as a genealogy I think it is only judicious that I first make an attempt to resist genealogy itself.  A brief critique follows.   

CRITIQUING GENEAOLOGY
 Presenting some early conceptual difficulties or the tension between method and negation in Foucault’s project 

The genealogy engaged with in this work is that which derives from Michael Foucault, with acknowledgement of its perhaps contentious ‘dark’, or at least highly ambivalent, Nietzschean antecedents.  It seems as unavoidable that in doing so one has to deal with a lack of customary clarity usually associated with the highly structured and prescriptive scientific method, which is esteemed above all others in psychology.  In contrast Tamboukou’s phrase ‘the dark tunnel of the geneaological method’ (Tamboukou, 1999; p. 202) is perhaps an apt description when working with Foucault’s historiographical approaches.  An initial, and still persisting, impression is that there are almost as abundant a number of interpretations of what these approaches constitute, as there are readings of the already considerable (and still growing) economy of Foucault.  Hardly a novel take on an increasingly popular direction in scholarship in the ‘human sciences’, this is perhaps (im)precisely the way genealogy, for instance, was likely to develop.  A multitude of possibilities have begun to emerge through the already innumerable (mis)readings and (mis)interpretations of its deliberately fluid and often contradictory articulation.  For me Foucault’s approaches to the sciences, not necessarily limited to those categorized as social or human, reflect a constant and dynamic struggle with the imposition and insistence of form through a traditional view of method. 

Foucault historiographies: method or its negation?  

By method I mean those transdiscursive (or meta-) doctrines or theories of knowledge that in the main impose strict limits on how knowledge of the ‘real’, or phenomenal, world may be acquired or generated.  The transdiscursive author of method or meta-theories of knowledge is then a Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Locke, Kant, Newton, Saussure, Marx, or Freud (Said, 1976 & 1983; Foucault, 1977; Rorty, 1986).  And inevitably, ironically, a Foucault or Derrida.  Their work and methods can be said to be the basis of the traditions and disciplines (and their contributing discourses) of the Western tradition, particularly that period called the Enlightenment and its project, modernity (Said, 1983; Rorty, 1986; Hoy, 1986).  The discourses contributing to these disciplines appear to represent a view of mans history as generally linear, continuous, evolutionary, teleological and convergent (Hoy, 1986; Rorty, 1986).  They present some grand design for man, i.e. they generally narrate man’s historical progress (Rorty, 1986; Sarup, 1988; Deacon, 2000).   They represent theories of knowledge, such as the positivist (representing the real world objectively) and of the phenomenal, that are refracted through the traditional epistemological question of the accuracy of representation (Foucault, 1977; Rorty, 1986).

I favour Rorty’s opinion that Foucault for his part disavows this traditional epistemology and the notion of man’s historical progress, and that in the main his project reflects a struggle with the possibility that there is no history itself.  These stories that we then tell ourselves, these histories that are based on the Piercean idea of convergence, are fictions and so ‘whiggish, so anachronistic, as to be worthless’ to us, meaning us that are disenfranchised (Rorty, 1986; p. 48).  In the opinion of many of his interlocutors including Said (1983), Rorty (1986) and Shiner (1981/ 1982) Foucault’s genealogy is then a type of anti- or counter-method; and an antidote to the notion of man’s unabated progress.  Shiner (1981/ 1982), for example, specifically identifies Foucault’s genealogy as ‘anti-method’.  This anti-method investigates mans’ historical activities as occurring in a highly dispersed largely disconnected manner at highly localised sites thus fragmenting the fictional or mythical coherent univocal meta-narrative that is history (p. 383).
Genealogy seems more methodological fragment of Foucault’s project, than some grandiose method or theory, and its work is the political act of the ‘specific intellectual’ (Shiner, 1981/82; p. 383), who through speaking out on localized or regional issues which relate to his/ her specific area of investigation acts at particular sectors of society.  This act of the specific intellectual contrasts with that that of the traditional (universal) intellectual, such as a Voltaire or Marx, who purportedly speaks for everyone (Shiner, 1981/ 1982), though many are deliberately excluded, e.g. women and people of colour (who lack a universal human essence).  Rorty (1986) for his part proposes very pointedly that what Foucault has to offer in his genealogies in addition to some ‘brilliant redescriptions of the past’, are ‘helpful hints on how to avoid being trapped by old historiographical assumptions’ (p. 47).  These include not looking for progress or meaning in his genealogies or in history in general, characterise events with an essence by giving them profound (philosophical) status, and restoring the saliency of the event itself.  This last ‘hint’ or strategy deals with the assumption that events or activities are causally linked with any goals in the past (genealogy is after all a descent).  An event or activity thus has no greater purpose other than itself.  Rorty thus argues that as its maxims are entirely negative, genealogy itself constitutes neither theory nor method (Rorty, 1986).   

Habermas (1981) and Fraser (1996) are others who consider the approaches of Foucault to the inquiry of the Western tradition a negation.  Habermas (1981) goes as far as to say that in at is another who considers these approaches totalising themselves (in their critique), and at best modern and at worst anti-modern.  Fraser’s (feminist) interpretation of Habermas’s view of Foucault's inquiries holds particular appeal for me (1996).  Accordingly Habermas views Foucault’s critique of modernity as a zealous attempt to be as radical as possible (as with Nietzsche and Heiddiger) in aspiring to a total break with the Enlightenment (Fraser, 1996; p. 16).  Habermas's view is thus in a similar vein to Rorty's accusations of radical chic and postmodern bourgeois liberalism, and is centred around Foucault's suppposed rejection of humanism on conceptual and philosophical grounds (Fraser, 1996).  

It is also Rorty’s opinion Foucault has set up his historical investigations in such a way as that he disavows that position of the (transdiscursive) author of a new theory, or method, of knowledge (Rorty, 1986).  The transdiscursive author in Foucault’s view is not merely that of a book but also one of that begins a theory, tradition or discipline, or a method, in which then new books and authors can then proliferate (Foucault, 1977).  The author as such occupies a transdiscursive position that begins a tradition of other texts and authors premised on its rules of formation.  Descartes, Locke, Hobbes, Kant, Marx, and Freud are Foucault's betes noirs when he sets himself up in opposition to theory and method (Said, 1983; Rorty, 1986).  ‘Notions of method, starting point, and theory are, officially, anathema to Foucault' (Rorty, 1986; p. 43).  For Edward Said, Foucault’s (and Derrida’s) clearly stated aim is to describe and produce variations on knowledge (or countervailing powers) that neither fits ‘into the prepared moulds provided by the dominant culture, nor the wholly predictive forms manufactured by the quasi-scientific method’ (Said, 1983; p. 182).  It must be said that while Descartes, Kant, Hegel, Saussure and Husserl, the ‘authors’ of positivist or phenomenal reality, are his betes noires, they are also well respected and even loved ones (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Rorty, 1986; Sarup, 1988).  One could not expect otherwise from someone who loved knowledge and as some such as Said have alleged, inevitably power as well. 

In Said’s view, Foucault places the text in a discursive context in such a way as to enable critical engagement with the dominant culture and its various forms of ideological hegemony, like but more so than with Derrida (Said, 1983).  This critical engagement while also evident in Foucault’s archaeology is considerably, and deliberately so, enhanced through the genealogical endeavour, providing its users with strategies to explicate those conditions that enable the transformations of cultural formations over time (Said, 1983; Donnelly, 1986).  The (discursive) context is that in which discourse signifies an intricate network of relations and practices of power-knowledge that is associated with the ‘univocal authority of the author’, and which constitutes the author, text and subject, giving them a ‘very precise intelligibility and effectiveness’ (Said, 1983; p.214).  It seems to me then that as it is the method of a Descartes or Kant that is associated with forms of ‘ideological hegemony’ and ‘univocal authority’, and which gives them a ‘very precise intelligibility and effectiveness’, what Foucault would not have wished for (publicly anyway) is some ‘Foucauldian theory’ of knowledge.
It is evident to me that publicly at least Foucault is skeptical of polemics, for flying the flag of truth and for method (Lash, 1991). While Foucault criticizes the traditions of Western enlightenment and modernity he cannot, and nor does he, claim to stand outside of these traditions himself (Hoy, 1986).   Foucault’s argument nevertheless is that these traditions, especially of the humanist, phenomenological and positivist ilk and their disseminating discourses, in their sum total fabricate a preexistent or transcendent naturality or reality that is itself a highly contentious notion, and very critically inscribes a fictional modern self (Lash, 1991; Sarup, 1988; Fraser, 1996).  Hoy (1986) and Sarup (1988) describes him as agnostic in his belief that these traditions represent some type of enlightened human subject that will emerge with time (history).  The pious belief of a rational subject ‘fixed’ by the discourses of the Western knowledge tradition contrasts vividly with Foucault’s very pointedly gnostic stance on this discourse, i.e. the text ‘hides something’.  The tradition of the Enlightenment calls for its own investigation instigated by Kant’s reflection ‘what is enlightenment’ (Habermas, 1986).  Foucault deliberately uses this reflection to continue this tradition of investigating.  If Kant used this inquiry to open the door to modernity by examining (and thus also closing the door on) that period called the Enlightenment, Foucault does the same with modernity itself configuring his own post-modern or poststructuralist inquiry embedded in the modern of course.  Foucault unlike Kant finds modernity’s traditions lacking and its rationalities, often enough, highly oppressive (Rorty, 1986).   Foucault’s genealogies ultimately for me reflect a gnosticism which is aimed at releasing that very same human spirit imprisoned by those traditions which purport to represent it. 

In Michael Foucault: the will to truth, Sheridan (1980) similarly proposes that there is no ‘Foucault system’ and ‘that one cannot be a Foucauldian in the way one can be a Marxist or Freudian’ (p. 225), i.e. an adherent of some school of conventional Western thought.  Rather than belonging to a specific theoretical or discursive field, like history, the great utility of genealogy in its application and the resulting diversity of its products cannot be contained within a specific discipline.  For Sheridan, Foucault does not himself contribute to that lineage that may be termed the Western Canon, and instead is cast an iconoclast (again a negation) set against its system-building (structures, disciplines, discourse).  In contrast with Rorty, Sheridan however considers that it is the system building (of method) that is the negation, and as Foucault’s project is positive work.  While it may be useful to consider these opposing juxtapositions of negative and positive, what seems to be of greater value to me is that Foucault’s approaches not only allow a type of creative (productive) criticism of the scientific discourses of today (and yesterday), they also allow us to view their often oppressive rationalities as problematic in the very first instance.  This resistance is however not without its contradictions and consequent tensions, as it is itself immersed in, engaged with the very processes that it is set against.  It is permanently interlocked with its target in a deliberate engagement, like a battle of wills in which Said amongst others offer is ultimately has limited value and is a futile resistance.  Foucault ultimately writes for power (Said 1986).
Foucault’s project and Foucault himself is thus very often described as highly conservative as he does not stray too far from the Western tradition (Rorty, 1986; Habermas, 1986; Walzer, 1986; Fraser, 1996).  Though they may be ‘brilliant redescriptions’ of the past, Foucault’s historiographies are also highly erudite, factual, painstakingly detailed, and representative of the very intellectual tradition that he attacks.  The same can be said of many of his interlocutors.  For Edward Said, to cite one example, to resist effectively, morally and responsibly requires great erudition, although he argues he is able to maintain his distance as he has access to a different ‘Oriental’ tradition (Ashcroft, 2003).  Coupled with this conservatism or bourgeois liberalism however is a great love for literature in the tradition of the amateur scholar, as opposed to the sophistry of the professional intellectual) and a passionate commitment to the dispossessed (however selective in might be in Foucault's case) reflected most pre-eminently, in my view, in the poetics of their work.  Foucault's redescriptions of the past are brilliant because of their poetics, the consequence perhaps of deliberately worked Kantian and Nietzschean aesthetics.  I cannot but hep feel though that located as he is in the academy, Foucault’s poetics very distinctly separate his work from the mundane, dry, neutral, disinterested objective literature of his fellows.  Had Foucault been located in the literary tradition of writing fiction, he might have been of the norm rather than the highly eccentric exception.  Truth in this tradition of writing fiction is highly contestable and lends itself more towards making meaning rather than an insistence of objective reality.   

Rorty, for example, states that Foucault wants us to ‘question our will to truth’, and also to ‘restore to discourse its character as an event, and to abolish the sovereignty of the signifier’, in effect dispense with working within those (repressive) mechanisms or conditions which enable things to be classified as truth (Rorty, 1986; p. 43).  The sovereignty of the signifier refers to the structuralist, and also phenomenal and positivist, idea that the function of the sign is to represent a pre-existent reality (Sheridan, 1982; Rorty, 1986).  Theory is itself then an idea infected by this notion that there is actually something there to contemplate and accurately represent.  This specifically Nietzchean view of history then contrasts dramatically with that of the Hegelian, for example, whose (humanist) idealism wants history (or man’s historical progress) itself to substitute for theory (Rorty, 1986).  To restore to discourse its character as event to me very pertinently means fragmenting the continuity of the meta-narrative; of disposing of the notion of a historical progress of man; and of dissembling that form or representation of reality (however ‘accurate’) imposed by method or theory, informed by Kantian metaphysics.  Foucault in writing his genealogies to me retains something of the archaeological (a search for origins, purity), mapping events that are untainted by the (Kantian) a priori, theoretical assumptions that ground the human sciences.  Edward Said is another critical theorist who places primary emphasis in restoring to discourse its character as an event (Said, 1976; Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003), and it is to him that I to turn to in writing a type of historiography that sits comfortably with my antecedents, and aspirations.         

Paul Rabinow and Hubert Dreyfus, perhaps the most frequently cited of his commentators, however consider that Foucault has fused the discontinuities in his various turns (e.g. archaeology, genealogy, and ethics) into a systematic method of cultural analysis, which they call ‘interpretive analytics’ (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Hoy, 1986).   This fusion of a ‘Foucauldian method’ by Rabinow and Dreyfus (on the behalf of Foucault) sounds to me much like the fusion of the works of a Descartes or Kant, leading to what is generally known as the Cartesian and Kantian methods.  These coherent bodies of knowledge are the basis of method itself, and can be considered to have imposed the forms (e.g. the dominant ideologies, disciplines, and discourses) that are constitutive of the ‘modern subject’ (Schouls, 1980; Said, 1983).
This concern with attributing Foucault with specific sets of ideas, concepts and approaches or a method, seems to me to also run counter to Foucault’s rejection of a search for the origins, or more specifically archaeology in favour of genealogy.  Foucault views discourse as a body of thought and writing that is united by ideas, concepts and a common methodology, which structure a common object of study, for example, human sexuality (Sarup, 1988).  In investigating these discursive formations it seem to me that to trace ideas, concepts and texts themselves to an origin itself contradicts the aims of a genealogical analysis, as ‘genealogy is not a search for origins’.  This however seems to be what a Foucauldian method or system implies; that the ideas and concepts of genealogy, for example, can be ascribed to Foucault (and Heidigger and Nietzsche) in the way that Western reason is traced to Descartes and rational science to Kant by conventional history.  Certainly we would have to consider in searching for these origins, the contributions of all these authors of the historiographical analyses, and not limit ourselves to Foucault. 

Sheridan (1982) and Rorty (Hoy, 1986) in contrast with Rabinow and Dreyfus (Hoy, 1986) consider that Foucault’s project does not in itself comprise a coherent body of knowledge.  Like Edward Said (1983) the former imply that Foucault’s project is set against method in the grand or conventional sense.  More recently Hook (2001) has proposed that the ‘current unfettered expansion of discursive work has lead to mis-applications’ of the Foucault’s approaches.  Similarly Meadmore, Hatcher, and McWilliam (2000) state that while the use of the methodology of genealogy in the social sciences has gained increasing popularity it is often misunderstood and sometimes misrepresented.  Mayo (2000) proposes that the readings and applications of Foucault’s project are polarised, to the (political) left and right, and they seek to forge some middle ground.  These more recent practitioners of Foucault’s approaches, and those of the ilk of Rabinow and Dreyfus, not only clearly identify method with these approaches, but also an essence which can then be ‘contaminated’ by misguided or confused readings (and which ironically enough is appropriate to that aphorism of literary theory; that there can only misreadings or misinterpretations).  There is an implication here of tending towards imposing and policing strict limits; of deriving a limited interpretation for, for example, doing a type of analysis that can be reproduced faithfully, i.e. a ‘will to truth or knowledge’ in the production of sociological knowledge.  A or ‘the will to truth’ can be said to be a notable feature of the Western tradition spanning the reign over thought of the Greek philosophers, Christian spirituality, the enlightenment scholars and the modern disciplines (Sheridan, 1982).  It is also the principal concern of Foucault, which in his own opinion consists of dealing with instruments (rather than creating methods) for its analysis (Sheridan, 1982).
It is the will to truth, derived from the Nietzschean conceptualization of a (rancorous) ‘will to knowledge’ that lies at the heart of Foucault’s project, and which he very pointedly resist and opposes (Sheridan, 1980). 

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 of truth) and that the instinct for knowledge is malicious (something murderous, as 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.

And 

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. (Foucault, 1977; p. 162-163)   

At the base of the history of disciplinary knowledge (which roughly translates to the modern subject and its historical ontology) is a male-volence that contributes much to our misery (as disenfranchised subjects literally constituted by the discourses of these disciplines, and their practices of course).  The menace inherent in these disciplines is of such magnitude that Foucault (1977) portended the possible destruction of mankind as a consequence of this will to truth, i.e. this ‘passion for knowledge which fears no sacrifice, fears nothing but its own extinction’ (p. 163).

Disciplinary society (and power) as conceptualized by Foucault is carceral (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Said, 1986; Sarup, 1988), and his resistance is articulated in his historiographies which are aimed at the dominant ideologies that emerged with the Enlightenment, i.e. those of the disciplines.   For Foucault the Judea-Christian tradition lies at the base of disciplinary society, and science has replaced religion as the dominant ideology of the modern era (paralleling perhaps the substitution of the confession by psychotherapy, or the priest by the therapist or academic).   Foucault’s science is one, incorporating in particular that pivotal counter to method that is genealogy, which fabricates hypotheses.   It is a hypothetical science or a science of fictions, and not one in pursuit of an essential, immutable ‘truth’ and takes for granted the notion that the often oppressive in contrast to that pious belief that it very largely benefited man and represent universal truths.     

Resolving the tension between negation and method

What is immediately evident to me at this juncture of reading, interpreting and writing appears to be a growing tension in the reading and subsequent use of Foucault’s historiographies, and their derivatives.  This tension concerns the academic quest for certainty, for regulation and prediction in scholarship, and the deliberate counter to, and dismantling of certainty and regularity (method) itself, which these approaches were supposedly created to address in the first place.  Adorno (1973) and Deleuze and Guattari (1994) consider that once concepts and theories leave their philosophical home to enter the ‘marketplace’ (e.g. the academy) of competing theories to become a method, their ‘critical ethos is drained away’ (Deleuze & Guatarri, 1994; p. 99).  It seems to me that the critical impetus of critical theory is itself at stake here particularly when in using those approaches within its compass, we tend towards method in imposing limits on what we can do, and cannot do with them.  Resorting to forging a method, through an interpretive operation that involves a sovereignty over the past (Foucault, 1994), to illuminate the ‘dark tunnel’ that is the genealogical approach to historiography seems to me to be the antithesis of Foucault’s, and our, project of questioning what is problematic about the ways we live our supposedly enlightened lives in the ‘free world’.

In the introduction to his work Foucault and literature (1992), During describes post-structuralism as ‘becoming more a memory, or a series of repetitions, than an expanding and developing field’ (p. 15).  It seems possible to me that with its increasing popularity of use in the social sciences, historiographic analyses such as genealogy could tend towards a series of repetitions resulting in largely predictable products (of scholarship).  In support of genealogy as an expanding and developing field, I offer Sarup’s suggestion that Foucault himself was against any form of global theorizing, and that avoiding systematic and totalizing forms of analysis was central to his interrogations of the human condition (Sarup, 1988).  Of course there are also those that consider Foucault’s approaches to be as totalizing in their negation (Rorty, 1986; Fraser, 1996).  As opposed to a repetitive (and totalizing) form of analysis what then unifies genealogy, and his project in general, for me is not a set of systematic protocols that presents (and thus controls) Foucault’s ‘intentions’, but meaning that emerges from questioning meaning as opposed to an immutable truth that represents his intentions. 

A crucial element of literary theory is ‘the permanent suspension of representation’ where ‘to present means to settle, answer, resolve and control the represented’ Lotringer & Cohen, 2001; p. 4).  Foucault himself opposed the idea of western discourse as being representative (Sheridan, 1982; Sarup, 1988; Lash, 1991).  His contention is that this discourse is instead fictional, deployed in the exercise of controlling and segregating whole populations (Alcoff, 2001).  Representations impose their form on and constitute the disenfranchised self that is the modern subject (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983).  It is my view that it remains to be seen that a constituted Foucault or Foucauldian system will emerge from the readings, interpretations, and appropriations of the work that he has released into the academic market place.   

I am looking to establish some rules of thumb for writing a historiography rather than make concrete enunciations of what it is or is not, or of Foucault’s ‘method’.  I have little doubt that Foucault’s project and genealogy specifically, has a form but already it seems to me that it is more fluid than corporeal, that it permeates and dissipates truths rather than establish them.  What has been particularly evocative for me in my reading of Foucault to date is his view of the pivotal role of literature in critiquing ‘the often oppressive discourses of the human sciences’ (Lash, 1991; P. 259).   Literature as such uses a non-discursive language or a language stripped of dialectics, a non-constitutive subjectless language (Foucault, 1977).  I am of the opinion that various themes developed through that tradition which can be called literature’s modernism and which can be interpreted as non-discursive has long anticipated literary theory itself.

One disconcerting consequence in engaging with the approaches that are within the compass of critical theory is the so called ‘poststructuralist anxiety which often haunts contemporary critical practice’ (Ashcroft, 2003; p. 261).  This anxiety or dislocatedness can be said to derive from critical theory’s arguable tendency towards relativism or nihilism.  Habermas’s suggests that this tendency derives from a complete immersion in the local which then gives us no way to judge it and is thus doomed to accommodation with the given (Habermas, 1986).  Edward Said in turn attributes this tendency to the undue emphasis placed on anarchic linguistic play within critical theory (Said, 1983).  In following Said’s suit I will look at incorporating his thesis of text as tending towards a worldly event and making meaning; and where instead of limitless misreadings and misinterpretations, texts (even those written by Foucault) impose certain constraints upon their interpretation.  Said’s circumstantiality of text is my choice of strategy for retreat from the nihilistic trajectory.  There is also that Brechtian question of social relevance to be addressed.  Said firmly located his work in the social context in accordance with his passionate belief that intellectual work needed to resurrect its connections with the political realities of the society within which it occurs (Said, 1976; Said, 1983).   This concept of worldliness, the locatedness of theory (as worldly or circumstantial) was Said’s strategy for lending social relevance to this intellectual work (Ashcroft, 2003).   A summary of Said’s thesis of circumstantiality of text (or locatedness of theory), and a refraction of Foucault’s historiographies through Said is outlined in section titled Said on Foucault and the circumstantiaility of text.

It can also be argued that those modern ventures of slavery, colonization and imperialism, to say nothing of the great wars and unceasing other little wars, deliberately augmented by the great armory of the sciences (human and natural), have already destroyed or assisted in the worldwide destruction of countless numbers of peoples and cultures, to say nothing of the physical environment and other beings.  This prolonged and extensive destruction begs the question of what else needs to be destroyed before modern civilization is deemed to be at some critical point leading Foucault or anyone else for that matter to prophesize the destruction of ‘mankind’.  Said (1994a) has commented that for the most part these matters were very largely ignored by Foucault, a view reinforced by my readings to date of the latter’s works.  I am somewhat perplexed by this omission considering the complicity of the Western knowledge tradition of with that of imperialism, the complicity of the new world of learning with the new world of voyages or to be blunt the new world of conquests (Said, 1978 & 1993; Bernasconi, 2001; Hampson, 2000).   Embedded as I am in the postcolonial context and merged out of a very different ‘Eastern’ tradition I cannot help but gravitate beyond the Fouaculdian sphere of influence.  My very first instinct in fact is to locate myself within that space which Foucault seems to have deliberately kept away, the space where imperialism and the Western tradition coincide.        

‘WRITING GENEALOGIES’ AND THE NON-DISCURSIVE LANGUAGE OF THE MODERN LITERARY TRADITION (OF WRITING FICTION)

The above reference to ‘writing genealogies’ is appropriated from an account of a conversation between Sawicki and Foucault conducted during a seminar on the Technologies of the self, held at the University of Vermont in 1983.   Discomfited with being the focus of this conversation, Foucault suggested that Sawicki not expend energy talking about him and instead do as he was doing, namely ‘write genealogies’ (p. 15; Sawicki, 1991; cited in Tamboukou, 1999).   This suggestion introduces for me a specific ‘condition of possibility’ which I believe to be very largely excluded by the instrumental (cold and dispassionate) rigor of conventional scholarship.   My preference is to write critically, and in a lyrical, partisan but nevertheless erudite fashion, as would an Edward Said, a Toni Morrison or Foucault himself.  Said for his part may have described this literary work a form of secular criticism (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003). 

Said (1976, 1983 & 1990) and Foucault (Lash, 1991; During, 1992) seem to me to share the opinion that literature has as much to offer as literary theory, and in terms of social relevance (as a form of resistance) perhaps more so.   The theorizing of an aesthetic form or language itself does not, for me, elevate that theorizing above literature (or language) itself, for example.  For some like Foucault, Toni Morrison, Said, or Berthold Brecht
, this theorizing extracts literature (or art) from what many consider its inviolable socio-political context (Said, 1983; Morrison, 1985 & 1992).  The work of genealogy can be read as an attempt to return literary theory to this broader context from the academy) and can also be considered to be literature.  Genealogy is about writing fictions; it is after all, somewhat ironically, a science of the fictions of history. Foucault fervently iterated the use of literature as a form of ‘non-discursive critique’ (Lash, 1991), and drew heavily from the literary tradition (of writing fiction) in his historiographies, and proposed that we do the same when we write our genealogies (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983; Lash, 1991; Tamboukou, 1999). 

There seems to me to be much that can be termed modern and contemporary literature that has long anticipated the examination of (and resistance to) modernity which itself is the project of literary theory.   Literature in the view of many of its proponent’s is social critique or inquiry, and not merely an aesthetic form devoid of political context.   Morrison, for example, views art (including literature) as the ‘graceful rebellion’ (Angelo, 1989).  It also seems to me, and to Said, that little links literary theory especially after its formative years to the great social upheavals that preceded and surrounded it.  It is as if the academy, with few exceptions, chose very deliberately to exercise its privilege of neutrality.  This action seems to me extremely disingenuous given that not two decades previously Orwell noted the alarming alacrity with which many of the French intelligentsia embraced Nazi ideology (Orwell, 1967).  The commonplace references to the French student uprisings of the late 1960’s are one exception (Hoy, 1986).  A very contemporary New Zealand equivalent might the as rapid capitulation of our academy, again with few exceptions, to the realities of an altogether abstract and thus ludicrous ‘marketplace’, and its relentless adoption of ‘efficient’ corporate, in reality neo-fascist, ideology and practice.

The mass movements include the labour movements, the independence or nationalist, suffragette and civil rights movements, and the world-wide student uprisings of the 1960’s.  The works of Whitman, Tagore, and Yeats, Cesaire, Fanon, Steinbeck, Joyce, Beckett, James Baldwin, Morrison, and Neruda, and the numerable names that can be added to this literary resistance, are in contrast deliberately located within the public opposition to what can be constituted in general as the oppressive forces of a modern imperialism (Said, 1976 & 1990).   Literary theory, I feel, has not transcended the petty concerns of the sciences (May, 1993), an allegation that can far less often be leveled at the literary tradition.    

Of Writing and dying  

I can only imagine that if I were to ask a Said, Morrison and Foucault himself, how to write a novel or do a genealogical analysis, that would say to me “write” (with erudition obviously), and not prescribe a rigid and hackneyed methodology.  Instead of events converging, a well-accepted scientific view is that the ‘natural’ order is disorder; that ‘things fall apart’
, an idea that is far more consistent with the notion of entropy (and time’s arrow) than with a linear, mechanocausal progression of man.  Foucault’s notions of writing and the location of the author, and his historiographies for me coincide with these fundamental ideas of thermodynamics; of a physical universe that expands rather than converges contrary to Kantian, Hegelian or Piercian historicity (Foucault, 1994).  Where writing and the meta-narrative, of history for example, immortalised man, Foucault and the poststructuralists introduce entropy, disorder and death by introducing chance; fragmenting the meta-narrative(s) by emphasising the discontinuities in the story of the progress of man.

To write and be a writer however presents me with a Derridean/ Foucauldian paradox.   Foucault ironically perhaps thought himself as an inventor (of recipes) or cartographer in preference to being labelled a ‘writer’ (Sheridan, 1982; Tamboukou, 1999).   What Foucault maps then are the discontinuities in the supposedly homogenous historical landscape scripted by ‘discourse’ that has at its founding narrative that of a nature, and thus of a ‘natural history’, that is Aristotlean in conceptualisation, i.e. causal and liner, mechanical and ordered, and teleological (Tamboukou, 1999; Bernasconi, 2001).  The writer in the Western (humanistic) tradition is conceived of as being the sole creator, originator, or centre of the text; a (disembodied/ Cartesian) centre which originates the text yet remains outside it (Foucault, 1977).   In this tradition the writer’s oeuvre is conferred a unity, that has its origin in an immutable essence, which manifests as a 

certain function of expression.  The presumption is that there must be a certain level of (as deep it is necessary to presume it to be) at which the oeuvre reveals itself in all its fragments, even the more minuscule and inessential, as the expression of the thought, of the experience, or the imagination, or the unconscious of the author, or of historical determinations in which he was caught (Foucault, 1994; p. 399).

This unity of the oeuvre, that condensed ‘essence’ of the transdiscursive author (i.e. a Descartes, Kant or Freud, and Foucault himself), is one that is constituted by an ‘interpretive operation’ (Foucault, 1994); a sovereignty over the past that allows us, for instance, to script a conventional history.  It is arguable that Dreyfus and Rabinow, for example, have constituted a unity to Foucault’s work by this operation, ignoring the sometimes startlingly contradictory discontinuities, into a Foucauldian method they themselves (and not Foucault) call interpretive analytics (Hoy, 1986; Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983). 

In his essay What is an author (Foucault, 1977) Foucault appropriates Samuel Beckett, more specifically the specific phrase ‘what matters who's speaking?’, when suggesting that writing is ‘a sacrifice of life itself’.   In this highly very distinctively poststructuralist conceptualisation of writing (and language itself) where the legacy of the oeuvre was once immortality for the author it now attains the right to murder the author.   Foucault instances the Greek epic, in which commonly the hero can die young because his epic feats have guaranteed his immortality, and a non-Western text appropriated into the Canon, The Arabian Nights, in linking text/ discourse with death.   With reference to the latter Foucault (casting an orientalist gaze ironically enough) views Scheherazade's storytelling as a suspension of mortality.   In decentring the author, positioning the author in a discursive field (a subject position), writing (ecriture) rather than guaranteeing immortality (or suspending mortality), murders its author instead.  The corpus of our thoughts once put to paper, becomes the (textual) corpus signifying our death, at very literally our own hands.  

For Foucault the principles of ecriture are not about ‘the exalted emotions related to the act of composition.   Writing is not the vehicle for the author's expression of his/her emotions or ideas, since writing isn't meant to communicate from author to reader, but rather writing is the circulation of language itself, regardless of the individual existence of author or reader’ (Foucault, 1977; p. 139).   The notion of writer and reader as sovereign individuals is cancelled by the text and he/ she is a function of the language, as opposed to the humanist view of the author as the unique origin or creator of a text.  It is the text that has instead gained sovereignty over both reader and writer.  The relationship between author, text and reader is replaced by the view of language as a structure comprising textual ideologies within which subject positions form, for example author or reader interpellated within one or more textual ideologies.   The sovereign originating author when reduced to a mere subject position, a function or product of text or writing text, within text or language is thus decentred or ‘dead’ (Foucault, 1977; Lash, 1991).  Ecriture also emphasizes the play of signification over any stable or fixed meaning, (hence the tendency to limitless misreadings and misinterpretations of text), i.e. the anarchic linguistic play that Edward Said takes issue with (Said, 1983).

It seems unsurprising to me then that Foucault would reject being cast as a writer or author, though ironically and paradoxically writing was undoubtedly and unavoidably his principal activity.   Deleuze refers to him as one of the greatest living writers of his day (Sheridan, 1982).    

Said (1983) who is of another (other than but very familiar with the Western) tradition for his part considers that this poststructuralist conceptualisation of writing works against the grammatical rules and structures within language (a position similar to that of Noam Chomsky).  Language is viewed instead as a structure within which meaning (or sense) is made of the world we live in, and writing and the text lacks the suicidal, murderous (metaphorically speaking of course), and one could say, nihilistic, interpretations of critical theory.   To begin with Said proposes that French literary/ critical theory, the movement that Foucault and Derrida in particular can perhaps most comfortably be associated with, has made too much of the limitlessness of (mis)interpretations of the text (Said, 1983).  In this latter view the text provides no access to actuality, its intention and integrity are masked, and consequently all reading and interpretations are misreadings and misinterpretations (Said, 1983).  For Said (1983) the creation of a text tends very much to a worldly, circumstantial event rather than psychological or metaphysical quintessence (such as masking its intention and integrity, or of ‘murdering’ its author), or mere (and authorless) ‘circulation of language’.   This last view of language seems to me like a Marxist refraction of relationship of language to power; like the circulation of commodities is to economy.  The laws of power determine the circulation of language much in marketplace of competing ideologies, like the (natural) laws of economics determines the circulation of commodities in the marketplace.  It is little wonder to me then that many of his interlocutors accuse Foucault of perpetrating a deterministic, and ultimately futile, thesis on power.  These include Said (1986), Sarup (1988), Walzer (1986) and Yahya (2003).

For Said (1983) text has a ‘sensible particularity’ as well as historical contingency and is possessed of a specific situation that places restraints on the interpreter and his/ her interpretation.   While there is a play of signification between author, reader and speaker it does supercede a stable meaning to text, and language itself.   Text as such exists in the world and does so for conveying and producing meaning (tending towards the dialogical rather than monologic/ polemical).  

This view of text as circumstantial reflects a fundamental difference in the way a Foucault of the Western tradition views the world, compared with a Said or for that matter, myself, of another very different tradition.   The power/ knowledge machine that Foucault conceives of is based on conflict between opposing forces (power/ resistance), and given its non-specificity it is difficult at times to classify what is power and what is resistance.  For Foucault not only is power automatic and everywhere, i.e. non-specific, where there is power there is resistance (and both are or ‘yield’ knowledge).   One can easily impute a functionalist thesis to this (panopticonic) conceptualization of power; one that is refracted through Newtonian mechanics (action/ reaction; force/ resistance) that ultimately is governed by ‘natural’ laws.  This view of a non-specific power ties relates to that of a directionless history, i.e. the unstable or counter memory of a capricious (non-constant) subject.   Although never explicitly stated, ‘nature’ as we cannot know it (especially through the discourses of the modern sciences) is what drives the power/ resistance/ knowledge machine.  As with a human essence, morals, rights and ethics Foucault does not dispute the existence of nature or natural laws, especially at the micro or localised level, but vigorously disputes its largely mechanical and univocal construction by the dominant ideologies of the disciplines (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983).          

In this view of power what we know of each other (and the world) is inherent, automatic to what we do to each other (Sarup, 1988).  My view of the knowledge that is generated within this framework is that it is of a type that is limited in that it is highly contestable and thus excludes and separates.   For Foucault in this automatic, non-specific power struggle ‘it’s all against all.  There aren’t given subjects of the struggle, one the proletariat, the other the bourgeoisie.  Who fights against whom?  We all fight each other.  And there is always within each of us something that fights something else’ (Sarup, 1988; p. 81).  It is easy to see how this view can be used to justify a market place of competing ideologies type of thesis, and how others from a different tradition or culture (and even the same), such as Said and many critical theorists (e.g. Rorty and Habermas), vehemently oppose it (Hoy, 1986; Sarup, 1988).   

Born in a highly diverse, multi-cultural community in the so-called East what I knew of those around me could most likely not have resulted from a conflict or competition of different ideologies.  Muslims, Christians, Hindus, Buddhists, and those of many other or no faiths, and of very different ethnicities lived side by side, and flourished in largely harmonious circumstances in post-independence Malaysia.  Anthony Reid, a noted scholar of the Far East, has referred to the Malay Peninsula and Archipelago, as historically a place of great plurality, of ‘cosmopolis’
, even when colonized by the English, coerced though this particular plurality might then have been.  This great plurality in hind sight seems to me an ideal setting for extreme and catastrophic conflict.   What we knew of each other however was borne more out of acceptance.   To walk into the home of any neighbour would have been potentially disastrous, but it was if it were my home; their customs as easily mine as theirs despite our great differences.   Stable assumptions (of a constant subject) are more likely to end in tragedy rather than harmony.   The subject is instead an ever shifting one with a complex mix of beliefs, values, and practices but the separations and exclusions through most communities even in a recently decolonized Malaysia seemed minimal, though this can probably be attributed to nostalgia.   Difference was not only valued it was celebrated.   I would not think to say for example that in most matters people would have to be treated the same, an issue pertinent to contemporary New Zealand.  Would one for instance offer beef to a Hindu, or pork to a Muslim, opium to a Chinese, or wash your undergarments in the hand-basin in a Maori household?   To know these things it seems to me most likely cannot derive harmoniously from conflict, borne out of wanting to fight each other and everyone.  It seems a type of knowledge which seems very different from that of the Western Tradition which according to Foucault drives and thrives on conflict.   This tradition has privileged individual human agency (separation and competition) over communal interdependence but ironically and paradoxically can be highly punitive of difference.  Perhaps though this itself is not so paradoxical as universality implies uniformity, a sameness.  Psychopathology, for example, designated universal by the medical model is purportedly the same in all cultures given a few variations (i.e. the culture specific syndromes).   The diversity of the communities I have lived in the East, particularly in Malaysia, were a stark contrast to this intolerance.  

I can think of no better way to encapsulate this difference than to quote the African writer and poet Mudimbe, who offered the following counterpoint to the Cartesian (rational, individuated) aphorism, ‘I think therefore I am’: ‘I am the other therefore I am’ (cited in Holdstock, 2000).   The self, the world itself has no meaning without the other and to negate the other is to negate the self; and to not know at all.  This way of knowing is already a type of knowledge (and a non-discursive language) without subjects (or a constant subject), long predating, and existing parallel with, the Western tradition, and Foucault’s own conceptualization of a knowledge without subjects through his genealogy.  There is little doubt for me that much of what Foucault does, like many ‘writers’, before and since has to do with conveying and producing meaning and thus maintaining, non-discursively, the sovereignty of the test, writer and reader.  This meaning then has restraints imposed on its interpretation by the textual object that is the product of his writing.
In Said’s view the textual object and its situation exist at the same level of surface particularity (Said, 1983; p. 39).  It is this view of worldliness, a riposte perhaps to the Brechtian question (of social relevance) and to a particularly North American appropriation of literary or critical theory, which is Said’s most significant contribution to critical theory (Ashcroft, 2003).   Said’s circumstantialty of text has come to be widely recognized as a future direction in critical theory (Ashcroft, 2003).   Another of Said’s contributions ironically enough is helping bring French literary or critical theory to the America.   The circumstantiality (or worldliness, locatedness or material situation) of text itself underlies Said’s preeminent work Orientalism and Cultural and Imperiailsm, and in particular the formers pivotal place in postcolonial theory (Ashcroft, 2003).   Said’s proposition on the circumstantiality of text also serves to legitimize Foucault as a writer/ author from himself, although Said himself says it is not his intention to do so (Said, 1986). 

READING 2

SAID’S POSTCOLONIAL THESIS AND THE CIRCUMSTANTIALITY OF TEXT 

The ‘anglo-Palestinian’ Edward Said, educated in colonial Egypt, ranks amongst the pre-eminent critical and postcolonial theorists of our time (Ashcroft, 2003; Yahya, 2003).  His latter work is filtered through the former, and of especial significance are Derrida's account of Western thought's hostility to and fascination with the other
, and Foucault's historiographical approaches (Said, 1976, 1978 & 1983; Rattansi, 1997; Reckwitz, 2000; Williams, 2001; Ashcroft, 2003).  Said also shares some of Foucault’s and Lyotard’s scepticism of the totalising theories and grand narratives of the Western tradition (Said, 1976, 1978 & 1983).  He however also consciously endeavoured to preserve some distance from the dominant culture and Western literary theory in particular; a distance which the French (literary) theorists who are entirely ensconced within this tradition (and its privileges), unsurprisingly, believe is unattainable (During, 1992).  It can be argued that this distance was inevitable anyway, the result of the west’s hostility to Said who is both an exile and of another tradition.  These are conditions that he however put to good use; to reject eventually the determinism and futility of Foucault’s conceptualisations of the power/ knowledge machine (Said, 1986; Said, 2001); the anarchic linguistic play and ahistoricity of Deridda’s grammatology/ deconstructionism; and the decontextualised, priestly injunctions of high theory in general (Said, 1983; Flaherty, 1986; Ashcroft, 2003). 
Said has suggested that a state of exile offers the intellectual a more liberated state where he can imagine a future different to that which he had become accustomed (Said, 1994a).  He quotes T.S. Eliot when he says that that life and work as an exile for him meant that ‘the impossible union of separate spheres of existence is actual, and not some abstract notion insisted upon by a theoretician (who insists that distance is attainable).  Here the past and the future are conquered and reconciled’ making possible the imagining of a different future is one in which ‘the present is not frozen’ (Said, 1994a; p.104).  It is a hopeful optimistic future in which we are able to imagine alternative the ‘blockage’ that impede our lives, for example and most pertinently for Said, ‘the impossible odds in power and status that are stacked against’ the Palestinians (Said, 1994a; p. 105).   An alternative can thus be imagined to oppose every form of domination, often enough because it already exists in some form elsewhere, often in our mind, or our imagination.

Exile in his view is necessary for intellectual and cultural critique, so much so that Said could be said to have desired a permanent state of exile; a condition he illustrated more than once using a quote from a passage written by a 12th century Saxon monk, Hugo of St. Victor: 

. . . the man who finds homeland sweet is till a tender beginner; he to whom every soil is as his native one is already strong; but he is perfect to whom the entire world is as a foreign land.  The tender soul has fixed his love on one spot in the world; the strong man has extended his love to all places; the perfect man has extinguished his. (Said, 1994a; p. 55)  

It is evident to me then that Said’s resistance is built around what Salman Rushdie, and no doubt many others, call the greatest countervailing power of all, love (Rushdie, 2003).  The intellectual as exile, for Said, is possessed of a plurality of imagination that is obligatory to his/ her function as a critique of society.  This Saidean critic is one whose work filters through a globalized view of the world as opposed to a totalizing one.  The world is then revealed in its great diversities and many commonalities, rather than one explained it in terms of totalizing meta-narratives or –theories and their highly prescriptive truths (Williams, 2001; Ashcroft, 2003).

Being an exile is also a condition that is profoundly ambivalent, marked most poignantly by loss, that ‘unhealable rift between a human being and a native place’ (Said, 1984; p. 49).  An exile can never truly return home and that dislocation, that destabilizing sense of never being truly at home, can obviously be very discomfiting.   Nevertheless I feel that to a significant extent I share and even desire a similar experience.  It seems to me to one to exceed a very contemporary notion of ‘triumphal’ nationalism that Said proposes is a ‘a self-centered vision of the world that infects us all’, and in which ‘national consciousness becomes an end in itself and ethnic particularity or racial essence becomes the program of a civilization or political party’ (Said, 1994a; p.19).  I would say that a state of exile seems entirely preferable to this ‘infection’, no matter were I living in Malaysia or in New Zealand, now and most likely for the foreseeable future.  Like Said I imagine a different future, one I which for instance the race ‘card’ is played as cynically and often as it is in the time I have lived here (1982-2004). 

Living in exile for me is akin to having a counter-experience and memory, perhaps best articulated as an ‘engaged’ experience with the West and its ideologies, not wholly a part of it, nor wholly apart from it; as intersecting even intertwining but nevertheless separable (‘distancing’) strands of experience, memory and practice.  It is incontrovertible to me that I am of the postcolonised, and also twice exiled.  My parents were colonized (born and raised in colonial India) and I was born of migrants to a colonized Malaya.  I currently live in New Zealand.   Its ‘natives’, unlike this particular native, have never regained their sovereignty after all and New Zealand seems to me more colony or dominion than a formally independent or postcolonized nation state.  It is my incontrovertible belief that Maori sovereignty is the first, the most fundamental and essential right of the nation state that is New Zealand.  

Said offers that the experience of colonialism makes it impossible for the colonized to draw clear lines between ‘them’ an ‘us’, and perhaps in the globalised or non-secular view this would be tantamount to possessing a totalizing view of the world Said, 1990).  What I can do however, if needs be, is refer to the Vedic and Buddhist texts and Buddhism which long predate the dispute poststructuralists or postmodernists have with realist ontology; to the Mahabarrata and Ramayana which rank alongside the Iliad and the Odyssey as amongst the epic poems of the world; and to the empiricism of the Aryuvedic tradition.  Western culture or more so what it purports to be than what in all its great diversity it actually is, is however oddly and disturbingly familiar.  Despite having being invaded, possessed, occupied, colonized by the West for nigh on 400 years, we remain incongruent often even thoroughly incompatible with the West, perpetually the othered.  Said is also of the view that although now purportedly independent we have to contend with the imperialism of modernity and its potential for irreversible erasure, implying of course that there is much to erase (Said, 1990, 1993 & 2001).  That particular ability to draw on another tradition of knowledge, and of other practices, is at great risk because modernity currently visits those same shores the colonizers were initially largely welcomed on.
Ashcroft (2003) views Said’s scholarship as one that draws on the French meaning of the term ‘amateur’ which infers love rather than obligation, or privilege (more an ‘English’ notion).  This love for philosophy and intellectual work for me reprises Socrates dispute with the sophists, and raises again that issue of the work of the ‘specific intellectual’.  Said, Socratic like, calls for intellectuals to act ethically and morally in pursuit of a secular-ethical positioning of their work, rather than continue the sophistry that they are engaged in.  Salman Rushdie, most famed amongst postcolonial writers, proposes that the secular-ethical position secures us our freedom, which is that ‘place in which contradiction can reign’ (Rushdie, 2003; p. 157).  In the context of this work it seems to me an appropriate location from which to challenge the sanctity of scientific truth, and its diagnoses and prescriptions for the modern subject, including ‘the Malay’.  

Said on the ‘textual’ approaches of Foucault and Derrida

 ‘What truth? For whom and where?’, is that which Said calls the basic question for intellectuals (Said, 1994b; p. 65), and intersects with Foucault’s own inquiries into the ‘will to truth’, i.e. that inquiry into the conditions enabling the intellectual’s authority and legitimation (Rabinow & rose, 1982). This truth is that deriving from the Enlightenment, in part at least, from Kant’s critique of (Cartesian) reason, and which is invested in by the social (moral and political) sciences inclusive of psychology.  These disciplinary traditions are then themselves a focus of Said’s, and Foucault’s, philosophical interventions.  It is generally acknowledged that the postcolonial thesis is to a substantial extent philosophically grounded in the poststructuralism of the French theorists (Said, 1978 & 1993; Rattansi, 1997; Reckwitz, 2000; Williams, 2001; Ashcroft, 2003; Yahya, 2003).  Thus where Gayatri Spivak is aligned and aligns herself with Derrida, and Homi Bhaba with Lacan, Said and Foucault are interlocutors similarly linked and located within that confluence of history, discourse, and power.  Foucault’s observations and methodological fragments pervade much of what Said has written (e.g. Orientalism, Culture and Imperialism, and Power, Politics and Culture) and where they diverge eventually in their view on power (or rather opposition/ resistance to) and human agency, and on how to effect change or oppose oppression (Said, 1983; Said, 1986; Said, 2001).  This divergence occurs at the ‘surface particularity’ of text, how and what text exists as a praxis according to two different intellectual traditions  
Critical work as resistance: Said’s notion of the ‘countervailing power’

Said views Foucault’s interventions, such as his archaeological and genealogical endeavours (and also Derrida’s deconstructionism), as textual approaches that began with an attempt to ‘turn the textual problems of the human sciences into descriptions of the processes of textual knowledge’ (Said, 1983. p. 182).  The potential therein for the radical subversion of text is realized by Foucault’s (and Derrida’s) clearly stated aim of describing and producing variations on knowledge that neither fits ‘into the prepared moulds provided by the dominant culture, nor the wholly predictive forms manufactured by the quasi-scientific method’ (Said, 1983; p. 182).  In opposing this type of knowledge, Said (1983) suggests that Foucault (and Derrida) promotes a ‘gnostic’ doctrine of the text, in which ‘the text’s ‘intention and integrity are invisible … that perhaps the text hides something’ implying that it also ‘states, embodies, represents, but does not immediately disclose something’ (p.184).  Accordingly Foucault’s historiographies decipher text as a ‘network of power-knowledge’ which then allows its critics through readings that penetrate this mask, to create an opposition to the text.  Said calls this opposition produced by that critic, i.e. the critical/ literary theorist, a type of ‘countervailing power or counter-memory opposed to the hegemonic discursive practices of his or her time’ (Said, 1983; p. 184).  A countervailing power opposes with equal effect and its principal function is to deliberately obviate dominance (Said, 1983).
This counter-memory is also described by Foucault as ‘counter-history’ (Prado, 1994), and as ‘non-discursive language’ or the ‘non-discursive critique of the often oppressive rationalities of discourse in the human sciences’ (Lash, 1991; p. 259).  Deleuze (1984) considers that Foucault’s project is ‘counter-philosophy’, and is best read ‘as a counterpoint to established philosophical assumptions and practices, especially analytic ones’ (p. 149).  Shiner (1981-1982) very specifically identifies Foucault’s genealogy as ‘anti-method’ (p. 383), a position similar to Said who proposes that Foucault in his textual approaches challenges ‘the culture and its apparently sovereign powers of intellectual ability, which we may call ‘method’, when in dealing with these texts these powers aspire to be the conditions of science’ (Said, 1983; p. 184-185).  Refracted through the views of Said, Foucault’s project seems to me be derived for critical engagements with text (i.e. it is a form of literary criticism) and specifically with those essential structural entities, theory, method, and the discipline, or even mere specifically their often oppressive rationalities (Said, 1983).  Foucault’s critical work can then be construed as producing a subversion of method, a dismantling of the supposedly linear processes for producing knowledge through the body of disciplines that emerged ‘as’ and from the Enlightenment.  His historiographies create a ‘countervailing power’, or counter-memory or counter-discourse (Said, 1983; Flaherty, 1986), and with it that counter to linear ordered prescribed method, chance (rather than design, divine or natural; Rorty, 1986).  Said as with Foucault is also opposed to the meta-theory and method but rather than subverting them by introducing chance, his critical work is very deliberately and entirely embedded within the notion of the materiality (circumstantiality) of text.  This notion of the materiality of text Materiality can be said to knowledge production with creating meaning, instead of truth, which for me is that basis of the literary tradition (as opposed to theory) of writing fiction, (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003).        
Said on the fundamental difference between the textual approaches of Derrida and Foucault. 

As an introduction to Said’s proposition on the meaning and function of text, it is perhaps useful to highlight his opinion of the difference between Foucault’s and Derrida’s textual approaches, i.e. how they operate as literary critics.  In Said’s view Foucault’s analytical approaches are based on locating ‘the text’ within the discursive context.  It is a location constituted by linking the linguistic signifier to a specific discursive field or discipline/ science.  This occupation of a ‘place’ by the linguistic signifier
, or signifying in a ‘place’, is deliberately aimed at very ‘ascertainable political and intellectual consequences’, and satisfies ‘a strategic desire to administer and comprehend a vast and detailed field of material’ (Said, 1983; p. 220).  In linking the signifier to a ‘place’ Foucault also engages with history (Said, 1983), ironically so perhaps given the hostility of historians to so much of his work (Donnelly, 1986).

It is this deliberate and direct engagement with history that distinguished Foucault’s project from the a-historicism and self-referential-ism of Derrida’s textual approaches, most notably deconstructionism (Said, 1983; Flaherty, 1986).   For Said this difference arises from the opposition between the archaeological methods of interpretation versus the grammatological, the macroscopic (discourse, whole texts) versus the microscopic (gram being the basic unit of text) aspects of text so to speak.   It becomes important here to reiterate that Foucault’s archaeology is part of his genealogy.  Foucault’s interventions are an attempt to resemanticize and to forcibly ‘redefine and reidentify the particular interests that all texts serve’ (Said, 1983; p. 212).  Accordingly then the ground of contention between Derrida and Foucault is then at the base of the base of history itself, and where they collide is on how text is to be described, as a praxis on

whose surface and in whose interstices a universal grammatological problematic is enacted, or a praxis whose existence is a fact of highly rarefied and differentiated historical power, associated not only with the univocal authority of the author, but with a discourse constituting author, text, and subject and giving them a very precise intelligibility and effectiveness.  (Said, 1983; pp. 213-214). 

Without the stabilizing form of text as their praxis, the sciences themselves and discourse and the Western tradition would be void of their historical power, i.e. their ideological hegemony.  The capacity to approximate the transcendental subject through scientific observation and representation (of the empirical object) then not be stabilized.  It seems to me that Said and Foucault ask us, implicitly rather than explicitly, to imagine a world without the written or perhaps more pertinently the printed, word; a world without scientific texts, in particular, and thus without its ‘truths’.  It seems to me very likely that the disciplines/ sciences would not survive a dependence on the far less stable praxis of the spoken word (an oral tradition), or would not have emerged as science as we know it in the first instance.  Truth would have to be endlessly negotiated or more accurately in the case of Foucault’s conceptualisations of power, its sovereignty fought for as a matter of life and death, the ‘right to take life or let live’ ( Foucault, 2003b; p. 241).  There are very few societies operating along oral traditions which possess knowledge that is generally acknowledges as science (natural or human).  Discourse would most likely not exist without its stabilization by text; nor would it survive the contentious and ephemeral quality of speech and human memory, or a basic comparative (Weberian) subjectivity.  The right to take and give life (sovereign power) and its associated ‘primitive’ or ‘a-discursive’ form of utterance would then likely be manifest in the absence of discourse, and the ideological hegemony of the disciplines.  What then would the modern subject know of him/ herself and of others, and how would these subjects behave if otherwise not prescribed to do so by the sciences, i.e. disciplinary knowledge?   Where then also does the legitimacy of the intellectual or professional lie if not in text, or more precisely in the location of text in a discursive field?

The act of signifying in a place also implicates the individual or self as a subject to be understood as a ‘historical product’, as ‘emergent’, as opposed to a self-sufficient Cartesian or Kantian ego, and thus a singularity, at the heart of autonomous self-determining, ‘sovereign’, agency (Foucault; 1972; Said, 1983; Prado, 1995).  At the heart of Foucault’s view of sovereign power is after all the sovereign self, as opposed to disciplinary power and a ‘disciplinary’ self, literally constituted by the disciplines.   In this view the modern self is a subject constituted within the generative context of discourse (the disciplines, and such emerges in/ with discourse, as opposed to ‘being’ prior to discourse (Foucault, 1972; Prado, 1995).  Discourse is then not then the ‘majestically unfolding manifestation of a thinking, knowing, speaking subject’ (a transcendental subject) but instead ‘a totality, in which the dispersion of the subject and his discontinuity from himself may be determined’ (Foucault, 1972; p. 55).   Simply put perhaps, the modern self is what, how, where we say or perhaps more literally (in the context of the genealogical approach), write it is.  This constituted self is consequently subject to the discontinuities which genealogy
, amongst other post-modern’ techniques, aims at unveiling revealing and which are inevitable to this decidedly localized social process (Prado, 1995; Deacon, 2000).

Genealogy as historiography is then aligned with a philosophical inquiry of the self as opposed to a socio-historical account of a self with a pre-given universal essence or humanity (Prado, 1995).  In dispensing with the idea of universality, ‘literally’  constituted by the moral and political sciences and which we otherwise have little knowledge of, this self is then one that is wholly confined to the very localized context, socially, culturally, and intellectually.  The act of signifying in a place locates the self within the discourses of the disciplines, and genealogy can be viewed as a philosophical intervention of the specific intellectual aimed at an (dislocating) analysis of the modern self as subject located by the Western tradition of discourse, i.e. that purportedly stable autonomous subject represented by a history of its natural progress.  

Where Said and Foucault begin to diverge

Those questions about the praxis of text relate specifically to the Western tradition to which Foucault’s notions of language, discourse, and text belong.   For Said of another, and othered, tradition, text operates on a very different praxis- one in which meaning is conferred through a largely undifferentiated interplay between writer, reader and speaker.  This interplay largely negates the ‘univocal authority of the author and very precise intelligibility’ that is associated with the function of the text within the Western tradition.  This interpretation of writer is one is then different to that of Foucault’s location of the writer (and reader) as a subject position within the circulation of language.  For Said the writer is neither a cipher of discourse any more than a text or novel is (automatically) produced simply by its historical and social circumstances (Said, 1983).  

Where Foucault perceives of the modern citizen of the West as subjects constituted in discursive fields, Said of another and different tradition sees human agency effected, in part at the very least, by the worldliness of language (and text).  This is a language ‘without subjects’ that is not so much non-discursive as non-coercive (Said, 1983; Said, 2001), ‘living’ through, rather than being automatic/ independent of, its uses and users.  It is a view that Said proposes runs counter to Foucault’s view of language, discourse and text.  Language or text, or discourse, is then not something that ‘has its own life and can be discussed separately from the realm of the real, or what I would call the historical realm’ (Said, 2001; p. 269).  What Said attempts in his work is to make ‘discourse go hand-in-hand with an account of conquest, the creation of instruments of domination, and techniques of surveillance that were rooted not in theory but in actual territory’ (Said, 2001; p. 269).   Thus where Foucault’s preference for the function/s of a cartographer as opposed to writer, Said in contrast has this to say about cartographers: 

. . . one of the things that you learn about imperialism is that it is always the natives who don’t have maps, and the white people who do.  (Said, 2001; p. 270).  

Where Foucault maps, maybe ‘re-constructs representations’, Said expresses a preference for writing in his worldly, conversational, as opposed to polemical, style (Said, 2001).  While doing so Said ironically enough examines the work of the cartographers, examines the way their maps have been constructed, who and what these have then confined and look at ways of transgressing their boundaries through the imagining of new and different horizons.  One of the fundamental activities of colonization/ imperialism was the meticulous mapping of the territories possessed by the colonizers (Said, 1994a; Gregory, 1998; Craig, 2000), and it is then relatively easy for me to see what Said means when he says Foucault (as meticulously) writes of, as opposed to against, power (Said, 2001).  Foucault and Kant (originally a geographer) are perhaps alike in this regard, i.e. in their spatial perception and representation of their theoretical concerns.  Deacon (2000) described the former as a ‘good’ Kantian, particularly with respect to his archaeological works (Deacon, 2000).           
In incorporating a contemporary reading of the ‘circumstantiality of text’ into critical theory Said reintroduces and legitimizes for many the humanistic imperative ‘dispersed’, and not disposed, by the poststructuralists (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003).  This particular humanism is however noticeably different from that of the individual, separate sovereign self, inextricable from its social contexts and not constituted by any one univocal authority.  It is based on the inter-human agency of ‘I am the other therefore I am’, rather than the intra-human agency of ‘I think, therefore I am’.   It is thus a humanism that simultaneously opposes a Cartesian/ Kantian and Foucauldian view of self.   In this view we are culpable though not without a communal impetus. 

Foucault’s reading strategy in Said’s opinion nevertheless is of great use to the critic concerned with history and about the location of a text in its social, cultural, and intellectual contexts.  Within these contexts discourse is then understood as signifying an intricate network of relations and practices of power knowledge, and a ‘marker’ or tool that is strategic in accounting for the ways cultural formations have changed, or change, over time (Said, 1983).  It is this strategy and particular understanding of discourse that Said draws from in writing his own historiographies, including in particular Orientalism and Culture and Imperialism (Said, 1978 & 1993; Ashcroft, 2003).  These works, and indeed the oeuvre of Said, are however more than the cumulation of textual interrogations borrowed from Foucault, Derrida, and the French (literary) theorists.  Drawing as substantially from the epistemologies of a different tradition, it is widely acknowledged to have laid the foundations for a viable ‘postcolonial’ critique of the continuing hegemony of the geo-political North West over the East, and South (Ashcroft, 2003).  One of these different traditions is that of the Islamic scholar, and pertaining to which is an ancient debate on linguistics (literary theory), through which Said refracts Foucault’s historiographical approaches, and critical theory in general, making them his own (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003). 

Edward Said and the circumstantiality of text.

For Said, text has a ‘sensuous particularity’ as well as historical contingency and is possessed of a specific situation (i.e. text as event) that places restraints on the interpreter and his/ her interpretation.  The text exists in the world and does so for conveying and producing meaning, and crucially for me reinvigorates the oral tradition restoring, by linking it with text, its critical and fundamental necessity to any and all social process.  In this view one purpose of language is for making and conveying meaning rather merely the providing that structural function of enabling access to reality, or fixing truth.  There is little doubt for me now that much of what Foucault does in writing like many ‘writers’ before and since, has to do with conveying and producing knowledge ‘for meaning’, and not ‘as truth’.  This meaning then has restraints imposed on its interpretation by the textual object that is the product of his writing.

Said draws from an Eleventh century debate centered ‘textually’ on the Koran, to generate his proposition of text as ‘worldly’, between two schools of Islamic thought on linguistic theory, i.e. the Zahirites and Batinists.  It long anticipated the twentieth century debate between the structuralists and generative grammarians, from which literary theory effectively emerged (Said, 1983).  Zahiritie derives from the Arabic word for clear, apparent, and phenomenal, while Batinist connotes that which is internal of hidden.  Favouring the Zahirite focus on the phenomenal words themselves, rather than the Batinist connotation that meaning in language is concealed (gnostic), Said views text as ‘worldly’ or ‘circumstantial’ or as an ‘event’ itself.   The textual object and the situation (signifier and signified) then exist at the same level of surface particularity (Said, 1983).  Accordingly the Koran is absolutely circumstantial rather than indisputable immutable fact or truth, and is read in such a way that that worldliness does not dominate the actual sense of the text (and thus avoids being deterministic).  As a sacred text it speaks of historical events but is itself not historical, ‘it repeats past events, condenses and particularizes, yet is not actually lived experience; it ruptures the human continuity of life, yet God does not enter temporality by a sustained or concerted act’ (Said, 1983; p. 37).  The Koran lacks the will of God
, and its circumstantiality consecrates it instead the word of both God and man, i.e. divine and human language (Said, 1983).  In many parts of the east the text in general is viewed as sacred and treated as such.  In Indian culture, for example, books are kept of the floor lest one steps on them, a sacrilegious act for which it is customary to offer a prayer as penance (Rushdie, 1991).       

In this Zahirite view the Koran (as circumstantial) evokes the memory of actions, the contents of which (the memory) repeat itself eternally in ways identical with itself.   The Koran represents text of a particular imperative configuration that is controlled by the paradigmatic imperatives (fundamental to its operation) of iqra (read or recite) and qul (tell).  The reading and telling imperatives structure the circumstantial and historical appearance of the Koran, and its uniqueness as an event.  These imperatives are also complemented by the juridical notion of hadd, meaning both a logico-grammatical definition and a limit.  The delivery of an utterance (khabar) is then the verbal realization of a signifying intention lying between the injunctions to read and write of the imperative mode.  This signifying intention is synonymous exclusively with a verbal intention, as opposed to psychological (internal or masked), that is worldly -‘it takes place in the world, it is occasional and circumstantial in both a very precise and wholly pertinent way’ (Said, 1983; p. 38).  Language is thus viewed as being regulated by real usage, according to certain lexical and syntactical rules, and not by abstract prescription or speculative freedom (Said, 1983).  Zahirite linguistic theory opposed the Batinian view of reading of text as masking a hidden level beneath the words (a gnostic view of text), and which thus allowed infinite interpretations (and as infinite misreadings and misinterpretations) of the sacred text of Islam.  The readings and interpretations of the Koran and of a text though there may vary in number are hence limited by real usage, by its social implementation; as opposed to its limited circulation of text in the archives of high theory.     

For Said, the worldliness of text as espoused by the Zahirite view in one in which 

..language stands between man and a vast indefiniteness: if the world is a gigantic system of correspondences between words and objects, then it is verbal form-language in actual grammatical use- that allows us to isolate denominated objects from these massively ordered corresponded correspondences… a word has a strict meaning understood as an imperative, and with that meaning there also goes a strictly ordained series of resemblances (correspondences) to other words and meanings. . .. (Said, 1983; p. 38)

As an exemplary text of divine-and-human language in the Zahirite view, the Koran (and language itself) ‘possesses’ two antithetical linguistic attributes:

that of a divinely ordained institution, unchanging immutable, logical, rational, intelligible; and that of an instrument existing as pure contingency, as an institution signifying meaning anchored in specific utterances. (Said, 1983; p. 38)

In the Zahirite view each specific utterance is then an event (a circumstance) firmly anchored in the worldly context in which it is delivered, and reading techniques which reduce words and their meanings back to radicals that they may derive from grammatically are rejected.   Derrida’s grammatology/ deconstructionism would be rejected as a technique for reading the Koran.   

The interplay between speaking and writing, reading and reciting/ telling are fundamental to the role of the Koran in Islamic faith.  The written and the oral are not viewed as separate (sovereign) acts, as author and reader, for example, in the Western tradition, but necessary to each other in that role that text plays.  I am immediately reminded of the insertion of the African-American aesthetic principles of improvisation and call-and-response into music and writing by its 20th century proponents (see section on Beloved etc).  The oral and textual (both musical and literary), instead of being viewed as unavoidably separate, are blended in writing giving rise to an interplay of these forms in a correspondence between the world (the event), the artist and his/ her audience.  

Text as circumstantial then perhaps occupies a position that lies between that representing a one-to-one correspondence with a wholly accessible real world, text as immutable hard fact or realist ontology, and text as entirely gnostic, text as ephemeral and hiding something.  In this location text represents an object whose body is proximate to the world’s body, and which thus forces the readers to consider both, thus placing restraints on what can be done interpretively with text.  Said in basing his view of text on this particular thesis considers (and opposes) that literary theory in contrast is derived from a ‘conception of text as existing within a hermetic, Alexandrian textual universe’ which is removed from actuality (Said, 1983; p. 39).   Said thus espouses a secular trinity of the ‘world’, the ‘text’, and the ‘critic’ in contrast and insistent opposition to the increasingly inwardly-turning theologies of contemporary schools of critical theory
.  These theologies ironically, it could be said, follow the non-secular (Christian) tradition of the priest scholar (Ashcroft, 2003).   It can be said that in the Western tradition religious knowledge has been institutionalized and substantially decontextualised (much like its academic knowledge which is derived from that tradition).   Most of the Eastern religions, Tibetan Buddhism is one exception, however are not possessed of a sole authoritative institution such as the Vatican.  
This secular criticism is articulated through an insistence of the materiality of text, the worldliness of its production, propagation and reception, and its being in the world.   ‘Priestly and abstruse specialization’ is rejected in favour of a breadth of interest, and bearing an amateurism in approach, which avoids the retreat of intellectual work from the actual society in which it works (Ashcroft, 2003; p. 264).   This retreat is that into the ‘labyrinth of textuality’, which is ‘the mystical and disinfected matter of literary theory’ (Said, 1983; p. 4).   In the labyrinth a ‘precious jargon has advanced’ and its imposing and largely impenetrable complexities has left it with increasingly little to say to the society from which it emerges (Said, 1983; p. 4).  The worldliness of text for Said then allows the relocation of the critical theorist into the society from which he/ she has emerged, and is panacea for the poststructuralist anxiety (of pure textuality) ‘which often haunts contemporary critical practice’ (Ashcroft, 2003; p. 261). 

A READING OF SAID’S POSTCOLNIAL THESIS

A significant theme of Said’s postcolonial thesis is based is that of the examination of the construction of the Orient/ the East through the discursive formations (epistemes in Foucaldian speak) of the Western imagination (or tradition).  This imagination of the West relates to that theme in his thesis which derives from Derrida's account of Western thought's hostility to and fascination with the other.  It is a theme central to the interrogation of the complicity between the racialized discourses of the scieitifc project (that emerged with the Enlightenment) and the series of political interventions that constitute the colonizing process.  A second theme is an investment in the silenced and subjugated knowledges, not only to effect more appropriate political engagement with those formerly colonised but also to resist erasure by the very contemporary imposition of the forces of modernity; inclusive of the theories of the human sciences (e.g. anthropology, psychology and economics).  This then involves the resurrection and re-storying of still existent knowledges that that neither fit ‘into the prepared moulds provided by the dominant culture, nor the wholly predictive forms manufactured by the quasi-scientific method’ (p. 182), i.e. Said’s notion of the countervailing power that resists and opposes the ideological hegemony of modernity (Said, 1983).

This second and ‘secular’ theme, which avoids polarizing views of good and irreducibly bad, is of especial significance in that instead of pursuing a politics of blame, i.e. blaming colonization and imperialism, the postcolonial thesis links criticism to the possibility of a different world (Ashcroft, 2003).   This theme calls not for, for example, the mechanical substitution of one set of texts (e.g. colonizing) for another (nationalist) nor on an insistence that the West is irreducibly evil and entirely ‘racist’.  This investment borrows from the transnational literary landscape, and as important as the work of say a Frantz Fanon or Cesaire, are those of a Yeats, Neruda, or Foucault.  It is a theme that has as its cornerstone, Said’s affirmation of C.L.R James’s belief that ‘no race possesses the monopoly of beauty, intelligence, of force, and there is a place for all the rendez-vous of victory’ (derived from Aime Cesaire, 1972; Said, 2001; p. 180).  What is equally salient for me is being as deliberate in filtering what is prejudicial and what is useful from this landscape.  Much of modernist European or Western literature is about exile and displacement theme so familiar to the colonized and postcolonised (Said, 2001).     

At the very heart of the postcolonial thesis lies the postcolonial insistence of the political importance of colonization.  The above themes reflect Said’s insistence on the worldliness or materiality of text, of its production, propagation and reception, i.e. the material location of the text in íts social and political contexts and not merely a (discursive) fragment of the regulated production, exchange, and circulation of utterances or language.  This specific textual attitude (of the materialilty of text) has provided a powerful resource to that fundamental belief of the political importance of colonization.  As a textual approach Said’s postcolonial thesis locates this form of literary criticism in the material world, as opposed to the postcolonialism that has been most strongly influenced by the high theory of poststructuralism, an example being Homi Bhaba’s critical work (Williams, 2001).  The ‘hopelessly tiresome’, ‘excessive’ and ‘risible’ jargon of this type of postcolonial thesis, for Said, constitutes a stumbling block in that it has that most deleterious of effects – ‘luring away the intellectual from any sort of meaningful political engagement’ (Williams, 2001; p. 317). 

Said’s postcolonial thesis thus incorporates that idea of an amateur’s return to an accessible language (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003), i.e. the language of a secular criticism that deliberately distances itself from the ‘precious jargon’ of the isolationist, elitist priestly world of high theory (or alternatively the sophistry of the professional intellectual).   The informal often conversational language of Orientalism and Culture and Imperialism are examples of this style of writing which confirm the worldliness of his own text written such that they always impute a non-specialist reader (Ashcroft, 2003).  This secular criticism that is embedded in the notion of text as worldly attempts to produce a criticism that engages the real material ground of political and social life, and between professional and public forums.   For Said it is imperative that ‘criticism must think itself as life-enhancing and constitutively opposed to every form of tyranny, domination, and abuse; its social goals are non-coercive knowledge produced in the interests of human freedom’ (Said, 1983; p. 29).

Criticism or more pertinently secular criticism is then, for Said, the key function of the concerned intellectual (in contrast to the work of the petty sciences or petite bourgeoisie).  Criticism locates the intellectual in the world by his/ her speaking truth to power (Said, 1983; Ashcroft, 2003) as opposed to say merely advancing the complex theologies or theories of the petty sciences (May, 1993; Ashcroft, 2003).   This criticism is then a resistance, a writing back to imperialism and to injustice, that for Said himself, is very largely concerned with the construction of a ‘so called objective truth’ (through the disciplines) of the (White man’s) superiority maintained by the European colonial empires which rested on a violent subjugation of African and Asian peoples (Said, 1994a; p. 67).

This is then one of the precise points where Foucault and Said diverge in their critical work.  While acknowledging his debt to Foucault’s contribution to inquiry into the development of dominant discourses and disciplinary traditions through his historiographies, Said is of the view that the imperial experience is irrelevant to the former.  This despite the dependence of these same supposedly detached and apolitical traditions (of the disciplines) ‘upon a quite sordid history of imperialist ideology and colonialist practice’ (Said, 1993; p. 47).   What was irrelevant to Foucault became the focal point of Said’s critical interventions, and that of the postcolonial thesis specifically. 

One function of the postcolonial intellectual is, for Said, to act as a reminder of colonialism and its continuing effects (Said, 1990; Said, 1994a).  The last colonies became independent barely two decades ago after all, and many peoples including Maori have never regained their sovereignty, treaties notwithstanding.  This highly contentious legacy of the colonial process exists for the concerned postcolonial intellectual  

. . .as scars of humiliating wounds, as instigation for different practices, as potentially revised visions of the past tending towards future, as urgently reinterpretable and re-deployable experiences in which the formerly silent native speaks on territory taken back from the colonialist. (Said, 1994a; p. 55)

This act of reminding, this imagining and reconstruction of a different future that properly heals the humiliating wounds of colonisation, is only possible through a language that is accessible to all involved.  Said’s incorporation of the notion of the ‘sacred’ text as circumstantial is a deliberate strategy to circumvent the contrary, that narcissistic attempt by the intellectual to secure it as high theory.   

Differences in Said’s and Foucault’s conceptualisations of power 

 Said’s postcolonial thesis draws substantially from Foucault’s conceptualisations of discourse, and the power/ knowledge machine, i.e. discourse as power (Said, 2001).    Said goes as far as to view this history as being schizophrenic especially in its depiction of others.   While Said generally accepts Foucault’s view of a disciplinary power (pertaining to the location of text within a discursive field), he questions the notion that it, or the concomitant and reactive generation of resistance and knowledge, may be automatic.   Our behaviour (what we do and say to each other) is then regulated by a microphysics of power, the putative embodiment of which is Bentham's panopticon (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1982; Walzer, 1986; Sarup, 1988).   In this model of disciplinary power the silence of delinquent behaviour is made to speak, to expose itself, and to order itself before the watchful eye of a silent authoritarian observer, who cannot be seen and is rarely heard to speak.   Silence and indeed resistance to disciplinary power are gradually eliminated through a equilibrating/ readjustment mechanism that parallels that of homeostasis (Walzer, 1986).  

Walzer (1986) is particularly emphatic in viewing disciplinary power and Foucault himself as functionalist.

The disciplinary society is a society, a social whole, and in his account of the parts of the whole, Foucault is functionalist.  No one designed the whole, and no one controls it; but as if by an invisible hand all its parts are somehow fitted together.  (Walzer, 1986; p. 57).

Foucault for his part marvels at this fit, 

‘this is an extremely complex system of relations, which one leads to finally wonder how, given that no one person can have conceived it in its entirety, it can be so subtle in its mechanisms, reciprocal controls and adjustments’.  (Foucault, 1984; p. 62) 

The complex machinations of power is thus for Foucault not the result of some human conspiracy.  Generally however he shies away from speculating on the origins of this disciplinary power and instead prefers to map it (as cartographer).

In my own view while Bentham’s panopticon is one embodiment of Foucault disciplinary society, another model that might serve as well is the Newtonian model for the solar system.  The sun then functions as the panopticonic center around which the planetary bodies revolve.   Each body in this system affects the other and the system holds its place through mechanical adjustment as if by an invisible hand.   This particular invisible hand however was given a name, that of the (Newtonian) natural laws of gravity.   It is a complex system ‘subtle in its mechanisms, reciprocal controls, and adjustments’ and part of a progression of larger more complex systems (the galaxies and the universe) that superseded, not coincidently, that Christian theological proposition of Earth as the sovereign centre of the Universe.

Given Said’s emphatic rejection of theory, method and determinism (effected through his secular criticism) it is to see why he would ultimately reject, though not completely, Foucault’s conceptualisations of power (Said, 1986; Salusinszky, 1987; Williams, 2001; Ashcroft, 2003).  Said calls Foucault’s determinism his ‘Spinoza quality, where everything is always assimilated and acculturated’ (Salusinszky, 1987; p. 137).  Power/ resistance/ knowledge, for Said, are not located within a functionalist generative mechanism that is deterministic and ultimately futile; and that has its foundations in something intangible in us that wants to fight one another and everything, and thus Freudian or Marxist like (a structural unconscious which resolves itself ‘naturally and can be explicated through language, e.g. the natural unconscious or the ‘economy’).  While accepting the thesis that power permeates throughout society, as opposed say to the Marxist notion of power inhering to certain classes which can then be possessed and seized, Said also invests power, resistance and knowledge with a human agency that is conscious rather than automatic.   Though following Foucault’s stead in linking the signifier to a specific discursive field, Said formulates a theoretical position all his own by attaching a limiting function to text and language, i.e. a circumstantiality to text.   Limits are placed on the interpretation of text, which is arrived at through an interplay or dialogue between writer, reader, and speaker that is centred on the text and its relation to the world. 

What Said aims for in his work can then be described as the production of a non-coercive language which is a deliberate counter to Foucault’s writing of power, a writing from the point of view of the way power always wins; and that succumbing to power in which, for Said, Foucault takes pleasure in talking about its victims (Salusinszky, 1987; p. 137; Said, 2001).   This non-coercive language, illustrated by the conversational (dialogical) style of his writing, is reminiscent of Foucault’s conceptualisation of a non-discursive language, i.e. a language without subjects (refs).  The former, for me, is significantly different in that it derives from a tradition that insists on human agency rather than reduce this agency to subject positions that are under the control of an invisible hand (of language).

The anti-colonialist influence in Said’s postcolonialism: Foucault as the ‘White Fanon’

While his postcolonial thesis has draws substantially from French literary theory, Said emphasised that an anti-colonialist or nationalist literature had promulgated a prior similar thesis based on displacement, separation and confinement (Said, 2001).   The nationalism that Said’s postcolonial thesis draws on is that literary movement which resisted and continues to resist oppression, particularly in the guise of colonization and imperialism.  It is not that triumphal nationalism which is a chauvinism often associated with the modern nation state (Said, 1994a).  This chauvinist nationalism is then a blueprint for tribalism atavism, statism and the neo-imperialist state still controlled by outside or imperial powers, most often through the ideological fragments of modern ‘market’ economics such as ‘Western democracy and freedom’, globalism, free market and currency reforms, and foreign investment (Chomsky, 1993; Saul, 1993; Shamsul, 1996; Pilger, 1998 & 2002; Klein, 2000; Keebeng, 2003; Yahya, 2003; Roy, 2004).  It seems almost certain then that many of the fledgling nations of Africa, Asia and the Americas are embarked on a trajectory aligned with this chauvinist nationalism.  Malaysia seems to be no exception as her political leaders are intent on achieving modernity and developed nation status by 2020 (Sahmsul, 1996).  Said’s view of nationalism in contrast, is one that seeks liberation, from imperialism, through resisting, instead of, as Fanon put it, merely replacing ‘the French policeman with an Algerian policeman’ (Said, 1994a; p. 94-95).

Frantz Fanon (1925-1961), who is of crucial influence to Said’s postcolonial thesis, viewed the space of colonial politics and culture as the representation of a primitive ‘Manichean division along the binary axes of white/ black, good/evil, primitive/ civilised, etc’ (Prasad, 1992; p.74).  One could argue that this Manichean dualism is reminiscent of the binary oppositions that deconstructionism is premised on.  Fanon’s Wretched of the earth (1963), for Said, preceded Foucault’s Madness and civilisation (1965) in describing, though in different ways, mechanisms of exclusion and confinement (colonizer/ colonized and sane/ insane) that were embedded in European institutions (its ‘colonies’ and insane asylums respectively) existing since the Renaissance (Said, 2001).  What is also different for Said, however, is that Fanon’s work came out of an ongoing political struggle, the Algerian revolution (against its colonizer), as opposed to having derived within the limited confines of the academy.  The Wretched of the earth is then the result of a collective struggle, in which Fanon himself was heavily involved, as is say the work of Pablo Neruda, Rabindranath Tagore, Yeats, or John Steinbeck.  Madness and civilisation emerged instead from a very different tradition, that of the ‘individual scholar-researcher acquiring a reputation for learning, brilliance, and so on’ (Said, 2001; p. 39).  It has more limited circulation and worldly or circumstantial value limited by and large to the academy and its archives.  Fanon’s work represents a certain practice of historiography that emphasises an active commitment to revolutionary change, solidarity, and liberation, is thus for Said the more significant, powerful and relevant of the two.  Foucault even a decade after the publication of Madness and civilisation maintained that he believed in no positive truths, ideas, or ideals.  It is only towards the end of his project, two decades after the death of Fanon (in 1961), did the potential for great political force coalesce in his work (Said, 2001).    

It is through his insistence of these prior theses that Said implicates a prolonged and effective resistance to colonisation and imperialism which then provides an alternative route for a contemporary postcolonial resistance to modernism.  This resistance or countervailing power is one that is embedded in the common or collective struggle rather than in high theory resident wholly in the archives of the academy.  Foucault’s project, fluent or fragmented, method or negation, theory or fiction, and prosaic or poetic, is almost entirely resident within the academy, to the extent that he somewhat resented public or common acclaim of his work (Dreyfus & Rabinow, 1983).    It is again difficult to escape the conclusion that he was, almost, to the last a ‘good’ Kantian (and Nietzschean).  I would argue that his particular writing of power (or resistance), premised on the notion of discourse as power, incorporates that Kantian appropriation of aesthetics into high theory or critique (Said, 1993).  Kant in doing so isolated cultural and aesthetic realms from the worldly domain of everyday common usage in his doctrines on method (particularly through his Critique of judgement; Verhaegh, 2001; Zuckert, 2002).

Where Foucault diligently follows this particular tradition of the Enlightenment, that tradition of modern and nationalist literature is of the worldly realm of the collective common struggle, and not elevated above it as high theory.  Accordingly Foucault’s subversion of the aesthetic forms of literature, such as his poetics, can be read as a form of Western bourgeois liberalism or radical chic as described by Rorty (1986).  Like Toni Morrison’s literary critiques of American society, Said’s postcolonial thesis has at its crux aesthetic forms that are firmly embedded in everyday, worldly usage of language.   This stance deliberately taken by Said in opposition to Foucault’s ‘functionalist’ and ultimately deterministic analyses, perhaps ironically so as it can be construed as a form of productive resistance, while acknowledging his great debt to the latter (Ashcroft & Ahluwalia, 2001).  Towards the end of his work Orientalism Said, however, argues that this secular-ethical stance, effected through maintaining distance from literary theory, allows authorial creativity or freedom through the development of a non-coercive knowledge.  Articulated very deliberately as ‘anti-Foucauldian’ this knowledge is produced specifically as a counter to that subject positioning of author and reader pertaining to ‘discourse’ in general.

Orientalists, for example, wrote against the silence of the Oriental but also while disregarding the likelihood of an Oriental as a reader (Ashcroft & Ahluwalia, 2001). Non-coercive knowledge in this instance develops from knowing the ‘Orient’ outside this Orientalist discourse, and then represents and present this knowledge back to Orientalist.  It seems to me that I am in a suitable location to do precisely this.  Having lived in Malaysia for much of my life and possessed of intimate knowledge of this part of the Orient, and specifically of the ‘Malay’, it is immediately apparent to me that what I have read of amok, and of the Malay, in psychiatric discourse appears to me to be in the realm of fiction.  My immediate instinct is to retort to write back, as vehemently though with erudition, to this extremely pejorative writing of the Malay.
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� Einstein, for example, was convinced, virtually to his dying day, of the existence of a grand unified theory (GUT)  


� I am paraphrasing here; Said opines that it is the white man who has the maps, or should it be it is he makes the maps (e.g. the peace maps for the current Palestinian/ Israeli conflict).


� Descartes Discourse of reason being the primary text for Kant’s imposition on the limits of reason which essentially began structuralism


� I am being a little bit cynical here given his functionalist premise; though how ironic it is then that he thought the author dead, and has he then manage to free the author, the self, from the ‘oppressive rationalities’ of discourse.   


� And some, most notably perhaps Rorty and Said, have made the same comment of Nietzsche and Foucault.  


� And thus sounding very like Wallace’s and Darwin’s survival of the fittest thesis so essential to their theory of evolution 


� Again this sounds similar to evolutionary theory


�Hence the ‘Brechtian question’ of social relevance of our literary work 


� My apologies to Chinua Achebe, this phrase being the tile of his famous novel (published in 1958)


� A Kantian term used by Reid (2004) to denote a great, cosmopolitan, commercial and cultural cross-roads (Reid, 2004). 





� Derrida, of Algerian Jewish descent and obviously an ‘exile’, like Said was himself subject to this hostility, a posture that Foucault who totally (and deliberately so) embedded in this tradition and ‘hostile’ towards Derrida, barely, if ever, acknowledged.


�As opposed to Derrida’s free floating signifier independent of any historically given signified. 


� Its aim being a ‘subjectless’ history.


� In this view it cannot thus be disseminated as (divine) truth.


� Especially of the American ilk.





