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From 10 January 1979 to 4 April 1979 Michel Foucault presented his public lecture at the College De France on his deconstruction of the discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism with an emphasis on American and German neo-liberalism. Foucault listed the 1979 public lecture as “The Birth of Biopolitics” but chose instead in 1979 to deal with the discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism rather than the listed topic. In his deconstruction, Foucault focused on the inherent structure of the discourse, its discursive concepts especially its key concepts, its mechanism and instruments of power and the antagonism between liberal and neo-liberal discourse, especially American neo-liberal discourse.

In 1979 Foucault did not focus on the strategic intent of neo-liberalism and its difference from that of liberal discourse and in the case of American neo-liberalism its incongruency with American liberal discourse. In addressing liberal and neo-liberal discourse in solely the North Atlantic context Foucault excluded from his analysis the colonial/neo-colonial order of power of the Third World that was constituted and still driven by white supremacist imperial liberal/neo-liberal discourse. Foucault’s 1979 discourse was then unfinished, incomplete, an exercise for white folks by a white man. This work then fills this void ensuring that it is relevant to the Third World and those of the North Atlantic seeking to understand the collapse of their social order under the hegemony of neo-liberal discourse.

This work deconstructs Foucault’s discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism to unearth and expose the key concepts revealed by Foucault’s deconstruction and the overarching worldview and strategic intent of neo-liberal discourse in light of the global financial meltdown of neo-liberal financial markets capitalism that commenced in America in 2008. This work then unearths the strategic intent of neo-liberalism, its political agenda which was publicly revealed in 2008 and thereafter, which is the hegemony of the oligarchy over the political order and the collectivization of the state for its benefit and protection; socialism for the oligarchy, poverty and misery for the masses of working poor and marginalized. Foucault’s deconstruction is updated to the 21st Century to the meltdown of 2008 and the Covid-19 pandemic of 2020, the missing emphases of Foucault’s deconstruction as the strategic intent of neo-liberalism is presented and its impact on the sustainability of the American social order. What is revealed is a bi-polar, schizophrenic discourse that embraces an Absolute constituting a Totality, an Organic Whole of a specific uniqueness and specificity that is a singularity, that views the social order as a rigid hierarchy dominated by an exceptional rational elite, the oligarchy, that must be protected from the assault of the deviants by punitive punishment. In a liberal democracy, neo-liberal discourse relentlessly masks that its agenda is to capture the political order in favour of the oligarchy and collectivize the state to its benefit and protection.

This work deals with more than Foucault’s discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism, as it articulates the colonial/neo-colonial order of power of the English speaking Caribbean as post-Emancipation British colonial domination was constituted by white supremacist British hegemonic liberal discourse and post-independence neo-colonial domination was framed by British and American liberal/neo-liberal discourse. The colonial/neo-colonial order of power of the Caribbean is then the product of North Atlantic liberal/neo-liberal discourse. There are then two models of hegemonic liberal/neo-liberal discourse and the respective social orders they constitute: a white North Atlantic model and a non-white model that were supposedly incongruent with each other as First World/Metropole vs. Third World. But since 2008 the crisis of American hegemonic neo-liberalism is publicly displaying its embrace of elements of the order of power of the colonial/neo-colonial model. The North Atlantic is then not showing its fascist face, but rather its colonial/neo-colonial face as it now embraces and applies internal colonialism to its white population. To understand the emerging reality of the North Atlantic since 2008 the colonial/neo-colonial order of power has to be articulated, which this work does. North Atlantic neo-liberalism in crisis is today the colonial neo-colonial order of power on steroids. Liberal/neo-liberal discourse is the discursive Janus with the North Atlantic liberal/neo-liberal order of power and the colonial/neo-colonial order of power expressing the inherent nature of this Janus and the colonial corbeaux have come home to roost.
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Section 1: Governmentality
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Foucault as a point of exit from hegemonic white supremacist discourse offers his discourse of liberalism, neo-liberalism and the governmentality constituted by this discourse of liberalism and neo-liberalism. In his public lecture of 1979-1980 at the College de France titled “The Birth of Biopolitics” Foucault in the course summary he wrote of the 1979 public lecture states: “The theme was to have been ‘biopolitics’ by which I mean the attempt, starting from the eighteenth century, to rationalize the problem posed to governmental practice by phenomena characteristic of a set of living beings forming a population: health, hygiene, birthrate, life expectancy, race.” “It seemed to me that these problems were inseparable from the framework of political rationality within which they appeared and took on their intensity. This means ‘liberalism,’ since it was in relation to liberalism that they assumed the form of a challenge. How can the phenomena of ‘population,’ with its specific effects and problems, be taken into account in a system concerned about respect for legal subjects and individual free enterprise? In the name of what and according to what rules can it be managed?” (Foucault 2008 pg. 317). European liberalism with its focus on the human being, the rational economic human being/ Homo oeconomicus, facilitated the evolution of the discourse of population which posed a grave challenge to the discourse of liberalism for this population must now be governed, controlled in a manner that enabled the sustainable evolution of the rational economy. The discourse of liberalism was then challenged to devise a strategy of government practice, which embraced and enabled population to be harnessed to the rational economy, constituting the hegemony of the rational economy over population for the sustainable development of the rational economy. This then was the basis for the order, modernity and progress of the discourse of European liberalism. Biopolitics is then an instrument of power, a structure of power devised by the discourse of liberalism to ensure that population is compliant with the demands of the rational economy, that there is governmental practice to ensure that the daily management of the social order is compliant with the demands of the rational economy and that the political order ensures the compliance of population and governmental practice to the demands of the rational economy. The rational economy is then hegemonic over population, governmental practice, the political order, hence the State. The State exists to serve and protect the rational economy. In the power relations of the social order of biopolitics and the rational economy, those who dominate the economy are enabled to crystallize into an oligarchy that commands the State, for this oligarchy is the rational product of a rational human engaged in a rational/ market driven economy. There is then a grave disparity which appears in the daily functioning of liberalism and its instruments of power: biopolitics and governmental practice, between the rights of the free subject and individual free enterprise for liberalism must deliberately lie, it must relentlessly seduce its object of power, for a subject/object of power is only endowed with freedom when this freedom is demanded by the rational economy. Foucault continues: “I tried to analyze ‘liberalism,’ not as a theory or an ideology, and even less, obviously as a way ‘society’ ‘represents’ itself,’ but as a practice, that is to say, a ‘way of doing things’ directed towards objectives and regulating itself by continuous reflection. Liberalism, then, is to be analyzed as a principle and method of the rationalization of government. Whilst any rationalization of the exercise of government aims to maximize its effects whilst reducing its costs as much as possible (in the political as well as economic sense of costs), liberal rationalization starts from the premise that government (not ‘government’ as an institution, obviously, but as the activity that consists in governing people’s conduct within the framework of, and using the instruments of state) cannot be its own end. Its ration d’etre is not found in itself, and even under the best possible conditions the maximization of government should not be the regulation principle.” (Foucault 2008 pg. 318). The rationalization of the State is then premised on the need to control human behaviour in a social order in a specific manner to ensure that the needs of the rational economy are always met, satisfied, fulfilled. The State does not rule for the sake of its power, but to ensure the sustainable evolution of the rational economy rooted in individual free enterprise. This liberal order of power is then constituted as development, modernity and progress. The State, which predates industrial capitalism, must then be renovated into a rational State vitally necessary to satisfying the organic needs of individual free enterprise. The liberal State’s only utility is to serve liberal rational capitalism, which in the terrain of power relations liberal discourse insists that the State is then captured by the oligarchy rooted in the economy thereby exerting hegemony over the social order. The political theory of European democracy is then fundamentally a lie, an instrument of power to control population. The only valid existential reality of a European liberal social order is the economy, is free enterprise, unfettered capitalism; for the State is not there to regulate capitalism, only to control population. The rational government practice of the liberal State is then markedly different from and antagonistic to the government practice of the European State form that preceded it, which was decidedly non-rational.

Foucault lists the European concept of race being a marker, characteristic of population but does not elucidate on this, which means that his analysis is totally devoid of the white supremacist discourse of liberalism whilst being an instrument and structure of power locally and trans-nationally where we must recognize the duality of white power/non-white powerlessness. Liberalism became discursively hegemonic in Britain and Europe in the eighteenth century in the context of white colonial empires exercising hegemonic power over non-white peoples, of the Atlantic slave trade, the enslavement of the African and the operation of a world economy rooted in enslavement and white colonial domination. This white supremacist slave economy evolved in the nineteenth century into a world division of labour, where raw material inputs to the white industrial capitalist process of Britain were produced by enslaved Africans in the USA after Britain had abolished African enslavement in 1834, summed up in slave produced cotton for the cloth production industries of liberal Britain. Liberal Britain then clothed the world addicted to cotton produced by slave labour on US cotton farms exemplifying white rational liberal capitalism. A potent example of trans-national white power. Liberalism embraced and manipulated the discourse of white supremacy it inherited, devising new instruments and structures of power to ensure the sustainability of the white order in the colonies and in the inherently superior motherland of white liberalism. It is white supremacist liberalism that constituted the neo-colonial power relations, the neo-colonial economy and the neo-colonial persona and worldview to ensure sustainability of the white order/power when the need arose to end colonial occupation of non-whites. An analysis of white liberalism that omits the fact that white supremacy was understood in the discourse of white liberalism is then unfinished, flawed, the product of a white analysis that speaks only to white people. Hence, the reality that there is no liberation, no exit from the white supremacist worldview with Foucault. What Foucault reveals has to be sifted to reveal its inconsistencies with the discourse of Frantz Fanon. Foucault remained until death a white male interested only in white issues, not in the transnational sins of his race.

In 1978 Foucault published his essay “Governmentality” which was drawn from his 1977-78 public lecture at the College de France titled; “Security, Territory, and Population.” Foucault states: “This, I believe, is the essential issue in the establishment of the art of government-introduction of economy into political practice. And if this is the case in the sixteenth century, it remains so in the eighteenth.” “The word ‘economy,’ which in the sixteenth century signified a form of government, comes in the eighteenth century to designate a level of reality, a field of intervention, through a series of complex procedures that I regard as absolutely fundamental to our history.” (Foucault 2000 pgs. 207-208). The formulation of an art of government in white European history from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries where a conception of the economy is inserted into political practice is a signal event for white supremacist world hegemony. The evolution of the discursive concept “economy” from a form of government in the sixteenth century to that of a specific reality that mapped a terrain of intervention by government driven by strategy defined and informed by rationality, of means and ends, of costs towards attaining a given, defined outcome. This evolution towards the embrace of the concept of rationality; the definition of strategic ends by it and the formulation of strategic intent, and various instruments by it, Foucault insists is the abiding defining moment of white European history from the eighteenth century onwards. White world hegemony, white supremacist world hegemony is then the product, the outcome of the embrace of white rationality. Foucault continues on rational economy: “in La Perriere’s text, you will notice that the definition of government in no way refers to territory: one governs things. But what does this mean? I think this is not a matter of opposing things to men but, rather, a sort of complex composed of men and things. The things, in this sense, with which government is to be concerned are in fact men, but men in their relations, their links, their imbrication with those things that are wealth, resources, means of subsistence, the territory with its specific qualities, climate, irrigation, fertility and so on; men in their relation to those other things that are customs, habits, ways of acting and thinking and so on; and finally men in their relation to those still other things that might be accidents and misfortunes such as famine, epidemics, death, and so on.” (Foucault 2000 pgs. 208-209). In the discursive concept of rational economy men are the product of a rational social organism which operates and functions as a biological organism. Men are to be defined as, gazed upon as things for they are the products of this social, biological organism which is an organic Whole, complete, perfect. There is no white man produced without this organic Whole and no white man can exist, be a white man alienated from this organic Whole, A white man alienated from this organic Whole is then an aberration, an assault on the organic Whole, a deviant. To govern under the hegemony of this rational organic Whole you must view the white man in all his complexity, his connections, his culture therefore his sociology as things, for in all the diversity of expressions of being white, they are all the products of the organic Whole. To effectively govern in the interest of the organic Whole all expressions of white culture in its widest expression must be managed as things, the product of the organic Whole. With the insertion of rational economy into government practice the organic Whole became the Economy and the white man was now Homo oeconomicus. Emile Durkheim’s dictum to treat social facts as things is of the same discursive pedigree.

Foucault now insists that rational economy inserted into government practice triggers an operational dichotomy with sovereignty/principality and law, for law and sovereignty are and must be functionally inseparable. Foucault states: “Government, that is to say, has a finality of its own, and in this respect again, I believe it can be clearly distinguished from sovereignty.” “In every case, what characterizes the end of sovereignty; this common and general good, is in sum nothing other than submission to sovereignty. This means that the end of sovereignty is the exercise of sovereignty. The good is obedience to the law, hence the good for sovereignty is that people should obey it.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 210). The discourse of sovereignty seeks hegemony through obedience to law which is the strategy to attain and maintain hegemony. Sovereignty must then compete with government practice with rational economy inserted; with the dichotomy arising from the fact that rational government practice must inevitably break the law to attain its rational ends, its finality, when there is a conflict between the ends of rational government practice and law. Resolution is then sought in control of the legislature to ensure rational laws are formulated and passed that enables the attainment of rational ends by government practice and the rational economy. Homo oeconomicus is then only subject to rational law where the rational economy is hegemonic, supreme and unfettered in its quest for rationality and its fruits, the white cult of rationality. On rational government practice Foucault states: “Government is defined as the right manner of disposing things so as to lead not to the form of the common good, as the jurists’ texts would have said, but to an end that is ‘convenient’ for each of the things that are to be governed. This implies a plurality of specific aims;” “Thus, there is a whole series of specific finalities that become the objective of government as such. In order to achieve these various finalities, things must be disposed-” “On the contrary,

with government it is not a question of imposing law on men but of disposing things: that is, employing tactics rather than laws, and even of using laws themselves as tactics-to arrange things in such a way that, through a certain number of means, such-and-such ends may be achieved.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 211). The quest to ensure that a rational economy is hegemonic over the social order not only generates the dichotomy between rational government and sovereignty/law; it re-creates law/sovereignty in its image and likeness where law becomes a strategy, a means, an instrument of power to attain strategic ends which ultimately enable state capture by the economic oligarchs spawned by rational government practice. Sovereignty/law remains an instrument of power in the hands of the State and is joined by sovereignty/law which is constituted as an instrument of power for the rational disposal of things, which is in effect the sustainable hegemony of the economic oligarchy over the social order. Foucault continues: “and the instrument of government, instead of being laws, now come to be a range of multiform tactics.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 211). Sovereignty/law must then under the hegemony of rational government practice be renovated into a tactic and instrument of power, of strategy. Sovereignty/law and law as tactic must serve the quest to attain social control that rational government is addicted to in order to enable the hegemony of the economic oligarchy.

Foucault traces from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries in Europe, especially in Britain, the appearance and evolution of the discursive concept of the rational State and the art of government demanded by this rational State. The break in this white supremacist evolutionary path occurs in the eighteenth century, again especially in Britain, with the definition of rational government as being the province of the management of population, the economy. The conjuncture is especially apparent in the decade of the 1790s in British history. The first stage in this process is the conceptualization of the unique white rational State of a specific European nationality. Foucault states: “To put it very schematically, in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, the art of government finds it first form of crystallization, organized around the theme of reason of state, understood not in the negative and pejorative sense we give to it today (as that which infringes on the principles of law, equity, and humanity in the sole interests of the state) but in a full and positive sense: the state is governed according to rational principles that are intrinsic to it and cannot be derived solely from natural or divine laws or the principles of wisdom and prudence. The state, like nature has its own proper form of rationality, albeit of a different sort. Conversely, the art of government, instead of seeking to found itself in transcendental rules, a cosmological model, or a philosophico-moral ideal, must find the principles of its rationality in that which constitutes the specific reality of the state.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 213). Foucault insists that this reason of state was in fact a hindrance, a barrier to the evolution of the concept of the liberal, rational state born out of the absorption of population and economy into the rational government practice. By this position Foucault is insisting that the liberal state should have appeared much earlier than it did in Britain in the eighteenth century.

What he refuses to recognize is the foundation laid by reason of state for the evolution of the liberal, rational, white supremacist European state. First reason of state decoupled the state from Christian cosmology, theology and Christian hegemony at the level of the

idea. Then it constituted the discourse of the unique specificity of the state being rational but in a rationality of its own, unique to its existential condition as nature. The state is then the secular organic Whole solely charged with the art of government over the social order, making Christianity and the Christian monarchy redundant. The state is then inherently rational as it is an organic Whole devoid of the need to depend on human cognition to construct discourse that constitutes its operational nature, its terrain of operation and its methodology of operation. Reason of State is then reason, rationality that emanates from the organic Whole that is the State, from its unique specificity. This was the state that then demanded science, the discourse of science that serves power, scientific methodology that is vitally necessary to ensure the sustainable relevance of the state and its art of government by viewing reality through new eyes, in so doing constituting new definitions of reality, new matrices of power, of essential relevance to the rationality of the state and its quest. It is rational white supremacist science and its disciplines that would invent population and economy that would be absorbed into the terrain of rational government that would set in train the creation of the discourse of the rational, liberal, white supremacist state in the eighteenth century, especially in the decade of the 1790s in Britain. This white liberal white supremacist state focused on population and economy, devised the strategy and instruments of power summed up as biopolitics to attain the needs it defined for itself. But biopolitics was not the only instrument of power devised, as instruments from reason of state were absorbed, re-calibrated, repurposed, redefined and unleashed with the single consistent discursive line from mercantilism to neo-liberalism being white supremacy. Foucault insists that reason of state became trapped in the discourse of sovereignty/law and the family as the operative model of the economy that developed into stasis, which was broken by the science of the population and government with emphasis on science. The discourse of sovereignty/law and the model of the family as economy was exercised until exhausted, which exposed the glaring need for a new discourse of power and in the conjuncture of the second half of the eighteenth century there was grave need for this new discourse of power that rescued a state faced with grave peril from the French Revolution, the Haitian Revolution, the Irish Rebellions, the enclosure of the commons and the push back against early industrial capitalism and instruments of power and social control which were suited for a medieval order of power. In the eighteenth century the European state was in grave peril and was forced to adapt or perish, in Britain in the 1790s the nature of the conjuncture was not only acute but unique to Britain. Foucault states: “It was through the development of the science of government that the notion of economy came to be recentered onto that different plane of reality we characterize today as the ‘economic.’ and it was also through this science that it became possible to identify problems specific to the population. But, conversely, we can say as well that it was

thanks to the conception of the specific problems of the population, and thanks to the isolation of that area of reality we call the economy, that the problem of government finally came to be thought, considered and calculated outside of the juridical framework

of sovereignty.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 215). The conjunctures of the eighteenth century demanded a new gaze be affixed upon the social order, new insights, new knowledge/power now demanded a new art of government which affixed its gaze on population and economy in order to subvert and defuse the conjunctures which were tearing the old social order and its structure of power apart. Change was on the streets, the masses were on the move as the old order of government was only capable of resorting to medieval instruments of power to quell mass revolt. The discourse of population and economy constituted by the new gaze demanded that government now embrace population and economy in order to preserve the oligarchic dominance of the social order. Failure to do so meant the model of France after the Revolution beckons. Out of the discredited order of reason of state instruments of power of the new, liberal white supremacist state emerged, such as the discourse of mercantilist statistics being the foundation upon which the science of population and economy is built to serve a new state form retooled and re-visualized by the discourse of science. There is then no need for a chicken or egg debate as the commonality of the discourse of science impacted the art of government changing it to a science and the statistics of population and economy into the science of both which was the common discourse of communication, amalgamation and distillation expressed as the white supremacist discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism. The action of the masses to utilize various strategies of assault on the order and structure of power constituted by reason of state constituted the conjuncture that forced the adoption of population, economy in government practice that framed the discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism. One strategy of mass action utilised in Britain in the decade of the 1790s was the assault on the prison constituted by reason of state demanding a new discourse of the prison be formulated and applied to population. Mass action in this decade was directly linked to the French Revolution and the fear for the replication of this model in Britain and the rest of Europe, heightened by its replication in Haiti with the Haitian Revolution which posed the grave threat to the white hegemonist slave empires of the Western Hemisphere. A restive, revolutionary mass population in a social order, especially during the second half of the nineteenth century, demanded a relevant response from the art of government. The only response possible that was new, untried and untested was that of scientific discourse, which became the only game in town with the French Revolution in 1789. Mass action meant that a new discourse must now bring a new gaze upon humans in a social order, the need for social control and the strategies to attain social control that is defined and driven by specific ends. The restive, rebellious masses now became population, economy no longer solely a patriarchal family unit and the human became a ‘thing’ with a range of capacities to be managed. Foucault states: “In other words, prior to the emergence of population, it was impossible to conceive the art of government except on the model of

the family, in terms of economy conceived as the management of the family.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 216). Reason of state was then trapped in a medieval discourse of the family as the unit of production and reproduction, which meant that reason of state was discursively unable to gaze upon and discern the new power relations that industrial capitalism in Britain was unleashing, that was tearing apart the old social order, hence the collapse of social control. To gaze upon industrial capitalism and discern its organic nature was paramount in order to formulate discourse capable of managing industrial capitalism, the social order and restoring hegemony of the oligarchs. The family was no longer the unit of production and reproduction as both of them were socialized. In France the grave problem was creating a post-revolutionary social order that returned the masses to their designated, proper place in the social order whilst simultaneously engaged in a series of wars with the rest of Europe intent on erasing history by restoring monarchical reason of state. The oligarchy of France in this revolutionary ferment had then no choice but to embrace population, economy in revolutionary government practice. Foucault continues: “But the family becomes an instrument rather than a model-the privileged instrument for the government of the population and not the chimerical model of good government. This shift from the level of the model to that of an instrument is, I believe, absolutely fundamental, and it is from the middle of the eighteenth century that the family appears in this dimension of instrumentality relative to the population, with the institution of campaigns to reduce mortality, and to promote marriages, vaccinations, and so on. Thus, what makes it possible for the theme of population to unblock the field of the art of government is this elimination of the family as model.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 216). Faced with the assault of the restive, revolutionary masses exerting power from below, the paramount need for hegemony restored to discredited reason of state in Britain drove its choice and response of brazen public brutality, expressed via wars against the masses which might have worked in a medieval economy, but was a grave blow to industrial capitalism. The masses had then to be viewed as population for in their concerted political action they were a population, not a family model. To preserve industrial capitalism in its infancy and stabilize the social order in transition with its ruling hierarchy preserved, the masses must be managed as things in keeping with a discourse, power/knowledge and a strategy. This discourse and its capacity to see the masses, not as families, but as population was the product of the discursive concept of the organic Whole. The discourse of the family that flowed from this overarching discourse of population was now an instrument of power, a means to an end towards the realization of the ends of the discourse of population. Foucault continues: “In the second place, population comes to appear above all else as the ultimate end of the government. In contrast to sovereignty, government has as its purpose not the act of government itself, but the welfare of population, the improvement of its condition, the increase of its wealth, longevity, health, and so on, and the means the government uses to attain these ends are themselves all, in some sense, immanent to the population; it is the population itself on which the government will act either directly through large-scale campaigns, or indirectly, through techniques that will make possible, without the full awareness of the

people, the stimulation of birth rates, the directing of the flow of population into certain regions or activities, and so on.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 216-217). The discourse of liberalism formulates and deploys a multi-tiered strategy with a range of instruments of

power to attain the ends defined by the strategy of liberalism. The pressing question that arises is: in whose interest? Is it in the interest of the practitioners of government, the masses of the population, the minority fractions of the population who constitute the ruling oligarchy, for the organic Whole and the specific national white supremacist state? In fact, for the benefit of all of them with complex power relations determining the distribution of power at any given moment amongst the fractions of humanity that constitute population and the state. Government practice presents itself as the dispenser, generator of and dispenser of the welfare of the masses, while at the same time the daily life of the masses are the focus of direct intervention by government practice, by instruments of power that focus on welfare and policing, constituting the hard and soft approach to social control of the discourse of liberalism entirely different from that of the art of government of the mercantile sovereign state. Foucault continues on population: “The population now represents more the end of government than the power of the sovereign; the population is the subject of needs, of aspirations, but it is also in the hands of the government, aware, vis-a-vis the government, of what it wants, but ignorant of what is being done to it.” “This is the birth of a new art, or at any rate of a range of absolutely new tactics and techniques.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 217). Government driven by the discourse of liberalism is infatuated with this thing constituted named population, which forces the redefinition of sovereignty/law into an instrument of power to serve the practice of government of the discourse of liberalism attain its strategic ends. Population is constituted as a duality comprising individuals driven by desire locked in a power relation with realities of population that are larger than the individual. The individual consumed with desire cannot gaze upon these characteristics of population, they are ignorant of it, for this vision belongs only to those immersed in the discourse of liberalism. The human concept of liberalism is then bipolar, driven by personal desire and left up to herself/himself is incapable of attaining the ends to satiate their desire, much less to manage the characteristics of population. The desiring human, population, economy must then be managed as things for the welfare of the organic Whole and for the manifest destiny of the white, national white supremacist state to be realized. The gaze has to be focused on the desiring human to ensure their welfare and that of the social order which is hinged on their embrace of government practice, their serenity, servility must be assured through their buying into the structure of power. The kool aid must not be forced down their throats, they must sip it willingly and blissfully. Population has to be seduced to embrace hegemonic discourse and its definition of the object/subject of power, policing themselves to sustainable obedience and servility. This gaze must dance with desire, whilst simultaneously methodically policing and punishing human behaviour that is defined as errant, deviant. The dance with desire/discipline and policing and punishment must be allowed to evolve, unlike the medieval order of power, where what was deviant/errant now becomes permitted for that is the basis of the dance with human desire. The gaze is fixed on the entire human which demanded the formulation of medical discourse, the science of medicine and all its branches, especially

of psychiatry and psychology which invented the mind, the self, the most potent concepts in the dance with human desire by the strategy of power and its instruments of power of the discourse of liberalism.

Questions arise at this point in Foucault’s discourse which involve the shift in gaze from the family as model to the desiring individual who is also simultaneously subsumed into the operational aggregate: population. Why? For population is a political designation, an operational terrain that demands the gaze and the impact of strategy and its instruments of power devised by the practice of government. But in whose interest, for the benefit of whom? Why designate this political terrain population, economy when economy engulfs population and much more than it? Is economy also an operational political terrain? Is economy unlike population the Absolute of the organic Whole that transcends the state politics and power relations? The power/force relations of the social order demand that government practice relentlessly intervene in order to benefit those who exercise hegemony over the social order, the oligarchs. Population becoming economy reveals under the discourse of liberalism whose interest government practice is seeking. The concept of the market as Absolute, the economy as Absolute and the fundamental freedom and rights of the individual guaranteed by a Constitution is simply sleight of hand mystification to mask the organic link between the state, politicians and the ruling oligarchs under the hegemony of the discourse of white supremacist liberalism/neo-liberalism.

Foucault now deals with the linking of population and economy at the level of discourse as follows: “The constitution of knowledge (savoir) of government is absolutely inseparable from that of a knowledge of all the processes related to population in its larger sense.-that is, what we know call the economy.” “The new science called ‘political economy’ arises out of the perception of new networks of continuous and multiple relations between population, territory, and wealth, and this is accompanied by the formation of a type of intervention characteristic of government, namely, intervention in the field of economy and population. In other words, the transition that takes place in the eighteenth century from an art of government to a political science, from a regime dominated by structures of sovereignty to one ruled by techniques of government, turns on the theme of population, hence also on the birth of political economy.” (Foucault 2000 pgs. 217-218). A process of a knowledge constituted, a discourse produced by/from the terrain of power/force relations of the eighteenth century especially in its second half, where the power/knowledge of political economy is expressed as a science, a discipline of political science founded upon the gaze affixed upon population. This power/knowledge and the discourse formulated and unleashed is no art of government, it is political science which constitutes an entirely different world reality upon which government must act. This is rational government demanded by the Absolute of the organic Whole, the absolute of the Market, the overarching Absolute of the Economy which begets Homo oeconomicus. The discourse of continuous, necessary, vital power relations between population, territory, wealth which are the primary expressions of the Absolutes that this discourse can “see” demands an interventionist strategy by government to ensure the organic balance of the Whole. The discipline of political science is then the discursive instrument that enables the gaze of government upon the power relations of the organic Whole which sees them for what they are enabling intervention to ensure the sustainability of the organic Whole. Government strategy demands that it be the “invisible hand”, but this is only possible when government gazes upon the power relations of the organic Whole and sees the web of relations between population, the white supremacist national territory and economy. This same gaze has to be affixed on race power relations between white and non-white defined as population, territory and economy under the hegemony of white supremacy. Government must intervene locally and internationally to ensure the success of different strategies that are mutually reinforcing of each other towards modernity, progress and white supremacist hegemony over the non-white races of the world. Foucault’s position again begs the question of government intervention in whose interest? Foucault continues: “The notion of a government of population renders all the more acute the problem of the foundation of sovereignty (consider Rousseau) and all the more acute equally the necessity for the development of discipline (consider all the history of the disciplines, which I have attempted to analyze elsewhere).” “in reality one has a triangle, sovereignty-discipline-government, which has as its primary target the population and as its essential mechanism the apparatuses of security.” “the movement that brings about the emergence of population as a datum, as a field of intervention, and as an objective of government techniques; the process that isolates the economy as a specific sector of reality; and political economy as the science and the technique of intervention of the government in that field of reality. Three movements-government, population, political economy-that constitute from the eighteenth century onward a solid series, one that even today has assuredly not been dissolved.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 219). Sovereignty has to be absorbed and redefined, repurposed in the image and likeness of the discourse of government, but this cannot apply in the operational terrain that is population for the dictum of hegemony of the rule of law over the government of population is anathema to the liberal order of power. Law has to accept the reality that it is always an instrument of power for there is no rule of law ever, certainly never before the appearance of government of population. There is then no sovereignty of the state for only government of population is sovereign, empowered to do what is necessary for the rational government of things. Unlike sovereignty, discipline is an absolute necessity to government of population unlike under the art of government, reason of state that preceded it. The pressing need for discipline of the population in an economy trumps the rule of law and discards the discourse of sovereignty of reason of state, whilst placing on the strategic agenda the compulsory creation and functioning of relevant apparatuses of security. These apparatuses of security function both locally and transnationally, both being equally strategically important because an imperative of this specific knowledge/power field is to secure the hegemony of white supremacist discourse locally and internationally. These apparatuses of security then dwarf the state and engage in power relations with the politicians and bureaucrats of the government of population in the quest for power and hegemony over the government of population locally and transnationally, geopolitically, thus the ‘Deep State’ is born, the State that is in the shadows of the government of population made visible, public. Government of population has then produced a series of oligarchs by dint of its defining discourse and the operational strategies of intervention constituted by this discourse, oligarchs who merge and embrace each other more so under the hegemony of neo-liberal financial markets capitalism, which is driven by the financialization of every aspect of daily life of the population from birth to death as industrial production has now been outsourced to the non-white world. There is then no rational government, no hegemonic discourse of liberalism exerting power over all other fields of knowledge in a white supremacist social order and a white supremacist world order without sustainable apparatuses of security across time/space, simultaneously locally and transnationally. The discourse of liberalism absorbed, built upon, refurbished the security apparatuses that preceded it and willingly absorbed desired pieces of/whole apparatuses of its enemies, which were branded and rejected as anathema and inimical to liberal discourse and democracy, who were defeated in wars between contending discourses in the quest for hegemony – as those of reason of state, fascism, Nazism and Soviet Communism. The apparatus of security is both the structure of power and the instrument of power of the discourse of liberalism, which means that when faced with an assault upon its hegemony from below, from the masses, it responds as reason of state blended with the instruments of power preferred by fascism, Nazism and Soviet Communism, which reveals the mystification of the rule of law, of the rights of man. The apparatus of security is clearly overdetermined in the structure of power constituted by the discourse of liberalism, which establishes a sustainable power relation between the apparatus of security and the political structure of power. The abiding question then is why has this discourse of liberalism/neo-liberalism maintained its local and transnational hegemony from the eighteenth century to the twenty-first century?

Foucault now presents his discourse of the state renovated and repurposed by the discourse of liberalism. Foucault states: “But the state, no more probably today than at any other time in its history does not have this unity, this individuality, this rigorous functionality, nor, to speak frankly, this importance. Maybe, after all, the state is no more than a composite reality and a mythicized abstraction, whose importance is a lot more limited than many of us think. Maybe what is really important for our modernity-that is, for our present- is not so much the statization (etatisation) of society, as the governmentalization of the state. We live in the era of a ‘governmentality’ first discovered in the eighteenth century. This governmentalization of the state is a singularly paradoxical phenomena: if in fact the problems of governmentality and the techniques of government have become the only political issue, the only real space for political struggle and contestation, this is because the governmentalization of the state is, at the same time, what has permitted the state to survive.” (Foucault 2000 pgs. 220-221). The state is the fall guy for the apparatus of security that makes possible and ensures the hegemony of the discourse of liberalism over white supremacist social orders and subordinate non-white social orders of the world. The assault on sovereignty/law whilst insisting on the rule of law and the rights of man, the operational lie demanded by the apparatus of security operationalised is ever in need of fall guys, of mystification, of the

mythicization of the state. The contested space is political, as defined by the discourse of liberalism, where the assault of discourses challenging the hegemony of the discourse of liberalism focus on the state and state repression failing to gaze upon the reality that the

state they portray is mythic, they are tilting at windmills, chasing shadows and ghosts manufactured by the power/knowledge field of liberalism to mystify the opposition. The state is kept functioning because it serves the strategy of the discourse of liberalism as it becomes the focus of the great deception, the lie. All the discourse of liberalism needs is its apparatus of security which has no addiction to law and the rule of law, what it has an addiction to is population on which to affix its gaze and exercise its instruments of power. The working model for the liberal state is the Caribbean white supremacist slave state, but in the European context population has to be rooted in a free, desiring white human which generates the “singularly paradoxical phenomena” that is the white supremacist state governmentalised. In this governmentalised white supremacist state the singular issue is then white human rights and freedom which is a driving political issue, for the apparatus of security has to exercise absolute power on free, desiring, white human individuals which is a contradiction in terms, which demands instruments of mystification be perpetually formulated and unleashed in the power relations between humans, population and the hegemonic discourse of liberalism. The governmentalised state is detached from issues of sovereignty and law, now focused on making repeated play action sequences which distract, mask, mystify the human individual and population from the operational strategy and its ends, the structure of power and instruments of power of the discourse of liberalism, with academia being another instrument of power. The state survives because of its utility value in the war to ensure sustainable hegemony of the discourse of liberalism, but it is functionally not what academia and activists say it is. Foucault states: “Thus, the state can only be understood in its survival and its limits on the basis of the general tactics of governmentality.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 221). The state retained by hegemonic liberal discourse can only be gazed upon with a field of power/knowledge that recognizes this state as the product of power exercised over it by the structure and instruments of power of the hegemonic discourse of liberalism, of the power relation between the state and the structure of power of the discourse of liberalism, especially the apparatus of security. This governmentalised state is no Absolute, it is not hegemonic and can never be for there is no hegemony of law over this social order. The apparatus of security is hegemonic and it exercises power in the social order in the interest of the oligarchs of the social order, of itself and the politicians which generate this “singularly paradoxical phenomena” of power and perception of it. Foucault presents the schemata of three great white state forms: first the state of justice of the feudal era where law both customary and written, was hegemonic; followed by the administrative state of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries where hegemony was premised on regulations and disciplines devoid of the concept of population, and finally the state of government which is not defined as the

two previous states by the territory it occupies, exercises hegemony over, but by the mass of population, its nature and characteristics as defined by science and the space it occupies. On this state of government Foucault states: “And this state of government, which is grounded in its population and which refers and has resort to the instrumentalities of economic knowledge, would correspond to a society controlled by apparatuses of security.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 221). The population defined and constituted by the field of power/knowledge of the discourse of liberalism is primarily situated in the operational terrain of economic knowledge not political knowledge, hence the demise of sovereignty and the collapse of the sovereign state and law. Economic knowledge constitutes this population, a specific economic knowledge that is rooted in capitalism and the embrace of the oligarchs and the disparity of the ownership of wealth spawned by capitalism. This economic knowledge insists that capitalist economy is the Absolute of the organic Whole, a position which demands and necessitates the deployment of apparatuses of security to ensure the servility of population to the economic Absolute. Without the construction of and continued refurbishing of a potent, effective field of power/knowledge that informs the strategy and instruments of power of the apparatuses of security, the security of the Absolute of economy is not assured, much less the sustainability of the hegemony of the discourse of liberalism across time/space of the white supremacist state as exemplified by the creation of fascist Italy and Nazi Germany out of the womb of European liberal discourse. For Foucault the governmentalization of the state under the hegemony of the discourse of liberalism was the product of adopting three models from state forms that preceded the power/knowledge field of the discourse of liberalism which were then renovated, reformulated, redefined and refurbished to attain the strategic ends of the discourse of liberalism. Foucault states: “The pastoral, the new diplomatico-military technics, and finally the police. I believe, were the three elements from which the phenomenon of the governmentalization of the state, so fundamental in the history of the West, could be produced.” (Foucault 2000 pg. 222). The state of governmentality is then a product of a specific power/knowledge field which has a specific discourse of ordered reality, which does not exist necessarily external of the boundaries of that power/knowledge field and its discourse. The quest is then for hegemony over the social order where the reality will be written on the matrices of perception of the population thereby making it real, manifest, when human action in this social order is motivated by the reality constituted by this power/knowledge field. This is a never-ending quest as power begets resistance and power/force relations continuously assault the terrain of reality constituted by hegemonic discourse, which demands the ceaseless renovation and reformulation of reality and control. An ever-expanding arsenal of instruments must be available at a moment’s notice to respond to moments when hegemony is threatened. Foucault only identifies three: the Catholic/Christian pastoral, the European mechanism and technology of war and conquest, and the apparatus of policing/punishment; thereby omitting the most potent instrument utilised from the sixteenth century to today in the control of assaults on the hegemonic discourse of North Atlantic social orders: white supremacy, white supremacist nationalism and race hate for non-white peoples – a double-edged sword that drove European conquest of the non-white world which built the economy, exerting hegemony over the social order of the liberal state and subsequently generated acute white supremacist nationalism in Europe that laid it all to waste with two world wars unleashed during the twentieth century which left Europe exhausted and wasted giving way to Pax Americana.

Foucault is blind as a classic white boy to the sterling contribution the slave states of the Caribbean made to the formulation of the discourse of reason of state and the governmentalised liberal state. It was the slave states of the Caribbean which pioneered the technology of rendering a transported, enslaved African population servile to an industrial process; where the land, labour, energy, technology and capital were applied to a factory farm to produce a commodity that was an input to a value-added manufacturing process carried out in the white metropole. This slave state utilised the Christian pastoral, the diplomatico-military technics, police/punishment, rejected the rule of law, the social order was defined by white male supremacy and operationalised on the basis of the supremacy of the white economic oligarchs of/over the social order, all in a relentless bid to render the enslaved African servile, accepting of her/his lot in life of servility to white supremacy. The discourse of African enslavement demanded a servile slave who worked towards generating wealth for the white massa unhesitatingly, even to her/his death; who worked to feed themselves unhesitantly reducing the cost of this obligation upon massa; who unhesitantly engaged in the reproduction of their race to ensure that massa’s stock of enslaved Africans will be self-generating, reducing the cost of purchasing new enslaved stock, and most importantly, will never exhibit any form of rebellion against massa’s hegemony especially, revolts, poisoning of livestock, the fellow enslaved and white folks on the plantation, destroying machinery and evading work through various means. Massa then expected the enslaved African to produce and reproduce their labour whilst enslaved for it was his manifest destiny as the master race. This was then the laboratory for the white supremacist discourse of liberalism with its field of power/knowledge with the impact the wealth, knowledge and ideas of the white supremacist slave states had on the North Atlantic social orders, especially of Britain, France, Holland, Spain and Portugal and the USA specifically noted, the conclusion is then obvious, except for Foucault for he is just a white boy and this is expected. The discourse of Foucault can never be liberationary, enabling of the non-white quest to exit the white supremacist worldview. It is a point of exit with no door for escape in existence, never to be constructed, for the only exit possible for non-white peoples is to escape this white supremacist discourse is by embracing an alternate worldview. Foucault’s discourse is constructed for white people by a white boy, where both Foucault and his white audience are not seeking an exit but debate over their worldview in order to ensure its sustainability across time/space, both parties being restricted by the blinders inherent in draping oneself in a soul of ‘whiteness’ comfortable in its embrace but anathema to non-white liberation from hallucinatory whiteness. In this project Foucault is exposing white realities that are fault lines in their hegemonic discourse with its field of power/knowledge, which enables us to construct an alternate field of power/knowledge and discourse that nullifies white supremacist discourse at the level of the idea, thereby giving us space in which to erect the exit door to liberation at the level of the idea. This process of deconstruction and construction at the level of the idea is not feasible without the discourse of Frantz Fanon. (See “Frantz Fanon for the 21st Century in three volumes and “Massa’s White Supremacist Discourse of West Indian Negro Slavery Deconstructed” in two volumes by the author).
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Section 2: Part Four of “Discipline and Punish” – Prison
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The choice of Part Four of Foucault’s work “Discipline and Punish” is deliberate as it focuses on the prison, that part of the apparatuses of security that focuses its gaze on the human body to separate it from the population in a specifically designated space of punishment. This gaze is rooted in a field of power/knowledge which is driven by the duality of licit/illicit, good/bad, the permitted and the prohibited, normality and deviance, which drives an apparatus of security that revels in punitive action against those supposedly deviant. There is then no disciplining of the body without a repository of available punitive action to draw upon.

Foucault insists that the prison designed to render recalcitrant bodies docile operationally existed before law defined the prison as the accepted hegemonic form of punitive action in Europe. Foucault states: “The general form of an apparatus intended to render individual bodies docile and useful, by means of precise work upon their bodies, indicated the prison institution, before the law ever defined it as the penalty par excellance. At the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, there was, it is true, a penality of detention, and it was a new thing. But it was really the opening up of penality to the mechanisms of coercion already elaborated elsewhere.” (Foucault 1979 pg. 231). Before sovereignty/law intervened to define the prison as the premier form of punishment of a punitive social order, the prison and penality, the discourse of punishment, recognized the prison as an instrument of power to render rebellious bodies docile by simply grinding down the body through instruments of penality. The change that came with the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the juxtaposition of a discourse of correction with that of penality, where the desired end is a reformed individual fit to be incorporated into licit society thereby a fit and proper Homo oeconomicus, but the hegemony, the utility of the discourse of penality is never challenged much less replaced. Foucault continues: “The prison, an essential element in the punitive panopoly, certainly marks an important moment in the history of penal justice: its access to ‘humanity’. But it is also an important moment in the history of those disciplinary mechanisms that the new class power was developing: that in which they colonized the legal institutions.” (Foucault 1979 pg. 231). The prison is then an important instrument of power in the apparatuses of security indicated, illustrated by and because of its access to humanity that the discourse of penality affords it. The prison is then an essential element in the panopoly that is the apparatuses of security, a range of instruments of power constituted by the strategy of the discourse of liberalism to exercise hegemony over the social order. The hegemony of the discourse of liberalism is premised on its panopoly of instruments of power colonizing the legal institutions of the administrative

state. This is a specific type of colonization where the power of the legal institutions is absorbed and reformulated by the apparatuses of security, whilst maintaining a veneer of sovereignty/rule of law over juridic subjects, which masks and mystifies the reality that the population are all objects of power not subjects of law endowed with individual rights and freedom, the great lie of liberalism. This dichotomy drives the Janus that is the prison in North Atlantic white supremacist discourse which Foucault articulates as follows: “We are aware of all the inconveniences of prison, and that it is dangerous when it is not useless. And yet one cannot ‘see’ how to replace it. It is the detestable solution, which one seems unable to do without. This ‘self-evident’ character of the prison, which we find so difficult to abandon, is based first of all on the simple form of ‘deprivation of liberty’. How could prison not be the penalty par excellance in a society in which liberty is a good that belongs to all in the same way and to which each individual is attached,” (Foucault 1979 pg. 232). The issue then is not the failings of the prison, the fact that it is the University of criminal practice is irrelevant, for without the prison there are no operationalised apparatuses of security driven by the discourse of penality in a punitive social order. That is why there is no vision of a social order that has expelled the prison in the white supremacist liberal state and its spawn of the neo-colonial world. The prime justification for the prison is constituted by the apparatuses of security of governmentality by appropriating the juridical subject of sovereignty, which insists that the prison is deprivation of liberty which everyone enjoys in the social order. The prison is then effective only when applied to citizens who love liberty; the masses, the underclass, the lumpenproletariat was then made for prison for the good of the organic Whole. Prison is then the institution to protect the ‘decent and respectable’ from the threat posed by the ‘lawless unwashed masses’ who have forsaken liberty by their actions. Prison then breathes life into the duality permitted/prohibited, law abiding/deviant which means that it can never be dismantled in white supremacist liberal/neo-liberal hegemonic discourse. Foucault sums it up as follows: “The prison is ‘natural’ just as the use of time to measure exchanges is ‘natural’ in our society.” “But the self-evidence of the prison is also based on its role, supposed or demanded, as an apparatus for transforming individuals.” “The prison is like a rather disciplined barracks, a strict school, a dark workshop, but not qualitatively different. This double foundation-juridico-economic on the one hand, technico-disciplinary on the other-made the prison seem the most immediate and civilized of all penalties. And it is this double functioning that gives it its solidity.” “In short, penal imprisonment, from the beginning of the nineteenth century, covered both the deprivation of liberty and the technical transformation of individuals.” (Foucault 1979 pg. 231). The prison of the discourse of liberalism enables the affixing of the gaze on the inherent bipolarity of the
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