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So injustices may not be perceived as injustices, even by those who suffer them, until somebody invents a previously unplayed role. Only if somebody has a dream, and a voice to describe that dream, does what looked like nature begin to look like culture, what looked like fate begin to look like a moral abomination. For until then only the language of the oppressor is available, and most oppressors have had the wit to teach the oppressed a language in which the oppressed will sound crazy - even to themselves - if they describe themselves as oppressed (Rorty, 1995: 126).


Fredrick Nietzsche (1844-1900), the philosopher who opened the wide gate to postmodernism, argued that truth is nothing but “a mobile army of metaphors and metonyms” and that knowledge is one of the forms of “the will to power.”
 From this perspective, truth seems to be a prisoner of rhetoric. Truth is caged by language (precisely like everything else, including this paper). Knowledge also seems structural and infinite in terms of concepts, situations, and interpretations. The only spine that holds it upright is the ideology of the ambition for domination. Therefore, the idea of pure knowledge, according to Nietzsche, is discounted since what is “right” and “true” is nothing but “the expediency of a certain race and species – their utility alone is their truth. Truth is what is considered true if reinforced by the discourse of power.”
 
Indebted to Nietzsche, Michel Foucault (1926-1984) created his archaeology out of this specific point. According to cultural studies, power is the ability to accomplish one’s goals and serve one’s own interests (individually or collectively) regardless of others. On the other hand, truth is a social creation, or it is what becomes “true” through the activation of power, i.e., “the systems of power” as Foucault called them. 

  For the romantic, revolutionary, liberal, and idealistic philosopher Richard Rorty (1931-2007), truth is high esteem, approval, and “social commendation.” That is, truth is a social construct that lacks any obligation or necessity that might be inherent in the nature of things.
 
Therefore, it can be concluded that whomever does not exercise power or authority does not possess the truth either. In addition, Rorty’s pragmatist philosophy, similar to that espoused by Nietzsche and Foucault, does not uphold the marginalized until one of them “invents a previously unplayed role” and stops referring to him/herself as oppressed (Rorty, 1995:126) within the framework of socialization or conversability—thus, establishing a reasonably relative balance between social cooperation and private beatitude, following the example of philosophers such as Socrates (399 – 469 BC) and Spinoza (1632 – 1677).

  However, examining power relations as a comprehensive network that encompasses all aspects of human activity leads the pragmatist to strip the ethical distinction between the oppressor and the oppressed of its meaning. This is because every individual’s will is subsumed under the will to power. Although initially we will follow Rorty’s model—which replaces objectivity with two methods, ironism versus solidarity, i.e., espousing concepts and values through the creation of the self by individual freedom of choice, we still insist on posing the following question: What about the truth that is, in its essence, an absolute rejection of the will to power?
Since we concur with Derrida (Jacques Derrida, 1930-2007), who concurs with Saussure (Ferdinand de Saussure, 1857-1913), that meaning emerges from the relationships of difference among signifiers rather than from an objective, independent reality,
 then the aesthetic truth we are seeking in the creative work may become clearer and clearer the more it opposes whatever appears in the text as an oppressive act by one of the forces of power and domination.

Foucault, relying upon Nietzsche, elaborates on the definition of power and power relationships, which include knowledge, by illuminating their manifestations in different regimes and institutions. However, he places truth on (or outside) the margins of discourse in the disentangled self because it is an epistemological concern.
 In our view, the discourse of truth in this context is among the aesthetics of protest, rejection, insubordination, criticism, and resistance to the living conditions and the intellectual, political, and economic hierarchies that do not appeal to the critic or the artist because they are governed, in his/her perspective, by the relationships of oppression that lack the moral drive to alleviate suffering and injustice for the individuals and groups controlled by these relationships.

 This discourse always develops within a culture of critique, which stems from a commitment to live for truth, or at least to write about it. This culture would contain every intellectual, creative, oppositional, denunciative, insubordinate, and resisting impulse. The arts, not as a copy but as a unique rhetorical representation of reality, create aesthetic strategies to construct a specific understanding of the world. Every true art is nothing but an innovation that simultaneously builds and destroys. This is why the history of art is the history of breaking down normalized and legitimized conventions as well as exposing the cultural formations and structures that support power and domination. This innovation essentially comes into being through doubting, investigating, and interrogating truths; through uncovering implicit meanings; and through criticizing the aesthetic formations and mechanisms of controlling, directing, repressing, and policing the cultural discourse. These norms and structures activate a set of rules for banning, excluding, marginalizing, and silencing other public formations and mechanisms (whether aesthetic, political, social, or economic). But what are the means used by the arts to break down and investigate? How does oppositional art unpack normalized and common discourses? How can we arrive at definitions of power —including its functions and its rise as well as its decline and emasculation? Is truth, as explained above, solely the outcome of power relations, which is the thrust of the Foucauldian position that derives from Nietzsche? Or is it a problematic that is hard to explain except within its emotional rejection of these relations and its rebellion against a history that keeps repeating itself? Also, who grants power to whom? What are the connections between “power” and “truth” that emerge within the creative work?
Parody, satire, irony, paradox, oxymoron, caricature, antithesis, the grotesque, ambivalence or ambiguity, humor, allegory, symbolism, implication, and all other literary and rhetorical devices have been and still are, through their binary oppositions, rhetorical strategies essential to inventing new interpretations by breaking apart old cultural texts, hierarchies, and systems, and erecting new ones over their ruins.
 The Russian critic Mikail (should be Mikhail) Bakhtin identified techniques to place texts under the microscope and to analyze them according to postmodern principles that have been in practice since the age of medieval carnivals.
 As a fertile ground for destroying discourse, the carnival provided elements of duality and ambivalence.
 All of these phenomena are canivalesque forms activating the process of breaking down and overturning the power sites within the images of the world, as depicted in the different fields of discourse. In other words, the carnivalesque act relocates to the margins what is presumed to be central, and what is supposed to be marginal to the center, at least for a short while.
 In this respect, one of the most powerful definitions of culture, according to Cultural Studies, is a field of knowledge where meaning is infinitely contested. In the carnival, the marginal meaning wins over the meanings that the center has worked so tirelessly to establish as truth. But this victory is not absolute; it is a temporary comedic relief or a short-lived victory within the forever-renewed festival of time. But it is not a victory among equals, even if the short-lived victory unleashes an overwhelming sense of a symbolic triumph. In the case of art, which is a central representative practice and an indispensable and vastly significant aspect of culture, this definition gains more support and strength in a unique way. Thus, art functions as an aesthetic theater because it displays on its “stage” texts constantly battling over meaning. Within artistic discourse, these texts appear as a space for generating meaning.
But where are power and truth in this discourse?
From the Foucauldian point of view, discourse is the language of power and oppression. In this respect, Foucault states that “it is in discourse that power and knowledge are joined together…. Discourse transmits and produces power; it reinforces it, but also undermines and exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it possible to thwart it.”
 Here Foucault emphasizes power and knowledge as codependent and inseparable. But he does not leave room for the notion of truth to emerge within this construct. There is no truth there, only “systems of truth,” that is, what the person who controls the discourse declares to be the truth. “Foucault believes that the true world is beyond human comprehension. Whatever we know about it is limited and subject to our arbitrary linguistic formations”
 and “he who possesses power defines the knowledge he needs to protect his power. He who does not have power, needs an alternative knowledge with which to resist. Therefore, each society has its own system of power determined by the dominant discourse.”
 However, if the true world is beyond human comprehension, then how can we consider power a truth that we can comprehend?
 
Nonetheless, Foucault still refers to truth in his discussion of the Fool: “Strange powers not held by any other may be attributed to the madman’s speech: the power of uttering a hidden truth. . . It is curious to note that for centuries in Europe the speech of the madman was not heard at all or else taken for the word of truth
.”

The language Foucault describes is the language of repressive “rational” discourse. It plays a critical, ideological role in shaping the images of the past, the present, and the future by producing tyrannical meanings to serve the interests of the dominant discourses and groups that seek to establish their hegemony over the oppressed masses.
 Foucault builds his project on a semi-fictitious balance between the oppressor and the oppressed. To a certain extent, he overlooks the weight each one can deploy in the arena of conflict; he focuses more on the foundational network of power relations within this arena and on the rules that govern it than on the position of the “players” themselves. He tends to recommend looking at discourse as a multiplicity of elements employing different strategies of perceiving the world and its objects. These elements are so interwoven that the line between the discourse of the dominant and the dominated, or between acceptable (imposed) and unacceptable discourse, is blurred.
 In this sense, truth becomes a “rare commodity” but worthless wisdom nonetheless, left to rot in the mouths of fools. 

Homi K. Bhabha (1949 - ) makes a nearly similar move when he describes the “hybridity” that emerges from cross-cultural interbreeding.
 Bhabha overlooks the significant role played by the inequality between the colonizer and the colonized (even in post-colonialism) in shaping and designing this “hybridity.” It is as if inequality is not a significant factor in determining how “hybridity” becomes the “third space” that enables a noble negotiation and exchange among the cultures at the center and marginalized ones. Thus, the difference between deploying and resisting power may be lost in the Foucauldian power relations network. It is also possible for centralization and marginalization to become blurred in the “mixture” of Bhabha’s hybridity. All of this leads to the following question: What then becomes of the “alternative knowledge,” in Foucault’s words, or of the discourses of the single individuals and of the oppressed masses? 

Here, we suggest reconsidering Foucault’s approach. The discourse of the oppressed rejects power as a matter of principle: not out of weakness, but out of absolute rejection, and not just for the time being. In its downtrodden position this discourse becomes the language of truth and the oppression of the oppression. Even if these individuals and groups (nationalities, beliefs, classes, or any other categories) use the same language, they take a contrary direction and deploy new creative tools so that they can create their own visions of their past, present, and future. Thus, through emasculating and destroying the authoritarian meanings and unmasking “the systems of truth” that hide behind the face of power, the discourse of oppressing tries to shatter the hegemony that weaponizes these masking meanings and lurks behind them.  

In the end, we ultimately wish to define truth as “the system of truth” adopted by the downtrodden who do not wish to control others, but rather to be completely free of being controlled by them. On the other hand, the Foucauldian “system of truth” may be evoked only when it applies to the person who controls truth and wishes to maintain his control as well as to the weak who wish to replace the oppressor. As for truth, it may indeed be attained by the oppressed who wish to resist power without trying to possess it, or by the oppressor who voluntarily gives up power (not as a favor, but as a rejection the idea of favoritism altogether). In other words, truth should be pursued neither as a “system of truth” within power relations nor as a foundational strategy to legitimize domination, but as a moral and existential rejection of the power that rests on oppression. Nevertheless, as Rorty indicates, truth is inseparable from culture. Therefore, truth is simultaneously positional, temporal, and spatial.
 The same applies to meanings, which can only be expressed within specific historical contexts. As a result, they are relative, subjective, and ideologized. In addition, the text, the event, and the practice are not the primary sources of meaning, but only the spaces where ever-changing meanings take shape. Given the relativity of what produces different interpretations of the same text, event, or practice, meanings are always contested sites. Accordingly, ideology is one of the most prominent and important areas in the field of cultural studies.
 Ideology is what brings dry objectivity down from its high throne by exposing its main focus on falsifying balance, distance, and neutrality, and thereby, obfuscating the nature and roots of dispute. The field of culture, on the other hand, is the main site for ideological struggle, where acceptance and resistance take place, where hegemony wins or loses, and where the fiery dots of subjectivity fall on the dry letters of objectivity.
               Meaning is, thus, the outcome of the conflict and the process of negotiation both among competing frameworks of various referentialities and among different motives and experiments conducted by individuals belonging to diverse cultures across time and to different racial, class, educational, ethnic, and national groups. Examining the creative discourse of dissent requires defining the nature of the conflict and its parties, and their motives, actions, and positions in the equation of power and truth. If the will to power is the desire to dominate the Other and to subsume them in one’s own ego, then the will to truth is in the existential and emotional act of confronting this desire. Thus, meaning may emerge as sparks our eyes can see despite “cultural hegemony” or “the ideological state apparatus,” emerging out of the friction between the “body” of power and the “soul” of truth. Yet, truth is always like a fish. As long as it is never exposed to the air of submission and acquiescence, it survives in the water of rejection and in the sea of “oppositional critical awareness.”

“Critical awareness” and especially “oppositional critical awareness,” which Edward Said emphasizes in his grand project, may be an effective mechanism not only to deconstruct western narrative texts and expose their connections to the desire for control and expansion, but also to highlight the rejection of all forms of control. In other words, oppositional critical awareness can be used as a technique of rebelling against all efforts to obfuscate oppression whether they come from outside or from within any social structure, since control, repression, and exclusivity are general human traits and not just western political tools.

The Arab dictatorial regimes, with which we have been familiar for decades, have been repressing their citizens in the name of nationalism since their so-called independence. Today, we see them locked in a deadly struggle against new/old brutal groups, such as Al-Qaida and Isis, vying for their place. But as oil-producing, self-serving institutions that operate under a Salafist-takfiri guise with complete ease, these groups have maintained the language and practice of repression under the name of religion.
 For this reason, analyzing Arab creative work should prioritize creative writing that rebels against oppression specifically within the Arab establishment and its dangerous ties to the western repressive machine. As for the “contrapuntal reading” developed by Said, which takes into account the imperialist operation and its resistance, it would be better to broaden its scope so as to trace the trajectory of power and the trajectory of resistance as common phenomena regardless of time and place.

 “The intellectual has to remain faithful to the principles of justice in relation to human misery and persecution” (Representations of the Intellectual, 1997: 14). That is how Said describes what we have been referring to here as the discourse of truth in the aesthetics of “cultural criticism,” in both its creative and its methodological aspects:
The central fact for me is, I think, that the intellectual is an individual endowed with a faculty for representing, embodying, articulating a message, a view, an attitude, philosophy or opinion to, as well as for, a public, in public. And this role has an edge to it, and cannot be played without a sense of being someone whose place it
 
is to raise embarrassing questions, to confront orthodoxy and dogma (rather than to produce them), to be someone who cannot easily be co-opted by governments or corporations . . . someone whose whole being is staked on a critical sense, a sense of being unwilling to accept easy formulas, or ready-made clichés, or the smooth, ever-so-accommodating confirmations of what the powerful or conventional have to say, and what they do. Not just passively unwilling, but actively willing to say so in public.
(Representations of the Intellectual: 28, 37)
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� In the introduction to his book Savage Texts, Al-Deery writes: “In this book I try to provide a historical reading of the texts of takfir within three political environments that have used takfir against their enemies. The environment of the Seljuc Empire (fifth century Hijri) through the texts of Al-Ghazaly; the environment of the Almuahhideen Rule (sixth century Hijri) through the texts of Ibn Tumart; and the environment of the Mamluk Sultanate (eighth century Hijri) through the texts of Ibn Taymiyyah.” See: Al-Deery, Ali Ahmed, Savage Texts: Takfir from the Orthodoxy of the Seljucs to the Salafism of Ibn Taymiyyah, Awal Center for Studies and Documentation, 2015.


� Said’s contrapuntal reading explores the dialectic of control and resistance embedded in narrative structures, within the context of the imperialist system. It combines “breaking down the mechanisms of control within the cultural imperialist discourse with reading the patriotic resistance to imperialism and its reflection on culture” (Al-Khadrawy, 2014: 107). For more on contrapuntal reading, see also: Ezz-el-Din Al-Ma(u)nasrah, "Edward Said and the Comparative Cultural Criticism: A Contrapuntal Reading,” Fusul Fosul(Fusol), 64, Summer 2004: 127.





�Note for author: This subtitle is rather unclear in English. What do you mean exactly?


I suggest: An Elementary Access of the Discourse of Power and Truth in Literature and Art


fine


�The problem here is the word “access.” It does not convey meaning in this context. Could you please clarify what exactly you mean?


Please cancel An Elementary Access


�The English text is on p. 53.


“�Is” is grammatially correct.








