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Racism-Religion Relations in the New World Configuation.
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Introduction

Why talking about racism?

The Racist Paranoia Today: a Dangerous Enemy.
Formalities

When we talk about racism we intend to think/ciz&¢transform a dominant logic of
identities construction which tends to the congtamcand consequent “negation” of
differences. When we say racism, we intend to tleniticize/transform a logic that enables
the possibility of extermination and exclusion grarchical inclusion). Indeed, the logic
being discussed is one of exclusion and exclussemich allows to confine certain
subjects to a dispal group (i.e. to turn those who are presentexbakacles for the
conservation/development/reproduction of the systembeings with no “rights”,
disposable beings). We will refer quickly to a difnce posited by several authors who
have dealt with this issue and who have identifiekkast two types of racisms called,
following Slavoj Zizelk? populist racism and elitist racism. While the femis the racism
reproduced (in the sense of produced again) by th@rdded ones, the latter is that
exercised by the majority (in the sense of hegemdaminance) and which we will be
trying to discuss here.

Racism as logic is clearly no novelty. However,deebelieve that it necessarily
changes over time. And it is precisely the currantist discourse what we are going to try
to think, the specific characteristics that diffeiate it from the previous ones, the type of
specific language which articulates it. Our starfooint will be the following statement (a
sort of certainty that summons us to noise): oheeQold War had ended —and, therefore,
the communist disappeared as the subject/objegininate, in the process of
establishment of what was called “New world ordéngre has emerged a new racist
discourse articulated (although not exclusivelyuad the religious.

Indeed, Islamic religion has come to occupy a [gged place in the dominant
discourse; it has come out and not in just any fdoat in the form of the enemy. The Islam
has emerged, and while it is true that it has danegether with Islamic movements that in
the Middle East seek to become alternative mearnssidtance against the nationalist
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movements, it has also been placed in the posifidine main enemy in the dominant
classification hierarchy.

It is not our intention here to talk about The Guess or religious wars, we will leave
these terms for those who wish to suspend timeantish History. But we are going to
discuss a logic that is perpetuated (though tramsfa itself) and we will try to look into
these transformations. If, during this processsivauld come across religion, we will not
discard it at all, but neither will we give in tioet myth of the eternal return that turns the
modern and supposedly straight timeline of Histatyg a circle that closes in itself, and
through which the worst nightmares keep coming b¥ék think the return as discourse
and we will discuss religion re-presented withia tramework of our concern, but we are
not going to talk about a return of the religiow will try to understand religion from the
logic of racism and at the present historical momen

In order to achieve this purpose, we have resaaedtical thinking, to historical
accounts and to a body of speeches delivered mayneorge W. Bush, but also by some
members of his administration and other charaetéishave contributed to the creation of
this discourse (understood as process and therasamvement). For the same purpose,
this paper has been divided into two clearly dddtparts each of which attempts to answer
two questions which, in turn, act as a guide toftilewing: what does the construction on
an Other imply and who occupies this place at tiesgnt historical moment?

What isthe Other?
Racism

Racism can be understood as a process of constiaftotherness that operates
establishing segments or fragmentations (identdigfgrentiations) in an imaginary
homogeneity in order to ensure the survival (eproduction) of an Us considered not as
identity but as universality.

It is worth noting that stating that differencee aonstructed does not imply
(necessarily) a denial of their existence as narsttactions, i.e. it does not imply that “we
are all the same’; if we did imply such a thing,wauld be constructing an allegedly
homogenous unity ready to differentiate itself franother group just as homogeneous as
our own. Instead, we intend to go in the oppositection: our point of departure will not
be the One equal to itself, but rather the undedsta of ourselves as a multiplicity from
which identitary units are constructed.

What we attempt to talk about here is a mechansrdémarcating more or less
assimilable boundaries. A mechanism that begind »mchcanbegin —with a logic that
posits a mythic unit of origin, that is: a natuzalil must be (the Universal Root) from
which different levels of normalization will be aebtished and these, when realized, will
progressively eliminate all that cannot be incogbed under any circumstance. Thus, this
is a disjunctive and normalizing logic of exclusiamd exclusiveness that allows to confine
certain subjects, identified as members of homagehsets, to a disposal group. A logic of
identity of a binary type (necessary bifurcationtfee realization of pow#&rl/Other) which
creates different spaces of classification (fragietgm function) and disappearance that
enable the conservation of an Us constructed bia¢lgemonic discourse (survival
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function)’. The founding Unit thus posited is constituted a®particular identity (which
would be equivalent to acknowledging its historicature making it, therefore, transitory,
disposable) but rather as a transhistorical unalgyshat will be threatenefilom the
outsideby different alterities that may or may not beegrated. (In this sense, the said Unit
would not assume any responsibility for the proatuncof difference, instead, the
differences are inhabitants of an Outside thabsohitely unknown and dangerous to her).

Identitary Differentiations Construction: Identity and Identification Processes

We can think of two types of identities or, rathefrtwo mechanisms for the
construction of identities (we too are going to makbinary distinction: on the one hand,
that which we have decided to call Identity (cdmtd) and on the other, that which we
have decided to call identification processes entiies. The first type of identity will
refer to an ldentity thas presenteds fossilized and dogmatic, hard; an Identity base
the exacerbation of a unique characteristic whightiaus become the basis of a totalizing
image by means of a monadic feature that will aetee absolutely the carrier group
homogenizing it. It is a fetishized Identity. Ageeds the second type, suffice it to say for
the moment that it will make reference to identitileat are understood as constructions
and, therefore, as alterable; identities that enabt only movement —because, necessarily,
they all enable it (since there is time, thereasflict, there is History) —but they alsoake
it explicit. Ultimately, since there is History and there are struggles thate it forward,
identities are nothing more than strategic constiuts of a dynamic nature which are in
constant transformation; the different fossilizasaldentity) are rather identification
processes in movement, anchored in sedimentaryslayiich constitute the “hard
referents” of certain identification# is a matter of discourse management and thexef
of manipulation of the different ways in which riéals presented; it is not about trying to
find something that is not there but, rather, gfamizing what is there in a different way so
as to inject a different sense into it. If we hdeeided to make this kind of analytical
practice on the concept of identity is because avaat wish to reject its constructiaself,
that is, we do not wish to advocate for the enleftities, but we do believe that identities
must be constructed and reconstructed (and weviedlrat ultimately they are, although
certain discourses force us to stagnation) alwalkigd into account the historical moment
and becoming.

We do not intend, however, to posit a sort of egl@rce in which dominated
identities are constituted solely as process iteatand majority identities (hegemonic,
dominanty are constituted solely as Identity. We do not warttevoid our previous

* Foucault, MichelGenealogia del racismdaronte ensayos, La Plata, 1996.

® For the time being: simplification or economy ofnds...

® We talk about majority in the sense Deleuze talksut majority, that is, not in a numerical setse,
making reference to the dominant, the hegemontee @pposition between minority and majority is not
simply quantitative. Majority implies a constant, ) serving as a standard measure by which to etea(ua)
Majority assumes a state of power and dominatiohthre other way round. (...) The majoritarian as a
constant and homogeneous system; and the minaritas a potential, creative and created, becorgfiny.
There is no becoming-majoritarian; majority is nelvecoming. (...)" Deleuze, Gilles; Guattari, FéNA
mesetas. Capitalismo y esquizofreriaetextos Valencia, 2004. Thus, we are talkinguamajoritarian
discourse as an hegemonic discourse, with betteraeds of appearing and, therefore, of being. Toneept
has been chosen because we did not want to emeieyttne Western concept that implies an idea of
homogeneity that we do not adhere to.



statements of the possibility of hardening, becammigid, impervious... in this sense,
Muslim Identity that only allows that epithet, thiising able to eliminate its particular
Other, belongs as much to this (Western) worldheddentity —silenced as such —whose
carrier subject is the President of the UnitedeStaseorge W. Bush, and his fellows from
the “international community”. It is about criticig the Identity forging discourse which
necessarily entails the hierarchical integratiothefothernesses (assimilable
differentiations) by including them via tolerancetihhe egoic community (clearly as second-
rate citizens) and to the elimination of the Othar& elimination -.

“What is immersed in the light is the resonance othat which the night
submerges. That which the night submerges prolongs the invisible what is
immersed in the light.”’

Particularisms and Universality

Although the Identities based on the Muslim as ueitgature and those whose
carrier is the President of the United States neagdnmstructed as such (i.e. as closed
groups, homogeneous and without contradiction fber@inces inside), we cannot say,
however, that they are identical. There is a d#fifee between the two given by the power
relations in which they interact which determinesttone of them is confined to the
domain of the particular while the other is presdntot as an identity but #se
universality. In this sense, the latter Identityl wonstitute the Totality and will decide
which identities belong to it and which identit@és not. Those which do not belong will
then be constituted as the threatening Outsidehafi@onic and coherent totality.

In general, the Identity of the majority remainsex as identity. It is naturalized and
kept undisclosed since an identity implies a histparticularity and the majority, in order
to function as such, must be presented as univansbéternal: the identity of the majority
does not appear as an identity (not even in itdag®ed version) but rather it is constituted
as a must be, a normality: it is presented astihestsal. All the light (projected from the
I/'We who have the floor) falls on the identitaryrgg@ularism of the Other who comes to
threaten the universality. In the case of the Moss the new Other, in the discourses of
the non Muslim majority a game may be observedhiciwthe majoritarian identity
appears at certain moments as Identity and, ainasthers, as universality. These different
moments are related to the degree of aggressiveagssd in the discourse and on the
addressedf it is a discourse addressed to the Other tormieate (although he is not
addressed directly, the Otheroistsidethe possibility of being questioneldlentity appears
at full strength: the West is referred to as a hgereity opposed to and separate from the
East(refuge of Islamic fundamentaligninstead, if the discourse aims at creating
consensus and it is addressed at Us, words areespolk behalf of Good, Freedom, the
Civilized World, the “international community”, @aseries of universal and necessary
values of which the speaker is the carrifinus, the majority is presented sometimes as
Identity (and, therefore, as particularity, as g)p@nd others as universality and, therefore,
as the Whole that is attacked from the outsidef@heul Exterior).

" Jean-Luc Godardistoire(s) du ciném#4a) (1998)



The Outside

Thus, in order to eliminate it, the Other is expelfrom the Totality, it appears as a
strange entity that attacks our peaceful lives kingrand transforming them. It is
absolutely necessary to exclude any possibilitgentification with this character, so that
there is no risk of the I itself disappearing ahsoother time. So long as the | remains
within a We, it may be at ease. Besides, this ifieation with the totality rejects inner
conflicts, prevents all self criticism and spitettinboth out. Just like Hitler and his regime
are not thought of as belonging to the logic ofutmle itself, but are exiled to the domain
of Irrationality (of which Us, rational beings, dot form part§, so the Other is expelled to
the domain of Barbarism, Evil, darkness (accordmBush’s discourse, Islamic activists
are hidden in “black holesY.he Other is not allowed to enter our world notyosb that
its elimination may be possible, but also to presax given social structure which cannot
be challengedThe Other is thus representative of an Outsidedhiaies to threaten an
already-constituted-immanence. The Other is froottasr world, does not belong to “ours’
and could never do so, that is why it has to baiakted. Thus, the causes of all evils are
attached to some kind of entity who comes fromaiside.

If, as Levinas puts it, modern reason seeks theesam the immanent, disregarding
the transcendental as irrational, when it comeélkdaonstruction of the enemy and the
explanation of the enemy’s actions transcendentabsresorted to: my enemy has nothing
to do with me (absolute alterity relation) and Yé@aothing to do with him; this way, there
are no immanent causes and, therefore, there atauses, then irrationality is resorted to:
the Other is irrational and belongs to irrationalib the inexplicable, to the
incomprehensibfe

The Other (the Exterior) and the others: Exclusionand Tolerance.

Racism should not be understood, however, onlyssmanym of exclusion and
possibility of extermination. Racism operates edilg as much as including. Indeed, what
defines racism is the demarcation of otherness#h (he assimilable and the negative or
inassimilable ones). This demarcation is realizedifferent degrees of tolerance ranging
from a “differential” inclusion to a complete exaibn. The Other —or the negative
otherness —presented as a homogeneity and an itendmtity, eternalized and
adjetivized once and forever, is not discardedsslehen trying to eliminate it or make it
disappear, when it cannot be included in any forta the majoritarian identity. The Other
is not excluded only because it is different, it @so be included (otherness) via a
transformation that will also affect the I, buigta transformation of such a degree that the
latter can withstand it and still maintain its sa®ss (‘the circle of the same encloses that

8 Refer to Daniel Feierstein’s analysis in FeierstBianiel:Seis estudios sobre genocidio.

Andlisis de las relaciones sociales: otredad, esidin y exterminioEd. Eudeba, 2000.

" Knowledge is a relation of the Same with thed®tin which the Other is reduced to the Same and
divested of its strangeness in which thinking egatself to the other but the other is no longbeoas such;
the other is already appropriated, already minexcdforth, knowledge is without secrets or open to
investigation, that is to say, it is a world. Itismanence.” Levinas, Emmanuel: Trascendencia e
inteligibilidad. Ed. Encuentro, Madrid, 2006



of the other™®). When we refer to the Other we are making refezen an inassimilable
difference and, therefore, liable to eliminatiomelOther is a dogma which allows no
flexibilization. Instead, when we talk about théernesses, the others (or the other) we are
making reference to more "moderate” or, ratherenmdegrable modes of differentiation
that, therefore, allow certain inclusion into threwgp (though always as an other, that is as a
second-rate human being or third-rate ofrate). Multiculturalism as a means of

“tolerating” the differences enters the pictureehérat is, multiculturalism as a means of
exercising a power that has the floor to permioobid the entrance to that which is,
thereforejts world™",

There exists, then, a degree of tolerable diffezdpthernesses) that only implies
small transformations (necessary, on the other)hartie bosom of the majoritarian
identity. Transformations that —in a process sagkirhost all identities in a unique
hegemonic identity —include/integrate minoritaridentities and can thus label as
“eliminable” those identities that, since theyaesidered dangerous by the majority to the
conservation of its status, are confined to thes@et It is in this way that the universality
fiction is created, where differencesento be canceled. Thus, the other is not necessarily
excluded but, rather, it can be included on thelitmn that it continues to be different.

Who is the Other
“They are fundamentalists because they are Islamic”
(Another introduction)

We have tried to describe above what we underdigimelcism: a category that
implies a given logic that we cannot call transbrisial but which is neither a novelty. The
delimitation of an Other is the basis for an exieation that is presented as necessary in
order to keep or transform certain power relaticd®y, what moved us to talk about
racism was the urge to think a discourse that brbagew enemy to light: the Islam... As
we will try to posit hereinafter, it is interesting think not only the lightning itself, but also
the way in which it was presented. Indeed, therislaas not only placed in the light of the
historical discourse, but also it was placed tloeree agairthrough a discourse that carried
old paranoias with it: Crusades and Islamic invasioverflowed the words.

We have tried above to think the Other in its gahemost object-like, nature. We
will try now to think the subjects who fulfill thale at the present historical moment: the
guestion about what gives way, then, to the questimut who. And this latter question is
of no less importance than the former: we mightteay while the first is of a strategic
nature, the one we will try to answer now is ohetical nature instead. Since, as we have
stated, while there have been Others throughotdrigighese have not always been
embodied by the same subjects or, rather, theser@halways been identified for the
same characteristics that define the hierarchicroof subjects.

The different types of racism may be identifiedthg different types of
characteristics presented as deviations, thayithdspecific language that articulates
othernesses construction at a given historical rmbniaking this statement as our starting
point, we propose to think the new “Global war agaterror” as constructed around a new
racism that aims at the creation of othernessesdbas religious features.

19| evinas, Emmanuel: Op. Cit.
1 Refer to Griiner, Eduardha Cosa politica o el acecho de lo Rehidés, Buenos Aires, 2005



Religious Racism: Shoot the Muslim!

"The masters of the West have never mourned irdeguate way, and the conditions
that at other times were called “objective” tentieget worse (...), and it was not to expect
that too much time went by before the logic of \itaat has always been, with more or less
masquerade, the logic of Capitalism) found a neenn gigantic and powerful for any
imaginary —I mean, in a much more transcendentaesthan the “atheist Communism”,
since now it is a renewed War of Gods, like thesastepicted in the Bible or the Koran —:
the Age of the Crusades.’?

Much has been said about Septemb&}, 2001, which —in my opinion —is not at all
wrong: noise makes it all crumble down. But itlsceabout building, and that is more
difficult. Because discourse constructs and onagdhas to be careful, one has to try to
say that which leads the way towards the sensat®ged to convey, without deviating, in
that attempt, towards the opposite direction...

Much has been said about September 11, and thamadse or less shared noise in
which the attack is heard as an event that moved/niengs and restructured many others;
and the intention here is to think those thingasto understand where we are going and
where we want to go...

From the ruins has emerged a Voice that, thoughastnot silenced the other voices
(silencing voices, not possible), it has been lowstel therefore better heard: it has
prevailed. A voice characterized by a constansaluto a religion that, although it had
been the target of many looks and many words ty$ieis now become an outstanding
protagonist: the Islam came to play a central imkbe scene. This allusion was (and it is
still today) accompanied by a loud rejection toveatttht religion, a rejection that constructs
that religion as entirely negative. And the sulgetvoted to that religion were included in
a homogeneous and suspicious whole that madesiijp@s$o persecute and dehumanize
them worldwide. Muslims have had in innumerabldtegis; “Islamic fundamentalism”
took the lead and their religion became the essehe®lence, aggressiveness,
arbitrariness, intolerance, militarism... Thus, thlain was became the antipode of Judaic
and Christian religions that, in turn, appearethasssence of peace and love. The
President of the United States of America, Georg®Wgh, faithful to binary
classifications, took it upon himself to embody @ieristian I/We overflowing his speeches
with messages of love and tolerance towards thdiiusligion:

"... this is not a war between Christianity or Judaiand the Islam. In fact, the
teachings of Islam make it clear that peace is irtgrd, that compassion is part of life.

This is a war between good and evil.”

"President Bush and the United States of Amerieanalling to direct our noble
energies in an effort to promote development andt&ibn and the opportunities all
around the world, including the Muslim worltf.

2 Gruinter, Eduardo: Op. Cit.

13 Speech delivered by George W. Bush on 10/04/20@h imeeting with Mexican president Vicente Fox.
14 Speech delivered by Condoleezza Rice at the Ceaibe Political Action Conference on 02/01/2002, a
www.whitehouse.gov (underline is ours).



...Which prompts the question of why these wordotdraince, discourse
constructing words, appear, why they are necessdy taking the time to enumerate the
qualities of a religion; which in turn prompts theestion of why a religion should be
placed in the eye of the stolnWe do not intend here to give credit to a thesfrgultural
relativism thajpretendghat the differences are cancelled and, to tHatefprofesses a
tolerance which, as such —and as we posited absweacceptable, we intend instead to
draw attention to a process of difference conswadhat, though it had been under
development since the so called “Islamic movem&htinhce the attacks on the World
Trade Center, it has now taken a qualitative t(Indeed, racism does not begin with the
enumeration of a series of characteristics —nab éegative ones —that Muslims may have,
but with an inversion in the discourse affirmingttthey have those characteristiexause
they are Muslim¥. Thatbecauseentails a fossilization of a single feature thauwd be
found in the very bosom of the Muslim religion Ifsend that would have nothing to do
with the historical, social and political situatiohMiddle Eastern peoples).

As from September 1" 2001 onwards, it was allowed to say, coming fdifferent
power spheres, some things that had nothing toithotelerance and everything to do with
the will to exterminate, with the necessity of gigaarance. Coming from the very circle of
President Bush, things like the following were lear

"... the more you examine the religion, the moretanilstic is seems. After all, its
founder, Mohammed, was a warrior, not a peace adedike Jesus®,

"... although it is very uncomfortable to say (...)tthae of the greatest religions of
the world has a deep tendency towards aggresswetasng to do so is however one of
the things that defines leadersHip’

*... the Islam is at war against &%’

The president himself launched his attack agaersbtt as if it were a Crusade. The
examples really abound, and such abundance igdngiy.

This double allusion to the Muslim religion, at @mcalling for its integration (or
tolerance), at others, for its elimination, congatine two contemporary moments of racism:
inclusion and exclusion. The "Muslim friends” reéet to in these discourses are States as
well as peoples summoned to be included withirtalitg that accepts them only as second
or third or X-rate members, on the condition timatytrespect certain requests relative to

15~ _.the mere fact of having to make these statenierigs/or of Islam, having to prove whether Koran
justifies terrorism or not, whether suicide is pafrtslamic culture or not, whether Jihad means thithat,
forcing every Muslim to defend themselves dailyiagithe generalized suspicion that it represemts a
potential fanaticism inherent to their culture dhelir religion is the very proof that Islam and Mons are

not being judged according to the same standardedessm and Christianity are.” Martin Mufioz, Gema:
Irag. Un fracaso de Occidente (1920-2003)squets editores, Barcelona, 2003.

18 Theresurgenceof Islamic movements may be dated back to thenislaevolution in 1979 in Iran, but they
have to be understood as an alternative meansisfarce against the unsuccessful Arab nationalisose
prime example is the Egyptian Gamal Abdel Nasser.

" Refer to Zizek, Slavofl sublime objeto de la ideologigiglo XXI editores, Buenos Aires, 2003.

18 Kenneth Adelman, member of the Pentagon’s Def@utiey Board in The Washington Post, 12/01/2002,
in: Martin Mufioz, Gema: Op. Cit.

19 Eliot Cohen, member of the Pentagon’s Defencecp@bard Advisory Committee, in Ib.

20 paul Weyrich, influential Pentagon activist, in Ib



some type of inclusion. The rest of them are plde®nd the boundaries of the
acceptable: subject-objects without admission.

Voices that highlight the religious...

The explanation of the religious highlighted in tiew racist discourse may be found
in certain situational variables that might be sagmaccidental, that is, without any relevant
function.

First of all, we could find an explanation to thisw religious racism is the Christian
fundamentalist nature of the former president efltmited States. It is well known that
George W. Bush, besides attributing the fact tigfdther has overcome his alcohol
addiction to the will of God (thus, He is resporeitor saving his life), has established
different religious ‘routines” in the internal fuioning of his administration. Thus, among
other things, most of the speeches delivered bptésident of the United States end with a
phrase that makes reference to God blessing thargoar with the words "God is on our
side?’. But coming from the president of a hegemonic @edwer as the United States of
America, such statements can rarely be seen aéiriglho relevant function at all (or what
have we become used to?).

That is, if following the Foucauldian theory of disirse, we can posit that discourses
are unigue combinations among the so many othailgescombinations of language,
resulting from certain power relations, we may wemidow it is possible that not just any
person but the president of an hegemonic worldgo@an say such things as these. If
religion is conceived only as monotheist religianwhich God, the absolute unit —the
origin of all things —cannot accept any alteritye(imonotheist God is, in this sense and
necessarily, a racist god); if there is a strugglhich both parts brandigheir God as a
weapon, then one of them is necessarily doomedappear and only one of them can
present God (now, definitely, the one) as his ally:

"Freedom and fear, justice and cruelty have aMiggn at war and we know that
God is notneutral in this battlg®

No other God can exist; there is no possibilityadérance: God capitalized is unique.
When war breaks out between unique and absoluts,®oé of them is doomed to
disappear. The fact that the president of the drfttiates is a fervent Christian may seem
irrelevant, the fact that hemanturn this characteristic into an instrument toreise power
(i.e. the fact that his words create discourse¥ydgmyond the anecdotic and it is then when
we must ask ourselves about the possibility conwigtifor this to be so.

On the other hand, the anti-Muslim discourse da¢$along exclusively to the
president Bush and his crew, it has gone beyondittoeirsive boundaries of North
America. On September 122006, in a lecture delivered at the UniversitRefyensburg,
Pope Benedict XVI expressed his belief that the IMugeligion was essentially violent
when he cited a dialogue held between a Byzantmpdtor (in the year 1391) and —
textually quoted—an "educated Persian’:

Quoting the Emperor’s words: “Show me just what limimed brought that was new
and there you will find things only evil and inhumauch as his command to spread by the
sword the faith he preached®

2L Refer to countless speechesvinw.whitehouse.gov
22 gpeech delivered by George W. Bushyatv.whitehouse.gov




Several days later, on Septembef,3Be Danish newspapéyllands-Posten
published twelve clearly offensive and humiliaticayicatures depicting the prophet
Mohammed, among other things, carrying a bombsrtdrban. Thus, the terrorist was not
defined by his actions, but by his religion.

A second type of explanation of the emergenceisfridtism is found in he who
seeks originsgreationsof discourses, without seeing in these a resutagrangement of
power relations. In this sense, it can be statatlttte origin of this racist anti-Muslim
discourse is related to the fact that the perpasaif the attacks of September 11 were
members of a terrorist network (Al-Qaeda) who aatethe name of Islam. This is only
half true. The videos, massively broadcast, in Widsama Bin Laden is depicted
summoning to gihad (wrongly translated as “holy wat*are incomplete. The wrongly
considered ‘leader” of Al-Qaeda did not speak ligiceis matters only. Indeed, this issue
occupies only a minor place within his discourse.ggoke instead, and most of the time,
of power relations, of a history of domination aygpression which, of course, did not
conform to the majority’s discourSe The fact that the carrier of this discourse was a
character as hateful as the Arab magnate is aés®importance. In fact, it is that discourse
and it is that reality that which entangles theagraajority of Muslims in those webs.
Osama Bin Laden’s discourse has then been broken ohdo pieces, and though it would
have been possible to highlight other aspectsaifdiscourse, only those strongly related
to the religious aspects were highlighted:

"Our people wonders: who attacked our countryZzbdlevidence that we have
gathered points to a group of terrorist organizegimformally affiliated and known as Al-
Qaeda (...) their aim is to change the world andrpase their radical beliefs on peoples
everywhere.”

“The terrorists’ directives command them to kill@hristians and Jews.?*

Of course, once this breaking down of the discowae performed, the appealing to
tolerance no longer mattered...

The depoliticization of the conflict

The danger of the explanations that we have justght lies in the fact that, in their
unilateralism, both contribute to that which isca¢®ught with the breaking down of
discourse mentioned above: the depoliticizatiothefconflict. The construction of an Us
and an Other is, above all, a relation and, spati§i, a political relation (in the sense that
it is constituted as a power relation). This implibat identitary differentiations exist solely
as a product of the relations, i.e. they are predun the encounter of both. If the conflict
is depoliticized, the Us and the Other are sepdrael therefore there is no possibility of
relation, thus making it disappear. They come tegrate two spheres absolutely separate
from each other. Thethe religionization
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of the conflict implies the separation of the tisrf the possible causes (political,
derived from a relation) of the terrorist actionsieh, for this reason, cannot de
comprehended and are placed in the domain of oratlity. Thus, it is more feasible to
place the Other in a territory alien to us, disateit from everything that has to do with an
Us, dissociating it at the same time from a givesdity.

A given reading that was made of the Iraqi restaafter the invasion of the United
States can be understood along the same linesatiduks perpetrated every day in Iraqg are
presented as an internal and religious civil waicvinas nothing to do with the presence of
a world power invading and occupying the territ@ynnis and Shiites are not thought of
as resistance, but as a conflict within the donaéithe Others, which the result of the
Sunnis having lost power. While the differenceseetn these two religious tendencies are
evident, to deduce from that fact that these astack the product of a conflict that belongs
exclusively to them and that, therefore, has netlindo with the presence of U.S. armed
forces in Iraqi territory also contributes to sepiarthe majoritarian Us from Iraqi problems.

The depoliticization of the conflict and its confemnary religionization can be thus
related to a double game of separation: separafitiie Us from the Others and separation
of the Us from certain parts of the Totality whate thus placed in an offensive Outside.
The conflict is then reterritorialized and new bdanes are set demarcating new domains
of Our own and new alien worlds.

The Outside or the Construction of a New Totality

"... this is a terrible moment for our country andniist have affected many students,
some way or other, when they ask why has this mao® America? Why would anybody
do this to our country? (...) These attacks come freople that are so evil that it is
difficult for me to explain why. It is difficult fas to understand why anybody would think
the way these people think and despise life thetlydo and hurt innocent people. It is
simply difficult, for us, adults, to explaifi.’

The difficulties to provideational explanations constitute the kickoff to push Out
that which is to be exterminated. All through GepWy. Bush’s speeches no one allusion is
found to the power relation between the countryubes and the social, economic, political
and cultural reality of those he declared his naengies.

"How do | respond when | see that in some Islamimtries there is vitriolic hatred
for American? (...) | am amazed. | am amazed thaietisesuch misunderstanding of what
our country is about that people would hate us. [ju¥t can’'t believe it. Because | know
how good we are and we've got to do a better joimaking our case’®

The question about the why overflies all his speschithout finding its place,
leaving a silence behind that exempts the answar &ny type of rationality:

*... who and what and where and especially why Séyatefr.?

The Outside is inhabited by irrationality and sarggabnormal features, opposed to
the must be) and also by beings who are not welcorttee world of the majority. There is
a double game of identities here: once as Idertter as Universality.

2" Speech delivered by George W. Bush on 10/25/20@dvav.whitehouse.gov
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Survival Function: Identity Threatened

The first instance related to a first type of sepian: that of the Us from the Others.
Identity is constructed here by presenting itsipaldr features, defining itself as opposed
to the Other, that is, we see the | emerge fromvihach is rejected and the threat that this
represents to it.

"America and the European nations are more thamjilisary allies, we are more
than trading partners, we are the heirs to the sawiization. The commitments of the
Magna Carta, the teachings of Athens, the cregtofiParis, the inflexible conscience of
Luther, the gentle faith of Saint Francis: thiglispart of the American soul. The New
World has succeeded in keeping the values of tdeo®é.

Our histories have diverged, but still we pursieeghme ideals. We believe in free
trade, temperate by compassion. We believe in epeleties that reflect unalterable truths.
We believe in the value and the dignity of eac. lif

These beliefs bring our nations together and turnenemies against us. These
beliefs are universally right and true. And theyige our nations and our partnership in a
unique sens&’

"These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, ttlisrupt and end a way of life. With
every atrocity, they hope that America grows fdaafud retreating from the world
forsaking our friends. They stand against us beeaus stand in their way”

Here, the logic of therar us prevails (exclusive disjunction), in which tbe is
defined as Identity. They have declared war toNs,must reply... The new “Global War
against Terror” was declared, then, in existetéahs. Indeed, it was the survival of a set
of values (the good ones) and truths (the true)omkat was at stake, a set of values and
truths belonging to a Whole that was being attadkau a maladjusted and uncivilized
Outside. This apolitical way of thinking that emgaa logic of all or nothing played an
essential role in the construction of an Us (teathierefore, homogeneous) which had to be
saved. Then, a new enemy was in sight: terrorisuh.iByvas not about chasing out and
harassing just any terrorist: Islamic terrorism wagecifically aimed at, thus transforming
any pocket of Arab-Muslim resistance into an en#rayhas to be defeated at all costs
“The brutal terrorist attacks on London and Madtidcure (...) a thinly spread fact: the
great majority of this kind of attacks on countradshe European Union are carried out by
extreme left or extreme right pro-independenceonati groups. It is thus stated in the
Europol “EU Terrorism Situation and Trend Repor®?20 (...) The report states, however,
that “despite the small number of Islamic terroatacks, half the people arrested for
terrorism are Islamic®. Completely different Islamic movements were tpegsented as
if they constituted a homogeneous space, suppgealiipolitical relation to it:

"A terrorist underworld, including such groups aaras, Hezbollah, Islamic Jihad,
Jaish-g-sMohammed, operates in jungles and distaseds and hides in the center of big
cities.”
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"Washington will reject recognizing an Islamic ireg in Iraq, even if this was the
desire of the majority of Iragis and was reflectedhe polls®*

Thus, since the attacks of September 11 on thedMwadde Center, the United States
finally replaced its old Soviet enemy whose falllfggmve rise to a strategic uncertainty
depicted in paranoid terms: the Muslim was, froentln, the new Other who had to be
exterminated.

Everything is the United States

“This conflict is a struggle to save the civilizedrld (...) Because of their cruelty,
terrorists have decided to live on the margins afkind:>°

In the second instance, a different type or sejmeraiperates: that of the Others from
the Totality. He who dominates has the capacityottstruct and reconstruct the Totality
according to the struggles he faces. A Totality anohiversality that will be constituted by
the | and by those included by it, the rest —imagable —will come to occupy the diffuse
space of the Outside. Thus, the Whole is delimiteaving a dividing line between that
which belongs to my world and that which does fibe discourses following September
11 have played this double game of the constitudfddentity/universality according to the
spaces from which discourse is created and tatéslocutors. When it was about creating
consensus and join forces, universality prevailér identity of the majority was made
invisible by positing that they were defendthg world, the civilization and not world or
a civilization:

‘13'g1is is not a war between our world and their wofThis is a war to save the
world.

This way too, the conflict was universalized by mgkeveryone (except for some
identified and identifiable by their particular faees) stand on supposedly equal footing.
Differences were thus rejected and the cause ddttheks was an evil, strange, irrational,
medieval Islamic group coming to attack us (alusf, where, how and why it was not
known:

A month ago today, innocent citizens from morentB& nations were attacked and
killed, without warning or provocation, in an abat horrified not only every American but
also every person of any faith and any nation vhates human life.

The attack took place on American soil, but it wasttack on the heart and soul of
the civilized world *’

*... we have told people from all over the worldsthbuld have happened to ydt:.”

“In this war we do not merely defend America ordpar, we are defending
civilization.®
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“This is not only the struggle of the United Stafed it is not only the freedom of the
United States what is at stake. This is a strugfiae world. And this is the struggle of all
those who believe in progress and pluralism, tatemand freedont?

Some Final Reflections...

"It must be admitted that none of this is very cldas a completely typical drunken
monologue, with its incomprehensible allusions ar@ome delivery. With its vain
phrases that do not await response and its overbhgaxplanations. And its silences (...)
The function of the cinema, whether dramatic oruheentary, is to present a false and
isolated coherencé*

The starting point of the present paper was a guesiVhat is the specific language
that articulates racism at this historical momewb?sooner did we attempt to answer it,
than religion appeared. And this —thinking thatttia so called ZiCentury, there can
exist, there can be a discourse whose enemy, whosance , whose target are subjects
classified for having a certain religion —arousegteat amount of contradictory emotions,
and a lot of questions followed, many of whichlsglmain unanswered; in the end, maybe
the only thing that has been accomplished is tougdichore questions to the already
existing ones.

What we have attempted to do through the wordsawve Btrung together is to think
the question of racism and its realization at gadicular and precise historical moment.
Now, what is the relation between this logic wed&ied to define and Capitalism as a still
oppressing system? The question is still floatmthe air... So is this other one: Why, in
the 2F' Century, when the train of modernity and progre$shriving civilization, the idea
of an ever greater mankind (which, let us not bstakien, has not disappeared from our
thoughts for it has not disappeared from our disses) because we stiélievein it) and
indefinite secularization have supposedly triumpimechormal” (that is, dominant)
societies, why these very same societies condtractenemies on the basis of religious
aspects? Some thinkers who have dealt with thistgurehave given explanations
concerning the lack of sense that reigns in tlaisditional phase called postmodernism.
Along this line, religion would come to fill in, @e again, for the lack of answers or
certainties. But this is not enough an answer: \Wigion and not some other thing,
revolution for example? The answer will not con@nirany of the two parties in conflict,
but from their encounter and from the participatidrothers, from the different shapes this
struggle has taken and the shapes that it willtakk in the future.

This paper is supported, basically, by a corpuspekches delivered at a given
moment: from the attacks on the World Trade Cetaténe year 2003. Lack of time has
compelled us to limit ourselves to that temporalcgp It is also worth noting that what has
been read in this essay has beselactionof those speeches, since they were arranged in
such a way as to illustrate a particular point:rilation between the dominant discourse
and religion and, more specifically, the religiareemy. Thus, with the same corpus of
speeches a different discursive arrangement mige also been constructed.
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