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self-determination, autonomous development
and equality, just and noble governance,
leadership and fairness in seeking and
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Chapter 7 ®
NATO’s 2011 Invasion of Libya: oo
Colonialism Repackaged?

Chidochashe Nyere

Abstract Global coloniality privileges the Euro-North American-centric form of
humanity, at the expense of diminishing, dismissing and obliterating anything else
other than the Euro-North American-centric civilisation, in the process making Euro-
North American-centric modernity a global empire. The politics of empire are prob-
lematic because they set precedence, justify and perpetuate global coloniality. This
is the conundrum that confronted and enveloped Libya in 2011 with the NATO-led
invasion and which continues to entangle and disenfranchise the Libyan polity today,
hence the need for a decolonial epistemic approach that seeks to re-humanise and
affirm all forms of humanity. The current socio-economic-politico world order is a
creation and direct result of modern European thought and civilisation (modernity)
and European colonialism. In turn, colonialism produced global coloniality. The
turning point is that global coloniality entraps humanity to a predetermined reality
modelled on Euro-North American-centric modernity. Thus, coloniality is limiting
to and eliminates ‘other’ epistemological creativity; it hinders ‘other’ ontological
expressions of what humanity is and could be other than the predetermined Euro-
North American-centric form of being and knowledge. Modernity negates, forcibly
condemns forms of humanity found in the peripheries of Euro-North American civil-
isation, to non-humanity. Non-human beings are of less ontological value than beings
of Euro-North American ancestry.
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Introduction

Global coloniality privileges a Euro-North American-centric form of humanity, at
the expense of diminishing, dismissing and obliterating anything else other than
the Euro-North American-centric civilisation, in the process making Euro-North
American-centric modernity a global empire. The politics of empire are problematic
because they set precedence and justify and perpetuate global coloniality. This is the
conundrum that confronted and enveloped Libya in 2011 with the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO)-led invasion and which continues to entangle and dis-
enfranchise the Libyan polity today (2019), hence the need for a decolonial epistemic
approach that seeks to re-humanise and affirm al// forms of humanity. This chapter
seeks to disentangle and strips bare the asymmetrical global power structural con-
figurations that the current world order rests upon and which are camouflaged in
the so-called objectivity of science and the skewed universality of knowledge. The
current socio-economic-politico world order is a creation and direct result of mod-
ern European thought and civilisation (modernity). It was scattered across the world
through the violence of colonialism. In turn, colonialism produced global colonial-
ity. The turning point is that global coloniality entraps humanity to a predetermined
reality modelled on Euro-North American-centric modernity. Thus, coloniality is
limiting to and eliminates ‘other’ epistemological creativities; it hinders ‘other’ onto-
logical expressions of what humanity is and could be ‘other’ than the predetermined
Euro-North American-centric form of being and knowledge.

This logic results in the social, political, economic and epistemic creation and
definition of the human and the non-human by ‘other’ human beings. Modernity
negates, forcibly condemns forms of humanity found in the peripheries of Euro-
North American civilisation, to non-humanity. Non-human beings are considered
beings of a lesser ontological value than humans of Euro-North American ancestry.
Because there is no humanity in the peripheries of the Euro-North American-centric
world, any enterprise or innovation from the zone of non-being cannot be good
enough (Fanon). Libya could have not been successful, it could not have been an
example of a decolonial state, hence it had to fail because it threatened the established
Eurocentric world order.

Coloniality of Power and the Global Power Structural
Configuration: Unmasking the Politics and Philosophy
of Empire

Epistemologically, this chapter seeks to unmask the fault lines of the philosophy of
the European-centric empire as implicated in the generation of problems epitomised
by the invasion of Libya in 2011 by NATO forces. It seeks to do so, by exposing
some myths that informed, fueled and continue to precipitate global coloniality in the
absence of physical colonialism. Current international relations (IR) theories have
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proven to be limited and unable to solve and eradicate this epistemic challenge, partly
because dominant and traditional IR theories are located in the very European moder-
nity that they disguise and camouflage in the purported objectivity of science. The
philosophy of the Eurocentric empire universalised these particular theories of IR by
force (violence of colonialism) as they are part of the modernity project of coloni-
sation (Howe 1990: 677). The chapter further aims to demonstrate the deficiency
and bankruptcy that foregrounds traditional IR theories’ assumptions, assertions and
proclamations particularly that Western-centric IR theories are scientific, objective
and universally applicable or replicable. Such proclamations overlook the fact that
these IR theories are located in particular ecologies of Europe and therefore, are sub-
jective. All knowledge is particular and subjective to its ecology or locality.

Since 1919, the official initial academic inquiry of IR as a discipline, IR theories
have not adequately addressed what the discipline initially set out to do—to curb
and liquidate international conflict. This suggests that the epistemologies (particular
epistemic ecologies and localities) that have informed IR theories to date are inade-
quate and have reached some sort of cul-de-sac, or a dead-end. These epistemologies
beg the question and engage in circular reasoning. This necessitates an alternative
frame of reference. Contingent upon Albert Einstein’s idea that insanity is doing
the same thing over and over again and expecting a different result each time, this
chapter opts to engage a non-conventional theory in the discipline of IR. As such, this
work advances the decolonial perspective as a possible solution to problems caused
by epistemologies located in the ecologies and localities of Western, Euro-North
American-centric modernity that purport themselves as objective, scientific and uni-
versal. The chapter will unmask the inadequacies of Euro-North American-centric
modernity in the face of mounting and current global problems, particularly those
played out in the field of international relations.

IR as an academic discipline started in 1919 at Aberystwyth, University of Wales
(now Aberystwyth University), a year after the end of World War I (Ziegler 1987).
This, however, as Nyere (2014: 18) argues, “does not mean that intellectual origins
of political realism and liberalism only started in 1919”. The main objective and aim
of IR theorising was solely to find peaceful solutions to international disputes and
therefore avert a similar conflict to World War I. IR failed in that regard because
just barely after a decade, World War II started. Like the predecessor of the United
Nations, the League of Nations, IR as an academic discipline has failed in achieving
what it set out to do in the first place. Since 1945, the end of World War II and the
signing of the United Nations Charter in San Francisco, USA, there has not been
a single decade that the world has not witnessed an international conflict or war
(Bennet 1998: 7).

Rational theories in the discipline of IR, such as realism, liberalism, feminism,
Marxism and constructivism, are expressive of ideas, concepts and views located in
modernity. The ideas expressed in IR rational theories are embodied by scholars that
are mainly located in modernity, particularly from the Global North and reflect the
rationale of European modernity. The major problem of modernity is the inexplicable
discrepancy and inconsistency between its rhetoric and its lived reality, its illusion
vis-a-vis its essence, particularly from the experience of people of the Global South
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in general, but by Africans in particular. As such, this chapter intends to unmask the
inadequacy of mainstream theories and lenses in explaining the ghosts and blind-
spots of empire because these ghosts and blind-spots are born within the empire. The
European-centric empire is not sufficiently able to be reflexive on its theories and to
see beyond its assumptions and assertions. As such, this chapter suggests the need
to explore outside the lenses of established theory.

The Masquerade of Colonialism in the Peripheries
of the Eurocentric World

Throughout history, there have been different colonial establishments, for example
the Spanish colonial order of Latin America (Grosfoguel 2000: 355); the Islamic
colonial order of Africa (North Africa particularly), Asia and the USA (Kissinger
2014: 5), and the British colonial order of the whole world (Quijano 2000: 533;
Grosfoguel 2000: 360). As far back as the seventeenth century, the Islamic civilisation
and the European (Western) civilisation competed for dominance and each sought to
define itself and the other, around itself. The two civilisations each thought of itself
as a legitimate standard of ordering human society. Each civilisation imagined that
all it knew and was conscious of, was all of humanity; imagining that by ordering its
immediate locality, it was governing the entire world (Kissinger 2014: 4). In relation
to these civilisations (Islamic and European) and their conceived or established orders
of the world, Africa was afflicted and assailed by the European order of the world the
most, which arguably has affected the whole world. Hence, the European colonisation
of Africa is the most immediate one in the African experience. As such, colonialism,
in this work, is to be understood as phenomena that affected Africa specifically.
Physical colonialism in relation to Africa refers to the invasion and occupation of
spaces and places in Africa, among other spaces/places, by European imperial powers
that included, but were not limited to, Belgium, Britain, France, Germany, Italy
and Portugal; from the 1800s (Pakenham 1992), to their departure from the late-
1950s to the mid-1990s (Chamberlain 2010). European colonialism of Africa centred
Europe to Africa’s psyche, being, epistemology, religion, spirituality, the arts and
imagination. The self-imposed centring of Europe in Africa through the violence of
colonialism, and by extension, Europe’s central positioning of itself to the whole
world, reveals the attitude of Eurocentrism. Eurocentrism perceives itself as superior
and therefore, has a right to order, control and name everything around it.

Eurocentrism

European modernity and empire tended to centre itself as a measure and standard
with which everything else is judged. It centred itself as the focal point of all inquiry
as well as the centre that contains all knowledge. By doing this, it negated the fact that
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it was just one among other civilisations and orders of the world. European modernity
pathologised anything else other than itself, or anything else that was different to it
(Pillay 2018: 33). This resulted in Eurocentrism. Eurocentrism, in this sense, became
the attitude of superiority of being, epistemology and the standard therefore, of being
and epistemology. Hence, Eurocentrism in its epistemic enquiry, centred itself as a
doyen of scientific enquiry and knowledge, thereby dismissing any other form of
knowledge as opinion or perspective, but not knowledge, and therefore, as inferior.
Eurocentric scientific enquiry gave rise to epistemological enterprises that produced
current IR theories that centre Europe and its standards. Current IR theories cannot
stand without Europe at the centre of their enquiry. This limits the lenses through
which IR could be conceived and conducted and renders IR theories limited.

Theory and International Relations Theories

The very idea of theory is Eurocentric and compels some attention. Theorising and
epistemic enterprises that emanated from the European civilisation regarded them-
selves as the standard and measure with which every other theorising or epistemic
enterprising ought to refer to. This further entrenched Eurocentrism. Consequently,
Eurocentrism justified and gave rise to European colonisation. If Europe was the
standard with which all being and knowledge was to be modelled on, this then jus-
tified, and suggested to Europeans, that they ought to control and order the whole
world. This was the onset of colonialism. Kissinger notes that the contemporary world
order, which is Eurocentric and a creation of modernity, has attempted to circum-
scribe the anarchical structure in which international relations are conducted. It does
so through international relations theories and international legal networks (interna-
tional law), international organisational structures (chief among them is the United
Nations), international financial systems such as the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) and the World Bank Group (WBG), these two endorse and sustain capitalism,
and through establishing conflict/dispute-resolution mechanisms as well as codifying
the conduct in war of warring parties, should war occur (Kissinger 2014: 7). In other
words, there is an acceptance of the status quo in relation to the current world order,
such that it is codified, legislated and institutionalised. But, why not abolish wars in
the first place or stop the domination of one civilisation by another civilisation? The
paradigm that presents war as an acceptable means of dispute-resolution is problem-
atic because the solution to this paradigm is violence. One wonders therefore that, is
the UN perpetuating coloniality of power in itself, or is the UN used as an instrument
to perpetuate coloniality of power by the Euro-North American-centric modernity
that has captured this institution for its own agenda of domination? Worse still, was
there ever a time when the UN was not captured by the Euro-North American-centric
modernity?
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Colonialism

Colonialism resulted in the establishment of the European empire. Although one
could also argue that empire actually invented or created colonialism. For the pur-
poses of this argument, it suffices to note that the two are mutually defining and
therefore could very well be the proverbial case of ‘egg and chicken’. Valentine
Mudimbe, an African scholar, born and raised in the then Zaire, now the Democratic
Republic of Congo, wrote a book, The Invention of Africa. In it, he submits that the
term colonialism is derived from the Latin word colere which means to “cultivate
or to design” (Mudimbe 1987: 1). Mudimbe notes that despite the noble meaning
of the word colere, the experience of European colonialism in Africa is far from the
semantics of the word. The lived experiences of colonialism by the colonised popu-
lations in general, but by Africans particularly, were dehumanising and often violent
experiences. The experiences and encounters of colonialism in Africa, specifically
in the perspectives and views of Africans, were of a condescending and imposed
monolithic European culture and civilisation. This points to the ambivalent character
of modernity contained in colonialism; its rhetoric means one thing and its lived
reality, quiet another, as evinced by Gould (2010: 112).

To better clarify this point, Mudimbe highlights two major myths about Africa by
drawing the readers’ attention to Hodgkin (1957: 174—175), who identified the first
myth as the Hobbesian picture which is informed by the writings and imagination
of the English philosopher, Thomas Hobbes. The myth speaks of an Africa prior to
European encounters, where “there was no account of Time; no Arts; no Letters;
no Society; and which is worst of all, continued fear, and danger of violent death”
(Quoted in Mudimbe 1987: 1). To Hodgkin’s credit, it could be argued that he was
right as evidenced by reflections and thoughts of a Lord Macaulay, a British explorer
and Member of Parliament who once visited India in the 1800s and made some
very condescending remarks that nonetheless disproved this myth. While it can be
argued that what Lord Macaulay stated was in relation to India, it is the attitude that
Europeans embodied that is of merit in this case and is relatable to the European
settlers’ attitudes in Africa. Lord Macaulay stated the following observations, while
addressing the British Parliament on 2 February 1835:

I have travelled across the length and breadth of India and I have not seen one person who
is a beggar, who is a thief, such wealth I have seen in this country, such high moral values,
people of such calibre, that I do not think we could ever conquer this country, unless we break
the very backbone of this nation, which is her spiritual and cultural heritage and therefore I
propose that we replace her old and ancient education system, her culture, for if the Indians
think that all that is foreign and English is good and greater than their own, they will lose their
esteem, their Native culture and they will become what we want them, a truly dominated
nation. (Ghosh 2016: 64)

Lord Macaulay’s statement speaks of an organised civilisation that existed in
India prior to its encounters with European civilisation. Yet, European literature
and discourse want to portray spaces and places it colonised as though they were
tabula rasa, empty slates that got discovered and civilised by European modernity.
Without doubt, Lord Macaulay’s observations expose the first myth of a civilisation
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without any form of account of time and organisation or order. Further, his address
reveals vacancy, ignorance, arrogance and misogyny of patriarchy that is located
in the European-centric worldview, by referring to India as a gendered place. This
work notes that Lord Macaulay used the pronoun her while referring to India, by that
he demonstrated the inherent patriarchisation of the world by European civilisation
and thought. His speech, to the British parliament, reveals how European thinking
has always been geared towards the ascribing of the female gender to that which it
considered inferior or weak, to the superior or strong male, such as India and Africa
were, and still are, regarded by Europe. In protest to, and combat of, the patriarchi-
sation of the world by the Euro-North American-centric civilisation’s worldview,
this chapter asserts that India and Africa particularly are places and spaces without
gender; they should be referred to as “it” respectively (McFadden 2016).

The second myth that Hodgkin (1957: 174-75) draws the reader’s attention to is the
“Rousseauian picture”, named after Jean Jacques Rousseau, the French philosopher.
The Rousseauian picture speaks “of an African golden age of perfect liberty, equality
and fraternity” (Quoted in Mudimbe 1987: 1). Lord Macaulay’s address to the British
Parliament again exposes the second myth. His beautiful and wonderful experience
of India paints a picture of a golden age in a space undisturbed by European colonial
encounters. His experience of India in the 1830s cannot have been representative of all
of the experiences of India’s localities of the time. If anything, it was Lord Macaulay’s
particular experience of India, and therefore cannot be equated to all of Indians’
experiences of their localities. Meaning his reading or perception of India, glorious
and flattering as it sounded, was limited to a particular local space or place in India.
Yet he universalised and absolutised his experience of a particular locality of India,
Bengali specifically, to represent all of India. So, deducing from Lord Macaulay’s
reading of India as a singular country, and not a continent, what is revealed by that
assertion is the attitude of naming, and thus controlling the named, that is located in
the Eurocentric civilisation. In relation to Africa, therefore, the point that Mudimbe
succinctly makes is a call to exercise caution by avoiding an over-romanticising
of experiences of African ecologies and localities before colonial encounters with
Europe and also challenging and correcting the idea that Europe discovered Africa
and that Africa was devoid of civilisation. Put differently, the second myth is that of
thinking that Africa lived in harmony and perfect liberty before European colonial
encounters. There may very well been places in Africa that lived in harmony, but
that cannot have been true of all of Africa at that time.

Mudimbe goes further to note that colonialists in Africa “tended to organise and
transform non-European areas into fundamentally European constructs” (Mudimbe
1987: 1). Africa, as a non-European area, suffered the same fate of being forcefully
transformed into a resemblance of Europe. It is also important to note that the two
philosophers that Mudimbe draws the readers’ attention to are Europeans; an English
man and a French man. Both men had no lived experience of any ecology or locality
of Africa, neither had they had any contact or encounters with Africans and yet
they pronounced on Africa as authorities on Africa. This reveals the Eurocentric
nature of epistemology and theory. African scholars such as Mudimbe have to make
reference to Europe and its epistemology for them to make a point of to be understood,
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almost as if to appeal for validation and approval. European colonialism entailed the
“domination of physical space, the reformation of Native’s minds, and the integration
of local economic histories into the Western perspective” (Mudimbe 1987: 2). This
phenomenon is what Mudimbe identified and called the “organising structure” of
European colonialism and domination (ibid.). The idea of the organising structure is
what this work identifies as representative of coloniality. In other words, Mudimbe
identifies that Eurocentrism tended to re-order and re-organise spaces and places
they invaded to suite their European order. Eurocentrism negated the local orders of
spaces and places they imposed themselves on.

Similarly, Ngugi wa Thiongd, in his book, Decolonising the Mind: The Politics
of Language in African Literature (1981), speaks of what he called the “organising
principle” that European literature taught in African schools and universities in Africa
in general, but in particular Kenya—wa Thiongé’s Native birth place. European
literature, the likes of Shakespear, was used in Kenyan universities, as a standard
with which all writings on experiences of Kenyan ecologies and localities were
judged (wa Thiongé 1981: 94). European literature spoke of experiences located in
the ecologies and localities of Europe and thus it made sense to Europeans. This
imposition of European literature on Kenya meant that Natives were made to imbibe
values, information and education that was foreign to them and often unrelatable
to their experiences. In that process, their minds and psyche, as Natives of Africa,
were captured by the minds and psyche of Natives of Europe. This Western-centred
education taught Africans to order their lives, thoughts and subsequently, action
around European thought and action (wa Thiong6 1981: 94). This intones coloniality
and control of knowledge produced in African ecologies by foreign forces, in this
case, European.

The organising principle that wa Thiong6 speaks of is that of methods of inquiry,
organisation and presentation of Kenyan literature according to European standards
and ideals. This idea of the organising principle is what this work isolates as repre-
sentative of coloniality. Whereas wa Thiongd’s idea of organising principle relates
to literature, what is of value to this work is the very idea of transplanting theory
that is particular to European reality to Africa and trying to get Africa to conform
to European theory and standards. The centring of Europe in Africa is the gist of
colonialism and, as such, problematic. This is one of the fault lines of European
theorising in general, but equally a fault line of IR theorising as well, that it seeks
to control all knowledge by centring itself in the enquiry. This produces no new
knowledge or information; what Eurocentrism does is that it simply galvanises what
could have been new knowledge to what it already knows.

Colonially Established Relationships

The other myth that came with colonisation is the natural acceptance of the hierar-
chical order of colonially established race relationships. If to colonise is to design as
revealed in Mudimbe (1987: 1), then there must exist a designer, and by extension
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the designed. Eurocentrism ascribes itself the position of designer, and it designs
everything and everyone else around it. Europe claims to have discovered the world
and therefore entitles itself to naming its discoveries. The discoverer implies the
discovered. The designer is European, and the discoverer is European; this narrative
reinforces Eurocentrism. The centring of Europe in the world is the beginning of
coloniality.

The idea of coloniality, i.e. the rationale and ultimately, the reinforcement of
colonialism, can be traced as far back as 1492; the year it is claimed Christopher
Columbus discovered America (Otfinoski 2011: 2). Mamdani argues that the year
1492 signalled the beginning of European Renaissance and the nativity of political
modernity (2004: 4). Columbus, an Italian explorer, was headed west on route to
the West Indies, Asia for mercantile pursuits, that included gold and oriental spices,
when he got lost and landed in the present-day vast area of the islands of Trinidad and
Tobago, Porta Rico and Dominican Republic, in the territory under South America
(Cohen 1969: 7). Columbus sailed for the “New World” as an emissary of the King,
Ferdinand and Queen, Isabella, the conquerors of the City-State of Granada, which
was perceived as the last Muslim citadel in the Western-centric Christian stronghold
(Mamdani 2004: 4). When Columbus landed in America on 3 August 1492, he
thought he had landed in the Indies (India), hence the erroneous ascribed reference
of Native Americans as Indians (Cohen 1969: 9). One can deduce the arrogance
that accompanies Columbus’ positionality. This same arrogant tendency accompa-
nied many European voyagers and explorers who purported to discover the already
existing ecologies and localities outside of Europe’s consciousness. For example,
David Livingstone, a British explorer, maintained that he discovered the Victoria
Falls between 1852 and 1865, one of the eight natural wonders of the world (Udeze
2009: 604). Natives of that ecology, located in present-day Zimbabwe, were aware of
the gorge and called it Mosi oa Tunya, meaning the “smoke that thunders” referring
to the mist and showers created as the water gushed down the more than 100-m-deep
falls, for example (Udeze 2009: 604). Eurocentrism negates the existence of local
orders and imposes itself in other spaces and places. This suggests that Eurocentric
modernity cannot live with other civilisations in one and the same space/place at the
same time. Competition is inherent in this civilisation. Hence, annihilation of the
other is seen as progress, control and influence.

The very idea of discovering an already existing ecology or locality suggests the
very problem of coloniality and, by extension, European modernity. This idea of
discovering something centres the discoverer as the agency of consciousness over
the discovered. One can only discover what is hidden, or one can discover what
is not in one’s consciousness. Columbus’ position of discovering America negates
the ontological being, agency and consciousness of the Natives of America who
already were occupying that space when Columbus discovered it. That position totally
negates and pathologises the existence of people in that so-called discovered space.

The colonisation of the Americas resulted in the colonised Natives assuming an
inferior position to that of the White colonisers of British descent. This domination
of Native Americans signalled the beginning of “legitimising the already old ideas
and practices of relations of superiority/inferiority between dominant and dominated”
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(Quijano 2000: 535). This relationship of the conquered and the conquerors produced
social relations that were based on race and subsequently, class. The conquering race
apportioned itself a superior status to that of the conquered. The Natives of America
who were erroneously referred to as Indians occupied the bottom position in the
hierarchy of the new world order. It is argued, therefore, that modernity ordered
human society in a hierarchy where the White race occupies the top position in the
hierarchy. The Europeans who had conquered the Natives of America—Indians—
naturally assumed a position of subservience to Portuguese, Hispanics or Spanish and
other white-looking races. Modernity is also credited for the creation of the capitalist
system. The conquering race structured a new world order in such a manner that
they controlled the means of production. The conquered race, Indians and Mestizos
(children born of Spanish men and Indian women), were made to work as labour
for the conquering race. From the onset of the colonisation of America, “Europeans
associated non-paid or non-waged labour with the dominated races because they were
‘inferior’ races” (Quijano 2000: 538). Europe was centrally located to the sites of
mercantile activity and hence Europe became the “central site of the commodification
of the labour force” (ibid.).

Grosfoguel (2000: 349) submits that in Latin America, following the nineteenth-
century revolutions of independence, White elites “maintained after independence
racial hierarchy where Indians, Blacks, Mestizos, Mulattoes and other racially
oppressed groups were located at the bottom”. Grosfoguel points the reader to Qui-
jano (1993) who called this hierarchisation of races “coloniality of power” (2000:
349), and it is this hierarchical ordering of humanity that is of relevance to this
chapter.

Partitioning of Africa: European Modernity’s
Double-Standards

Another myth that festers and perpetuates modernity is the idea of accepting present-
day Africa as an organic and natural occurrence. Europe is organised mainly along
kinship ties, one speaks of the French who are located in France, the English or British
who are located in England and or Britain, the Germans who are located in Germany,
the Swedish who are located in Sweden and so forth. European modernity saw the
value of maintaining kinship ties, and they formed states organically. Yet, Europe
denied Africa the same kinship and organic structures by partitioned Africa according
to European interests. The contemptuous partitioning of Africa by imperial powers
(1885/6), followed by the “unjust wars of colonisation” of Africa, particularly (1890s
onwards), disposed Africans—the rightful owners—of their land (Ramose 2003:
2). These two injustices—the distribution of Africa to European imperial powers
and the colonial violent takeover of Africa by Europeans—were in direct contrast
to the principles of sovereignty that Europe had recognised and adopted in 1648.
Imperial conquests over Africa meant the loss of sovereignty of Africans, thereby
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institutionalising European empire in Africa. What this also reveals is that sovereignty
and universal human rights, including property rights, were never meant for the
beneficiation of Africans. When these so-called principles were crafted and designed,
they did not have in mind the African, as a part of humanity.

There is a consistent inconsistency of European modernity; at one point, it says
one thing [state sovereignty that presumes equality of states, 1648] and at another
point, it does the opposite [Africa is Europe’s property and can be divided according
to Europe’s whims, 1885/6]. In other words, the rhetoric of European modernity
is seemingly consistent; it is the reality or lived experience of modernity that is
unequivocally inconsistent. For example, while Europe ascribed universal human
rights including property rights to all of humanity, it by the same token denied those
rights to non-Europeans and in particular, the Black African race. The disposses-
sion of Africans of their land by Europeans signalled the expansion of European
empire. Kissinger speaks of European expansion that came with the “blueprint of
their [Europe’s] international order” (Kissinger 2014: 6). What is of interest is the
very idea of European expansion. The concept of expansion reveals the problem-
atic nature of European domination of other civilisations. How does Europe expand,
and into what? Expansion speaks of matter and space; how could Europe possibly
expand? It is this expansion that controlled where Europe expanded into, how it
expanded and subsequently how it sustained the expansion that resonates with the
concept of coloniality. This is Eurocentrism par excellence.

Universal Human Rights

The other myth that is at the foundation of Eurocentrism and European modernity is
the veneer of universal human rights. The so-called human rights are applicable and
ascribed to everyone when it suites European modernity. The rights can be easily
denied other races particularly the Black race when it is convenient for Europe.
This epitomises Eurocentrism. Europe seemingly is the only civilisation that dictates
what goes and for who it goes. In convergence with this notion, Ramose (2003: 2)
speaks of an intrinsic link between land and human life. Life exists and is located
somewhere; the attachment and location of human life to land are unquestionable. In
other words, life is geographically located. The colonisation of Africa—"losing land
to the conqueror’—therefore, was tantamount to losing a “vital source of life” for the
Africans (Ramose 2003: 2). Hence, European colonial conquests not only entrenched
its domination in foreign spaces and places, it literally killed and murdered other
civilisations that occupied those spaces and places it invaded and conquered. So far,
this work has noted the inconsistency of the lived experience and reality of European
prescription of modernity to other civilisations. The inconsistency lies in that the
rhetoric speaks of ideals presumably ascribed for, and on, everybody. The reality
proves the rhetoric to be untrue.

The United Nations was created in 1945 following the so-called World War 1I,
formed to liquidate and obliterate “international wars” (UN 2018). The irony is that
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when the UN was formed, colonialism was at its peak in Africa. The formation of
the UN, therefore, did not include Africa because it was just Europe’s extension, if
not property. In other words, Africa was forcibly incorporated into the international
system without its involvement, consultation, consent and ascent. Not only was Africa
forcibly incorporated into the international system, it was also forcibly incorporated
into the capitalist market system (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2015: 485). Ramose concurs with
Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s view and submits that Africa’s loss of sovereignty meant that:

[T]he African was compelled to enter into the money economy. Having been thus rendered

poor by the stroke of the pen backed by the use of armed force, the African was compelled

to find money to assure not only individual survival but also to pay tax for owning a hut, for

example. In this way, the African’s right to life—the inalienable right to subsistence—was
violated. (Ramose 2003: 2)

The assumption of sovereign equality bequeathed on all states in the 1648 West-
phalian Treaty, and the de-recognition of Africa as a sovereign space and place in
1886 by European imperial powers, and the re-incorporation of Africa in 1945 into
the European international system, proves the consistent inconsistency and the absur-
dity of European modernity. Ramose (2003: 2) asserts that human rights “revolve
around the recognition, protection and respect of the right to life”. As such, the con-
tinual violation of human rights by the current world order is problematic and unjust,
which renders the rhetoric of human rights meaningless to Africans. If the rhetoric
about human rights is to arouse or evoke any meaning in Africans’ experiences and
consciousness, it must reinstate and rehabilitate materially and bestow recognition
of, and uphold Africa’s “inalienable right to subsistence” (Ramose 2003: 2).

The UN, a perceived global authority that seeks to champion universal human
rights by some states and actors, and if at all well-meaning, should it not then seek
to revisit the colonial question for redress especially to victims of the greatest crime
against humanity—colonialism? It cannot be that Africa’s human rights continue to
be trampled on and left unchallenged. Kissinger (2014: 7) draws the readers’ attention
to the current “world community” modelled on the European Concert of State which
was formed as a result of the Westphalian Treaty of 1648. The modelling of the entire
world on the European Concert of State is representative of Eurocentrism and the
idea of coloniality.

In August 2001, the United Nations held a Conference on Racism in Durban,
South Africa. At that Conference, the USA withdrew its delegation together with
Israel, in protest of demands put by Africans that the rights of Africans particularly
be recognised and that crimes against humanity committed by colonial masters be
accounted for and recognised for what they are. Ramose observed that:

The majority of the Western countries present at the conference insisted that the prevailing

inhumanity of the global structural violence and poverty should be maintained. This they did

by ensuring that the conference would adopt resolutions that would absolve them from both

the moral and the legal guilt of the violence of colonisation and the inhumanity of racism.
(2003: 3)

Accounting for colonial injustices would mean acknowledging the dispossession
of Black people of their land, among other elements; a thorny issue that capitalism
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cannot admit to, seeing that the dispossession was covered up by property rights—a
fundamental principle of capitalism—and contained in a facade of legal documents
including international law and National Constitutions of various countries. Colo-
nialism and capitalism are thus protected by law, particularly the Roman Law and
the Roman—Dutch Law. Needless to note that the Roman Law and the Dutch Law
are European and naturally seek to entrench Eurocentrism.

Modernity and the Global Power Structural Configuration

A study of European history, especially the histories of Britain, France and Germany,
reveals that the seventeenth-century Reformation, the Enlightenment period and the
French Revolution are commensurate with what has come to be known as the begin-
ning of the modern era (Escobar 2007: 181; Grosfoguel 2000: 348; Mamdani 2004:
4). In the words of Escobar (2007: 181), “historically modernity has identifiable tem-
poral and spatial origins in seventeenth-century Northern Europe”. Modernity is the
corollary of colonialism because the former was scattered across the world through
the latter. Hence, a discussion of one necessitates the interrogation of the other. The
problem with colonialism is that, while it could be argued that, in Africa, it ended
when European countries embarked on decolonisation in the 1960s, it was survived
by coloniality. In the same fashion as modernity outlived the modern era, colonial-
ity outlived colonialism as it produced, among other things, patterns of thought,
being, culture, epistemology and consciousness modelled on European thought and
standard. As such, Ndlovu-Gatsheni correctly argues that:

[T]he problem is not colonialism, [today], but coloniality, which emerged from colonialism
and has assumed global proportions to the extent of being best understood as global colo-
niality. This global coloniality is a leitmotif of the current existing empire, that of the United
States of America. (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013: viii)

This chapter acknowledges Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s position that noted that colonial-
ity emerged from colonialism. However, this chapter makes further observations
and departs from that position, and advances the argument that coloniality preceded
colonialism. In other words, this work asserts that, it is coloniality that produced colo-
nialism. Colonialism was informed by some rationale—coloniality. What Ndlovu-
Gatsheni’s position reveals is that had it not been for colonialism, anyone outside the
positionality of Euro-North America-centric modernity, would have not been aware
of coloniality. Borrowing from Nyere (2015: 95), an analogy can help put this point
across succinctly. If one is in a house or room, one cannot see the car parked outside
unless they look through the window. Yet the car would be there in spite of one who
is not aware of its presence. Put differently, the glass window (colonialism) allows
one who is in the house (peripheries of modernity) to see the parked car outside
(coloniality).

According to Quijano (2000: 533), modernity can be specifically traced to the
constitution of America. America was constitutionally founded on 4 July 1776, by
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a Europe-based religious order, the Puritan Order who are known as the “Founding
Fathers” of America. America’s founding was based on Christian principles. So,
Britain was an instrumental signatory to the US Declaration of Independence of
July, signalling the beginning of the colonisation of America (Lambert 2003: 2).
What is noteworthy is that America, unlike Africa, was colonised by negotiation. The
founding (a fancy word meaning colonisation) of America by Europeans resulted in
the current global power structural configuration. Quijano avers that “America was
constituted as the first space/time of a new model of power of global vocation,
and both in this way and by it became the first identity of modernity” (Quijano
2000: 533). Grosfoguel concurs and submits that by the nineteenth century, Great
Britain had positioned itself as the central power and the prototype of ‘modern’
civilisation. He argues that in “the nineteenth century, Great Britain had become the
new core power and new model of civilisation” (Grosfoguel 2000: 349). Kissinger
equally evinces the centrality of Europe to modernity and submits that “Europe
loomed as a geographic designation, as an expression of Christianity, ... centre of
enlightenment of a community of the educated and of modernity” (Kissinger 2014:
11). Hence, Europe purports itself as the centre of civilisation, knowledge and geo-
political power.

Modernity is clouded with, and equally credited for, the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries’ wars and violence. Mamdani (2004: 3) argues that the “world wars and
colonial conquests; civil wars, revolutions and counterrevolutions™ attest to that.
Modernity is violent and is tolerant of violence because it sees violence as a necessary
means to progress. Mamdani (2004: 4) observes that “the modern sensibility is not
horrified by pervasive violence”. Implying that, modernity is accepting of violence
and it reinforces it in its operationalisation of the developmentalist agenda.

The modern era’s conception evolved and resulted in the production of patterns
and soft-structures that predetermine, control and regulate being and epistemology
modelled on European thought and standards. Those patterns and soft-structures that
continue and perpetuate the dictates of seventeenth-century European culture and
thought are what identifies modernity. The main idea that came with modernity is
an implied “idea that everything new is necessarily good and desirable” (Grosfoguel
2000: 348). This idea of esteeming anything new was mistakenly believed to represent
progress and development.

Escobar further defines modernity from a sociological perspective and asserts that
modernity is “credited with the creation of modern institutions such as the nation-
state and basic features such as self-reflexivity” (Escobar 2007: 182). The concept
of nation-state is modelled on the European Concert of State, which is still the
prototype of statehood to date. Habermas (1973; 1987 quoted in Ndlovu-Gatsheni
2013: vii) avers that from a cultural perspective, modernity is accredited for the
“substitution of folk-knowledge by expert and techno-scientific knowledge”. To its
credit, modernity valued literature—the written word—and the advantage of that is
it is better kept and preserved, almost in its original state. Of course, the written word
can always be interpreted and re-interpreted. The problem with modernity is that in
its quest for ‘scientific knowledge’, it negated orature—the spoken word—a value
and practice that is ancient and sacred in African ecologies and localities. Modernity
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substituted orature for literature in African ecologies and localities particularly, and
relegated orature to ‘folklore’ or ‘folk-knowledge’ (Zondi 2017). Modernity is further
accredited with the creation of the “Cartesian subject as the fountain of all knowledge
about the world” from a philosophical perspective (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013: vii).

In affirmation of the aforementioned views, Biakolo (2003: 14) advances the
argument that “Western civilisation owes its origin to writing”. The invention of the
alphabet by the Greeks proved to be an unprecedented catalyst to the organising
and storage of information and subsequently knowledge production. The point that
Biakolo makes is that the archival and retrieval of information in Western civilisation
meant that access to knowledge and information was unrestricted, save for those that
were illiterate perhaps, whereas in oral traditions such as most cultures in Africa, “the
poets, sages, and thinkers depend on poetic rhythm and narrative structure to ensure
the remembrance of past utterances” (Biakolo 2003: 15). Admittedly, memory may
not always accurately preserve the details of phenomena as it happened and this could
be correctly argued to have been somewhat cumbersome. Information and knowledge
storage and retrieval that depended on memory was not always accurate in the oral
traditions and so remembering alone sets the limitation to knowledge production in
oral cultures. The inscribing of information and knowledge on manuscripts—the art
of writing—made for easier “storage and retrieval of knowledge” (Havelock 1963
quoted in Biakolo 2003: 14-15). Kissinger converges with Biakolo’s (2003) asser-
tions and notes that, fifteenth-century Europe saw the “invention of movable type
printing ... [which] made it possible to share knowledge on a hitherto — unimagin-
able scale” (Kissinger 2014: 19). This speaks to the lever of control of knowledge
and subjectivity that the industrialisation of knowledge production came with, mass
printing that allowed the dissemination of accounts and views from a Eurocentric
perspective (ibid.).

Biakolo (2003) evinces Kissinger’s (2014) view, while noting that the change in
the presentation of knowledge, that is, the mass printing of writings and accounts,
resulted in the “dominance of discourses that were more and more definitional,
descriptive, and analytical” (Biakolo 2003: 15). What remains is that, whatever
description or qualifier that the accounts were ascribed, they were written from
the perspectives of their writers, which essentially were European. Hence the Euro-
centric domination in literature, and “the origin of Western science and philosophy”
(ibid.). Havelock (1991: 24 quoted in Biakolo 2003: 15) argues that “without modern
literacy, which means Greek literacy, we would not have science, philosophy, written
law, nor the automobile or the airplane”. Havelock’s view is problematic because it
assumes that if something is not written down, it does not exist or will never exist.
Yet, writing down ideas presumes their existence in the first place.

Biakolo (2003: 15) is of the view that the cultural invention of print media by
Europe became its currency of its domination of literature. He argues that “the trans-
formation of the mode of codification and structuration of knowledge led to a cul-
tural regimen which placed greater premium on innovativeness, inventiveness, and
objectivity” (ibid.). Biakolo further highlights that the narratives that came from this
cultural regimen of literature tended to be “analytic, syllogistic, and definitional, and
their immediate context of production is generally privatist”, whereas oral cultures
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took the form of a traditionalist and conservative outlook (Biakolo 2003: 15). The
accumulation of knowledge in the oral cultures entailed a participatory and prag-
matic realm where its members interiorised communal knowledge (ibid.). This is
arguably the bone of contention between ontology and epistemology; the Western
civilisation tended to separate the episteme from the ontology of the knowing subject.
This does not give the literature tradition superiority over the oral African ecologies
and localities that valued the participatory and practical accumulation of communal
knowledge. Communal knowledge is valued in African ecologies and localities, and
the Western civilisation espoused a privatist episteme. It is a matter of difference
of modes of accumulating knowledge and information, rather than superiority and
inferiority of one mode over another.

The knowledge that is valued by modernity is that which it considers scientific—
abstract, objective, rational, logical and syllogistic. As evinced by Grosfoguel (2000:
348), modernity valued scientific knowledge over religious knowledge, thereby
peripherising religion and its values and virtues. Grosfoguel’s observation highlights
an implied attitude by Western ‘scientific’ knowledge’s conception. It implies that
if knowledge is primitive, it is illogical, irrational and unscientific. Western knowl-
edge, therefore, puts itself as the standard by which all other forms of knowledge are
judged. It gives the illusion that only it is valid and true. However, Biakolo (2003)
reveals that, despite what Western modern knowledge wants to purports, it is only
just but a facade. He argues that the so-called primitive thought is at worst “rational
but illogical and not scientific”, or at best primitive thought is “rational and logical
and scientific within its own cultural context” (Biakolo 2003: 18). What Biakolo
manages to succinctly reveal is that Western knowledge purports itself as objective,
yet in actual fact, it is subjective to its own cultural context.

Therefore, from the subaltern perspective, what Western modern science calls
‘primitive thought’ is in fact rational and logical in the oral traditions’ view; very
much in the same fashion as ‘science’ is to the literary traditions. If Western modern
‘scientific’ thought seeks order, unity, regularity underneath the seeming diversity,
and simplicity, the African oral traditional thought “also seeks this through the struc-
ture of the pantheon and the categorial relations of its spiritual forces” (Biakolo
2003: 18). This means that, just as Western modern scientific methods, the African
oral traditions seek to explain causal connections between phenomena, for example
between “dis-ease states and social conduct” (ibid.). Western modernity expressly
names one thing and ascribes particularly meaning to the named thing; and by the
same token implies the opposite to that which it views as opposite to the named
thing. For example, the description of one society as civilised implies that the oppo-
site is savagery; or, framing an argument or writing as logical implies the illogical
of the other. Now, in relation to Africa particularly, the written tradition’s opposite
is oral, and the scientific’s opposite is magical (Biakolo 2003: 20). In the conception
of Western modernity, one cannot live or survive as one and the other, it is always
an either, or, scenario. Modernity always distinguishes between being and non-being
and never being together with ‘non-being’. This is yet another of modernity’s myths.
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The Irrationality of Modernity’s ‘Rationality’

The Enlightenment period (eighteenth-century Europe) emphasised rationality. Aris-
totle argued that “man (sic) is a rational animal” (Quoted in Ramose 2001: 2). In
the words of Ramose, this means that “those animals whose being or nature includes
reason as their distinctive characteristic fall within his definition” (ibid.). Rationality,
therefore, sets apart man (sic) from animal. Suffice to note that this definition of “man
(sic)” as a ‘rational animal’ is proffered by a Greek, and therefore White European
man who, unwittingly, entrenches Eurocentrism. Ramose interprets Aristotle’s def-
inition of man (sic) to mean that “any other animal which might look like a human
being but be without reason does not qualify as a human being” (Ramose 2001: 2).
Non-human beings are defined by lack and therefore precast as victims of the human
beings because they are disadvantaged and without reason. Ramose highlights that
the demarcation between reason and unreason ‘“‘established the nature of the rela-
tionship between those inside and those outside the line of reason” (Ramose 2001:
2). This is similar to the “Abysmal lines” that Maldonado-Torres (2002: 998) speaks
about. They are imaginary lines such as the line of Capricorn or the Equator. They
represent false demarcations that are socially constructed and are only a reality to
those conscious of them. Eurocentrism thrives on imaginary lines that do not really
exist ontologically.

Aristotle’s legacy or tradition is what informed European conquerors of Africa,
this European-centric definition of humanity excluded animals without reason
(Ramose 2001: 2). The definition of man (sic) as a rational animal proffered by
Aristotle excluded the African, among others. The conundrum of this definition lies
in that the conqueror applied it religiously when they came into contact with the
“African, the Amerindian and the Australasian” (Ramose 2001: 2). This speaks of
a Eurocentric definition of humanity that is limited to a geographical location of
the Northern Hemisphere; any other human being not located in the geography of
Europe is deemed to be with “unreason” or without reason (ibid.). This is a myth that
is based on imaginary lines that demarcates humanity from non-humanity. Geog-
raphy then becomes manipulated to make believe that the imaginary demarcations
of humanity from non-humanity are actually real. The manipulation of imaginary
demarcation lines is aimed at furthering the myth that Europe embodies humanity
and that anything else that exists outside Europe is of a lesser ontological value and
could be used and manipulated by humanity located in Europe.

The exclusion of the African, and other non-European races, in Aristotle’s defini-
tion of man (sic) as a rational animal, gave grounding for treating the African “only
as an animal” (Ramose 2001: 2). This definition provided justification, therefore, for
the enslavement and subjugation of Africans among other non-European races, as
it was in the African’s nature to be without reason. If unreason defined the African,
what would be the reason to not conquer the African? In this line of thought, it was
“necessary and proper” for the conqueror to subjugate the African; after all, this was
contingent upon the practical application of Descartes’ “I think therefore, I exist”,
only it practically meant “I think therefore, I conquer” (Ramose 2001: 3). This is
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the very problematic fabric of thought that justified, and continues to perpetuate,
coloniality of power. Ramose quips therefore that it is of no surprise that European
conquests of Africa, and the slave trade particularly, are conspicuous features that
defined the asymmetrical relationship between the conquering Europeans from the
West and Africans, but specifically Africans from sub-Saharan Africa (Ramose 2001:
2-3). Even the imaginary demarcation of sub-Saharan Africa exists only in mind and
not in reality. Material power is then used to perpetuate the framing of conditions
that exist in the so-called sub-Saharan Africa.

In the European conquerors’ framework, civilisation was possible only in so far
as the agent of progress, or the recipient of progress, was capable of rationality. Since
Africans were equated to animals without reason, they were deemed incapable of
progress. The incapability to progress meant that Africans could not attain civilisation
to the European standard or to the satisfaction of the European. Ramose adds that “this
line between civilisation and barbarism was an extension of the boundary between
reason and unreason” (Ramose 2001: 3). Europeans’ self-claim to the exclusive
possession of civilisation was contingent upon a belief that they were superior or
possessed superior civilisation to that of the African or any other non-European
civilisation. As such, they encountered non-Europeans, particularly Africans, with a
predetermined attitude that negated, belittled and inferiorised non-Europeans. Hence,
the European conqueror thought of himself and herself as civilised and the African
as barbaric, with the latter’s rights, competences and obligations predetermined by
the former (Ramose 2001: 3).

The European conqueror thus determined and established a gulf between civility
of the self and barbarity of the other, and thus, between superiority in the self and
inferiority in the other. The othering of others was thus established and secured. This
imaginary chasm meant that the relationship between the European conqueror and the
conquered African was devoid of reciprocity. It was a unilateral relationship where
“the African had only obligations towards the conqueror but no rights” (Ramose
2001: 3). This could be argued as the genesis of hierarchisation of human beings
according to race, reason and civilisation according to a particular European-centric
standard projected as universal in Africa. This is the crux of coloniality of power,
the ordering and organising of all civilisations according to a particular, Eurocentric
standard. The very idea of centring Europe in the development of every civilisation
speaks of Europe’s insatiable thirst of controlling humanity.

The Facade of Modernity

America was the first space to have been colonised by Britain and turned out to be
the prototype of modernity and the new world order. It follows then that Britain,
located in Europe, has become the centre of the world; hence, this chapter’s asser-
tion that the current world order reflects a Euro-North American-centric conception.
Kissinger submits that America idealises and projects itself as a “city on a hill”;
America thinks of itself as an ideal possessing values that are universally applica-
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ble and relevant (Kissinger 2014: 16). To evince this observation, in 1961 the then
American President Harry S. Truman in response to Kissinger’s question on “what
in his presidency had made him most proud”, quipped, how Americans had entirely
annihilated their nemeses and in turn brought their former enemies to the “commu-
nity of states” (Kissinger 2014: 1). American Presidents have over the years urged
other governments to accept the conservation and consolidation of universal human
rights (Kissinger 2014: 2). Yet, while making that call to the world, the USA at
that time was simultaneously embarking on what it called the “role back strategy”
that was meant to fester destruction in the Soviet system. Does it mean then the so-
called universal human rights were not applicable to the Soviet Union? This reveals
the double-standards embedded in the Euro-North American-centric civilisation and
modernity. This further reveals the centrality of Europe to humanity. Eurocentrism
perpetuates the myth that only in Europe is located humanity and therefore, human
rights apply to where humanity is located, Europe.

The destruction of the Soviet system was to compel the Soviet Union to renegotiate
a settlement on America’s terms (Chomsky 2011: 10). America had the upper hand
in the negotiation. Besides the unmatched economic and military power of America,
it enjoyed a perceived legitimacy in the negotiation owing to the mass media and
propaganda machinery that propped America up as a legitimate party to the negotia-
tions. At the time of the end of World War II, 1945, America had 50% of the world’s
wealth, yet its population was a mere 6.3% of the world’s population (Chomsky
2011: 11). This statistic speaks of an uneven and asymmetric economic and power
balance when America is compared to the rest of the world. Making America an
empire as such, and will do anything to maintain that status quo as evinced by this
declaration from the National Security Council (henceforward NSC) Document 68
attributed to an US Planner of post-world war strategy, George Kennan, 1948:

Our real task in the coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships which will permit
us to maintain this position of disparity...We should cease to talk about vague and unreal
objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards and democratisation...The
day is not far when we are going to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are then
hampered by idealist slogans, the better. (Chomsky 2011: 12)

The problematic nature of Euro-North American-centric modernity is that it con-
demns one thing, in this instance, and does the same thing, in the next. For example,
the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) core objective is to conduct secret activities
that are not in line with legal norms for the US’ executive branch. The executive does
not want these secret activities to be known, as they are potentially disastrous to their
reputation, popularity and acceptance from the general public. What this reveals is
that, contrary to populist propaganda of the USA, within its government machinery,
the USA notably goes against democratic principles (Chomsky 2011: 162).

Atthe height of the Cold War, America was devising a plan that sought to dominate
what was to be a ‘new world order’. The plan was called the “Grand Arena” (Chomsky
2011: 13). The Grand Arena plan included:

[T]he Western Hemisphere, Western Europe, the Far East, the former British Empire (which
was being dismantled [through Britain’s decolonisation]), the incomparable energy resources
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of the Middle East (which were then passing into American hands as we pushed out our rivals
France and Britain), the rest of the Third World and, if possible, the entire globe. These plans
were implemented as, as opportunities allowed (ibid.).

The Grand Arena entailed that every part of the world, meaning every geo-locale
in the new world order, was allocated a particular purpose. The industrialised or
developed countries—developed on the basis of unpaid labour provided by the Black
race particularly, but by non-European races generally—were to be led by Germany
and Japan, the so-called great workshops (Chomsky 2011: 13). Germany and Japan
were revered as the great workshops following their show of military superiority
during the Cold War, this bearing testimony to the Euro-North American-centric
civilisation’s esteem of war; violence is used as a tool that brings honour and prestige.
The two great workshops were to work “under US supervision” (ibid.).

The Northern and Western Hemisphere were placed at the apex of the hierarchy
of this new world order, with the rest of the world—Ilabelled as “the Third World”,
at the very bottom and peripheries of the Euro-North American-centric civilisation’s
world order. The periphery was meant to meet its primary function of providing
labour, raw materials and the consumer market of finished products. The periphery
was meant to be “exploited” to the benefit of Europe and Japan (Kennan quoted in
Chomsky 2011: 13). Kennan worked as a US State Department Official in 1949,
and is credited to have drafted the memo that exposed the US’s plans (ibid.). It can
be deduced from Chomsky’s analysis that the USA, as the architect of the “Grand
Arena”, determined and controlled who did what, when and how, the ‘why’ rested
with the USA itself. This speaks to coloniality of power at a global level; hence,
this chapter’s assertion that the Euro-North America-centric modernity continuously
pursues global coloniality. Anything or anyone that stands antithetical to this new
world order becomes a threat that is violently dealt with. Saddam Hussein of Iraq,
Thomas Sankara of Burkina Faso, Patrice Lumumba of the Congo, and Muammar
Gaddafi of Libya are cases in point. The common element that the aforementioned
figures shared is their locality in the peripheries of the Euro-North American-centric
civilisation.

Modernity’s Creation of Zone of Being and Zone
of Non-being

In the Euro-North America-centric worldview, the accident of geography is esteemed
more than the essence of humanity. There is more value placed on the geography
of where human beings originate from, than the actual humanity. This worldview
perceives two distinct zones; zone of being and the zone of non-being based on the
exclusion that emanates from geography and subsequently, race. Kissinger high-
lights the fact that, despite the global power structural configuration that was created
and is perpetuated by the Euro-North American-centric global domination, it is in
fact a European accident that was realised and now purports itself as an essence;
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the realisation was, and is, maintained by force and aggression. He argues that the
“international relations” of the 1490s were a mere European regional undertaking
which was to be globalised through the violence of colonialism (Kissinger 2014: 18).

The Euro-North American-centric new world order was born out of imagination.
The socially constructed borders of what determined humanity and non-humanity
were realised by force and are consistently consolidated by either the use of aggres-
sion or the threat thereof. The demarcation is not only imaginary, it was materialised.
Ramose (2001: 5) submits that the “amity lines” that enveloped the Euro-North
American-centric civilisation while isolating the rest of the “overseas zone” were
geographically located “along the equator or the Tropic of Cancer in the South,
along a degree of longitude drawn in the Atlantic Ocean through the Canary Islands
or the Azores in the west, or a combination of both”. This demarcation, that sepa-
rated the Western Meridian from the Azores, was to not be shifted under whatsoever
circumstances.

In other words, this Western Meridian separated the Western Hemisphere and the
overseas zone signalling the end of Europe and the geography that existed beyond
the “amity line” signalled the beginning of the “New World” (Ramose 2001: 5).
The overseas zone was not governed by Europe and hence no law applied there,
except for the “laws of the stronger”; this meant civility was curtailed to exist only
in the Western Meridian, beyond that lay a territory of barbarity. Kissinger (2014:
18) quips that as far back as 1550-1551, King Charles the V, a Christian, summoned
a council of theologians for deliberations and that council concluded that “people
living in the Western Hemisphere were human beings with souls—hence eligible for
salvation”. That pronouncement implied that people who lived beyond the Western
Hemisphere where therefore, non-human beings and without souls. In fact, that con-
clusion justified “conquest and conversion” (Kissinger 2014: 19). This then speaks to
the audacity with which Europeans imposed their religion, even forcefully at times,
on people in spaces and places they colonised and conquered. Coloniality of power
was henceforth geographically and asymmetrically constituted in favour of the West-
ern Hemisphere. This was the creation of the European-centric “zone of being” and
the “hellish zone of non-being” for non-Europeans, but Africans particularly.

What is noteworthy of the amity lines is that, unlike the “Rayas” lines, they rep-
resented a zone that was subject to conflicting interests arising between a duo of
“contractual parties” that sought to seize land and commandeer the inhabitants of
that land. The conflicting parties only shared consensus on the “freedom of the open
spaces that began beyond the line” (Ramose 2001: 5). This speaks of the condescend-
ing attitude that engulfs the Euro-North American-centric civilisation. It ascribes
humanity to itself and, beyond the geography of what it knows and the proximity to
it, denies other humans of their humanity. The interaction between the conflicting
parties in the zone of being are amicably resolved through a contract, and beyond
the zone of being, the barrel of the gun, aggression and violence become the order
of the day—the “hellish zone of non-being”.

In the ‘hellish zone of non-being’, “force could be used freely and ruthlessly”
because there existed no humanity in those spaces and places (Ramose 2001: 5).
This meant that anything that happened outside the Euro-North American-centric
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world did not have legal merit nor consequence and had no moral or political merit.
Hence, John Tully’s observation that “there is no sin beyond the equator” (2011:
85). Sins and transgression are only committed in the zone of being, where civility,
legality, morality and reciprocity are located and enforceable. In the hellish zone of
non-being, chaos, pandemonium and disorder are the norm. To this effect, Mamdani
(2004: 4) argues that “when violence does not cross the boundary between ‘the west’
and the rest—it is called ‘communal conflict’, as in South Asia, or ‘ethnic conflict’,
as in Africa” (Mamdani 2004: 4).

Chossudovsky (2015) evinces what he terms the “hegemonic project” of the “glob-
alisation of war” by the USA. He submits that there are major US-sponsored military
and undercover intelligence operations that are run concurrently in regions such as,
but not limited to, the Middle East, sub-Saharan Africa, Eastern Europe, the Far
East and Central Asia. These covert operations are designed to destabilise sovereign
states, particularly those states that defy the global power structural configuration
of the Euro-North American-centric world view. The USA and its allies, Western
Europe, do this to consolidate its grip on the control of the ‘new world order’, and
by so doing, continuously defines and sustains global coloniality through the control
of colonial power matrices—coloniality of power.

Coloniality as a Framework for Theorising Africa

Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2013: 7) defines coloniality as the “dark side of modernity” that has
been consistently packaged to camouflage the inconsistency and discrepancy between
the rhetoric of modernity and the lived experience thereof. While modernity esteems
values of democracy, human rights, progress and development, the implementation of
these values is often violent and disastrous when outside the Western Hemisphere—
the Euro-North American-centric space and geography. One wonders if this rhetoric
of the universal human rights covers spaces and places outside Europe and North
America—the epitome of the Western world.

Coloniality is therefore the rationale that gives rise and justifies colonialism.
Coloniality is the software of colonialism; the latter being the physical and violent
conquering of a people/civilisation by another, arising from the former. Coloniality
could also be understood as the after-effects of colonialism; it refers to “long-standing
patterns of power that emerged as a result of colonialism” (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2015:
487).

The concept of coloniality of power is a particular strand that lies within the
broader decolonial theory; it is informed and attributed to Peruvian national and
Professor of Sociology Anibal Quijano who identified four levers of coloniality. The
first is “control of the economy”. The second is “control of authority”. The third is
“control of gender and sexuality”. The fourth is “control of knowledge and subjec-
tivity” (quoted in Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2015: 487). Mignolo (2001: 424) submits that,
it is the “colonial experiences” that “outlived decolonisation” and thereby continue
to provide a template of thought and action that reproduces colonial-like forms that
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is problematic; and these patterns or structures constitute coloniality of power. The
patterns that emerged as a result of colonialism and continue to fester and consolidate
modern empire and its operations are constitutive of coloniality of power.

At the centre of control is power, hence the concept of coloniality of power. “As
the centre of global capitalism, Europe not only had control of the world market, but
it was also able to impose its colonial dominance over all the regions and popula-
tions of the planet, incorporating them into its world-system and its specific model
of power” (Mignolo 2001: 424). It is this concept of coloniality of power that this
study will appropriate in analysing the application of Right to Protect (R2P) in the
NATO invasion of Libya in 2011 mindful that this study seeks to establish and deter-
mine whether or not, the Libyan invasion was linked to the dynamics of coloniality
of power. According to Quijano (quoted in Grosfoguel 2000: 368), coloniality of
power is the classification of people through “historical process of colonial/racial
domination”.

Coloniality of power is manifested especially after the independence of former
colonised countries in the form of the continuation of “control of economic, cultural,
and political structures of society” (Quijano 1993 quoted in Grosfoguel 2000: 368).
Grosfoguel adds that the continuation of “power relations from colonial to postcolo-
nial times allowed the white elites to classify populations and to exclude people
of colour from categories of full citizenship in the imagined community called the
‘nation’” (2000: 368). Civil liberties, rights and privileges of citizenship were never
truly extended to colonial subjects such as Blacks, Indians, Mulattoes and Mestizos.
The control of the internal grouping of populations by colonialism is the perpetuation
of colonialism in abstentia. This is the essence of coloniality of power.

Kissinger (2014: 2-3) echoes what Mignolo (2001) observed that coloniality of
power is represented by the long-standing patterns that emerged as a result of colo-
nialism; he argues that “what passes for order in our time was devised in Western
Europe nearly four centuries ago, at a peace conference in the German region of
Westphalia, conducted without the involvement or even the awareness of most other
continents or civilisations”, such as Africa. Yet, the so-called world wars involved
Africans as foot soldiers who were used as proxies of the global powers. They
required of Africa cheap (military) labour for the industrialised and capitalist world.
South Africa, under the apartheid regime, sent its contingent comprising of more
than 600 Black men who were to perish at sea when their ship, the SS Mendi sunk on
route to participating in World War I on 21 February 1918, yet South Africa, as part
of Africa,! had nothing to do with World War I, for example (South African Navy
2014).

Europe is unquestionably the originator and epicentre of the crafting of colo-
nial conditions that were to be “approximated” globally to what is now understood
as the contemporary world order. In other words, a particular, subjective, shallow

! Admittedly, South Africa under the apartheid regime did not identify with Africa’s quest for
decolonisation and political freedom of the Black race particularly; this could very well explain
its participation in World War I and its insistence of sending Black men to war for its self-serving
interests probably as sacrificial lambs.
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and narrow perspective, and to use Kissinger’s words, “an accident” of Europe’s
imagination of order “became the hallmarks of a new system of international order”
(Kissinger 2014: 3). This is essentially where coloniality of power lies, in Europe’s
accident that “shaped and prefigured the modern” times of Europe into a universally
pertinent structure (ibid.: 4). It is this universally/globally appurtenant structure that
determines the global power structural configuration. It is prefigured and can only
be re-configured by the originator—Europe and its allies, particularly the USA and
much of the Western world. Europe’s allies often endorse and never are opposed to
this global power structural configuration that is inherently asymmetrical in favour
of the Euro-North American-centric alliance’ perspective. Anyone/entity that dare
oppose the global power structural configuration is dealt with violently, including
death, as was President Muammar Gaddafi. This makes Europe an empire. In other
words, Europe’s accident was scattered across the globe in an intentional and mali-
cious manner that sought to expand Europe’s influence and territory.

Contemporary global society is ordered around the patterns that emerged from
British colonialism of America and the rest of the world. America, hence, became the
prototype of a colonial state. Kissinger (2014: 6) points out that “in time, the US would
become the indispensable defender of the order Europe designed”. The USA will
defend the system that Europe designed because it was included in the prefiguring of
the global power structural configuration based on the imagined superiority of race,
and hence races were ordered hierarchically with the White race occupying the apex
of the hierarchy. The influence that Britain and America have in the contemporary
world order is unparalleled. The Euro-North American-centric orientation is thus
monolithic and imposing. Today’s society is dominated by Europe and North America
as the two protagonists of the current world order or the global power structural
configuration.

Kissinger further reveals that “in the American view of world order, peace and
balance would occur naturally, and ancient enmities would be set aside — once other
nations were given the same principles say in their own governance that Americans
had in theirs” (Kissinger 2014: 6). But, who are ‘they’ that give other nations those
so-called American principles? What Kissinger reveals here is that America sees
itself as part of the design team of the global world order. It too, is above the world
system as it is the designer of the current world order. The Euro-North American-
centric modernity hence is supra the global power structural configuration because
it prefigured it. It cannot be that the designer of a thing will be governed by the same
rules that govern the designed thing.

In 1648, the doctrine of sovereignty was officially codified and conferred sovereign
rights and autonomy to all states. All states were to be treated as equal in authority as
sovereigns in their domains and in relation to other sovereigns, regardless of economic
stature or arsenal power. Yet in 1815-1886, this sovereignty was denied to Africa.
Kissinger intones the double-standards of Europe in the haphazard and spurious
application of the principle of sovereignty; he argues that “they [Europeans] often
neglected to apply concepts of sovereignty to the colonies and colonised peoples”
(Kissinger 2014: 6). Since the current global power structural configuration was
an idea of Europe, it is only the Euro-North American-centric modernity that can
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reconfigure the design because this modernity is outside the design. To evince this
assertion, it is argued that “Europe has set out to depart from the state-system itself
designed and to transcend it through a concept of pooled sovereignty” (Kissinger
2014:7). The European Union (EU) is the case in point; ironically, Gaddafi was
calling for a United Africa (UA) at the time of his assassination.

Admittedly, the utility value of these institutions (EU, AU, UN, etc.) lies in that
they have potency to provide an even-handed and impartial framework for the engage-
ment of a diverse community of states, if handled fairly, justly and with symmetrical
influence of the involved parties (Kissinger 2014: 7). The current global power struc-
tural configuration was an invention of Europe, and as the architect of this system of
world governance, Europe championed the “balance of power concept” with itself
as the author and adjudicator of that system (Kissinger 2004: 7). This reveals the
genesis of the asymmetrical power configuration in this ‘new world order’ system.
This means that the rationale of colonialism is coloniality. Coloniality propelled the
Europeans to conquer other civilisations in order to impose their sense of order on
every ‘other’ civilisation.

The Westphalian Peace Treaty was signed in 1648, indicating the official codifica-
tion of the doctrine of state sovereignty. The Berlin West Africa Conference, known
for the slogan ‘Scramble for Africa’ occurred in 18851887 (Iliffe 1979; Paken-
ham 1992; Chamberlain 2010). The Versailles Treaty was signed in 1919 signalling
the end of World War I (Kissinger 2014: 24) demonstrating the European double-
standards and asymmetrical power relations. This also speaks of the inconsistencies
of European modernity. The double-standards applied by Europe in its interactions
with the rest of the world are conspicuous. Another example of this is that the same
European-centric worldview developed international law. International law entailed
that “if a state would accept these basic requirements, it could be recognised as an
international citizen able to maintain its own culture, politics, religion and internal
policies, shielded by the international system from outside intervention” (Kissinger
2014: 27).

Europe as the self-appointed architect, arbiter and adjudicator of states’ behaviours
considered international law “as an expandable body of agreed doctrine aimed at
the cultivation of harmony, with the Westphalian treaties themselves at its heart”
(Kissinger 2014: 27). It can be deduced, therefore, that international law was designed
for Europe and had only Europe at the centre of its creation and intended application,
which then explains why international law was not upheld at the Berlin West Africa
Conference, Africa was partitioned to the whims of European imperial powers with-
out any consequence. This renders international law whim some as it is selectively
applied, revealing the impunity of international law.

International law speaks of recognition as the precondition for the acceptance of
a state in the fold of the international community of states. It consequently speaks
of being shielded and protected from external intervention. Recognised by who?
Shielded from who? This is problematic for the African polity. How can an imposed
order maintain a culture, politics and internal processes of African ecologies and
localities, when an outside imposition has already been put? If a state does not
accept or conform, it is not protected from outside intervention. Is this not colo-
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niality of power at its highest expression? Europe is the recogniser of states and
therefore the guarantor of political independence of states; Europe is the power that
recognises states, protects states and policies states into conformity and order. The
European civilisation is the ordering state, from which all order is derived. Such is
the control that Europe has on the current global power structural configuration. This
undoubtedly makes Europe an Empire.

A British Statesman, Lord Palmaston, once quipped that “our interests are eternal
and perpetual, and those interests it is our duty to follow” (quoted in Kissinger
2014: 29-30). Europe prescribes what order is and what it is not, if a state conforms
to the prescribed order it is insulated from Europe’s wrath, but a deviant state is
meted with violence. The problem with the order of Europe is that it is foible and it
varies and changes depending on whom is in question. The Euro-North American-
centric modernity is not even apologetic about this matter. Kissinger evinces the
rationale behind this arrogance; he notes, “we mean to do what may seem to be
best, upon each occasion as it arises, making the interests of our country one’s
guiding principle” (Kissinger 2014: 30). This, in fact, is not a principle because it is
whim some, always depending on circumstances; should a principle not be mandible
depending on circumstance(s)?

Coloniality and Control of Africa’s Economies

European colonialism and the capitalist ‘market system’ are intrinsically linked. The
definition of one is constituted in the other, thereby making colonialism and capi-
talism mutually defining. Capitalism was a result of the colonial system to control
labour; and it maximised profits of Whites at the expense of non-Whites’ labour
force. Capitalism is an instrument of colonial domination of other races by Euro-
peans. As expounded by Quijano (2000:539), “capital’s specific social configuration
was geographically and socially concentrated in Europe, and above all, among Euro-
peans in the whole world of capitalism”. The Black labour force was imported from
Africa to Europe for unwaged or non-paid labour. Arguably, this move signalled the
beginning and legitimatising of slavery and subjugation of the Black race as “slavery
was assigned exclusively to the ‘black’ population brought from Africa” (Quijano
2000: 539). The conceptual link of colonisation, racism and slavery can be traced
to capitalism; Ramose (2003:3) avers that capitalism provides a “conceptual link
between colonisation, racism, and slavery”. In the grand scheme of things, Africa’s
only utility value was to provide unpaid and unwaged labour for the Eurocentric
world.

Therefore, cheap labour in the view of the Euro-North American-centric colo-
nial project is a necessary component of the organisation and control of the labour
market. Put differently, capitalism is by design meant to consolidate the modern
system of power distribution and maintaining and preserving the social structures of
the dominated and the dominant; the conquered and the conquerors. Capitalism is
embedded in, and sustains, coloniality which safeguards the perpetuation of colonial-
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ism, in the physical absence of the conquerors and colonisers. Quijano (1993 quoted
in Grosfoguel 2000: 368) argues that modernity is responsible for the social and his-
torical construction of classifications of “labour and capital; ... between Europeans
and non-Europeans”. These classifications perpetuate the colonial order. In other
words, the global power configuration is such that capital resides with Europeans,
and labour with non-Europeans. This asymmetry is a construction of the European-
centric capitalist system. This epitomises coloniality of power through the means
of the economy, means of production and financial resources. The Brenton Woods
Institutions such as the World Bank Group (WBG) and the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) are vanguards of European modernity that control and regulate the global
economy today.

Since the colonisation of the Americas, European colonisation was expanded to
the rest of the world from the eighteenth century and progressively controlled what
has been the world order since (Quijano 2000: 536). Essentially, and because of the
capitalist configuration, “Europeans were enabled to increase their wealth” at the
expense of non-European civilisations but particularly the unwaged and enslaved
Black race (Kissinger 2014:19). The start of capitalism was never on a just basis,
this was the beginning of asymmetrical economic relations, and capitalism enabled
economic superiority of European, the beginning of control of the economy. Hence
this study’s position on combative ontology, in combat of the monolithic Euro-North
American-centric civilisation.

The Power to Control Other Countries

Authority speaks of legitimacy, whereas legitimacy speaks of the rightfulness of
that which is said to be legitimate (Ramose 2003: 3). The Euro-North American-
centric modernity claims universal legitimacy to existence, and it further claims
legitimacy to ordering other existences modelled on its own. The authority of the
Euro-North American-centric modernity is geographically derived from the Western
Hemisphere. It is specifically derived from five European countries, namely Britain,
France, Germany, Italy and Greece. In all ‘classic’ European writings, one finds that
they either are informed by the thoughts and works of writers that include, inter alia,
Aristotle, Plato, Locke, Hobbes, Kant, Giddens, Rousseau, Machiavelli and Marx, or
they make reference to authors that are located in the five aforementioned European
countries.

It is this citation of these so-called authority figures in various academic disci-
plines, especially the humanities and social sciences, that is an appeal to the European
‘authority’ for the endorsement of individuals’ research, knowledge production or
opinion pieces for that matter. While this could be viewed as coloniality of knowl-
edge, itis equally coloniality of authority as the Euro-North American-centric moder-
nity views itself as the only legitimate authority of knowledge and truth, and hence
the only legitimate authority to produce knowledge and order ‘other’ civilisations
(Ramose 2003: 5).
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European modernity is also responsible for creating institutionalism as a way
of controlling global affairs. Institutions such as state, citizenship and democracy
are products of European modernity. Institutionalism, both as a theory and prac-
tice, emanates from the Euro-North American-centric discourse and rhetoric of
accountability that seek legitimacy. On the international level, institutions such as the
United Nations (UN), the World Health Organisation WHO), International Law (IL),
the International Criminal Court (ICC) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) are used to camouflage coloniality of power by the Euro-North American-
centric civilisation, which makes these institutions nothing more than representatives
of coloniality of authority.

Control of Gender and Sexuality

Coloniality of gender and sexuality speak to the broader concept of coloniality of
being. It has to do with the role geography plays in sustaining coloniality. It speaks
to the actual and physical space, time and the subjection that these aspects impose on
human beings, particularly colonial subjects. It further speaks of the objectification
of beings in the colonised spaces and places. In turn, the objectification of the colonial
subject results in the self-objectification of the colonial subjects themselves, hence
coloniality of being. Humanity is divided into the zone of being, which is located
in Europe and North America, and the zone of non-being which is all of the Global
South. Being is apportioned to Europe and North America and anything that is non-
European and non-North American has no ontological density in the framework of
coloniality.

In most African localities and ecologies, the colonial ‘order’ established colonial
societies that were based on the illusory ‘superiority’ of the male gender over the
illusory ‘inferiority’ of the female gender, modelled on European male chauvinistic
and bigoted society. Europe transplanted its society to colonial places and spaces, and
Africa was not spared. Europe imported its hierarchised and patriarchised society and
infiltrated the fabric of African societies. Men provided labour in colonial settlers’
towns and more often than not, would leave their families in their natural localities
and migrate to settler towns hence there was a creation of townships (Turino 2008:
28). Before colonialism, there was no concept of township in African localities and
ecologies. Colonial establishments forcibly evicted Black people from their homes
and forcibly relocated them to “townships” and “ghettos” (Desai and Vahed 2013: 14).
What the colonial establishment did in the psyche of the conquered and colonialised
Africans is that it taught African men particularly to treat their women with disregard.
Men, as labourers and latter earners of a merge income, became breadwinners in a
fast-changing world were labour replaced subsistence farming due to the loss of land
of the Africans to colonial settlers. The colonial establishment taught the African
what it was to be a man or a woman in the colonial order. It hierarchised race and
gender, with Whites as ‘superior’, to the ‘inferior’ Black, and male as ‘superior’ to
the ‘inferior’ female. The ‘inferiority’ of the female probably emanated from the fact
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that men were stronger physically and could provide the commodified labour much
better than women.

Control of Knowledge and Subjectivity

Ramose (2003) argues that the rationale that European colonialism operated on was
an unsubstantiated belief that Africans, among other non-European races, were not
rational beings hence, they were not entitled to what rational beings claimed as their
entitlement and rights. He argues that:

One of the bases of colonisation was that the belief ‘man is a rational animal” was not spoken
of the African, the Amerindian, and the Australasian. Aristotle’s definition of man was deeply
inscribed in the social ethos of those communities and societies that undertook the so-called
voyages of discovery—apparently driven by innocent curiosity. But it is well known that
these voyages changed into violent colonial incursions. It seems then that the entire process of
decolonisation has, among others, upheld and not jettisoned the questionable belief that ‘man
is a rational animal’ excludes the African, the Amerindian, and the Australasian. (Ramose
2003: 1)

What Ramose manages to reveal is that the imaginary right and exclusive claim
to rationality by Europe(ans) is only realised because of material power fashioned to
guard and preserve the myth that Africa is unable to rationally construct knowledge.
The power of the gun is what Europe used to scatter its patterns, templates, designs
and standards across the globe. Power in European terms is tantamount to instru-
ments of control emitted by violence. This imaginary exclusive right to rationality by
Europe(ans) has wide-ranging and extensive implications for knowledge production
about Africa by Africans. This is meant to cast doubt and reinforce the modern bias
on Africa and other non-European races; it is also meant to make the non-European
doubt themselves as to their capacity to rationalise, think and philosophise. European
imagination, and hence modernity, “is doubtful [that] Africans are wholly and truly
human beings” and it questions the Africans’ capacity to philosophise (Ramose 2003:
5). The pattern that European imagination implanted in the mind of the African is to
doubt herself and himself. This pattern is relatable to what Mudimbe (1987: 2) called
the “organising structure” and what wa Thiongd (1981: 94) called the “organising
principle”. This chapter adds the ‘ordering structure’ to the long-standing patterns
of control that European civilisation subjected Africa to. The self-doubting African
cannot and is not meant to know or produce knowledge about herself and himself,
let alone her/his surroundings and localities.

Europeans, as are self-acclaimed exclusive recipients of rationality, have thus put
themselves on a pedestal of knowledge production, and at the apex of correct and
therefore truthful knowledge. There is an underlying attitude that exudes itself as
though Europeans were the only race and civilisation that holds and embodies the
truth. As aresult, an African’s right to knowledge is contingent upon a “passive as well
as uncritical assimilation” of the knowledge produced in Europe for Europeans and
the whole world (Ramose 2003: 2). Africans are then supposed to faithfully imple-
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ment the knowledge that is constructed, defined and designed “outside Africa” (ibid.).
Coloniality of knowledge therefore refers to the Euro-North American intellectual
thought as the referral point upon which all other epistemologies and knowledges are
judged against. As an epistemological movement, “it has always been overshadowed
by hegemonic Euro-north American-centric intellectual thought and social theories”
(Ramose 2003: 2). Knowledge production, and the capacity to think and generate is a
preserve of Euro-North American-centric modernity resulting in the creation of “bor-
der thinking” (Arturo Escobar in Mignolo 2001: 179). The thinking is located in the
Euro-North American civilisation, beyond that geography, there exist no rationality.
Such is the thinking of Euro-North American-centric civilisation.

Contextualising Coloniality of Power

To control is to induce/evoke in another a reaction/response, or take a course of action
that they would not otherwise willingly choose. As such, control is the essential and
primary currency of empire. Coloniality of power is a unit of analysis that unmasks
the control patterns and of modernity. The architects of modernity and colonialism
had in mind, control of the world, for the survival of their colonial project. The
coloniser and the colonised are by design unequal. An inherent asymmetrical power
relationship exists between the two. The design cannot be greater than the designer,
neither a creation greater than the creator. A creator cannot be part of the creation
or created. The creation is a product of the creator, so is the design a product of
the designer. What (cause) limits and regulates (control) the design is the designer
(agency). As such, the rules that apply to the design may not be applicable to the
designer. The creator is above and beyond the creation. This scenario places the
creator in an asymmetrical power relation with its creation, the two are incomparable.

What are the implications of the asymmetrical power relations? The Euro-North
American-centric civilisation is outside the global power structural configuration. It
created this configuration, and it is the force that does the configuration. All other
civilisations are the ones to be configured. Any deviant civilisation or perspective
to the established ‘global order’ becomes a threat to the functioning of this global
imperial design. In this paradigm, there can never exist more than one centre of power;
the Euro-North American-centric civilisation views itself as the only legitimate seat
of power and control.

The designer regulates and controls the design. The design could have not existed
without the designer. This is the bone of contention; since the design could have not
been without the designer, how then can the same rules that regulate the design be
applied to the designer? As such, coloniality of power perpetuates the patterns and
designs of Euro-North American-centric modernity. The perpetuation of modernity’s
designs, patterns and structures is the essence of coloniality. Coloniality is the vehicle
that transports and transplants modernity. Coloniality of power is the vehicle that
transports and transplants control of institutions of authority, the markets, sexuality
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and gender as well as what is acceptable as knowledge, from Europe to the rest of
the world.

What would be of value to the analysis that this chapter embarks on is the four
levers of control that Quijano identified as core to understanding and unpacking the
concept of coloniality of power. In analysing and assessing the events that occasioned
the NATO invasion of Libya in 2011, this chapter will analyse how Libya was a
threat to the current global power structural configuration on four levels—control of
authority, control of knowledge and subjectivity, control of the economy and control
of gender and sexuality.

Going forward, this chapter will analyse how Libya’s stance on, and call to, form-
ing a United Africa, as evinced by Koenig (2017: Online), went against the authority
component of the current global power structural configuration. This work will also
go on to demonstrate how Libya’s proposal for African countries to develop and
adopt their own monetary currency that was to be backed by gold reserves, as sub-
mitted by Koenig (2017: Online), went against the economy and markets component
of the Euro-North American-centric power structural configuration. Libya’s quest
to develop a communication satellite that was to improve communication technolo-
gies in Africa, as averred by Bowen (2006: 14), went against the knowledge and
subjectivity component of the global power structural configuration. At the time of
Gaddafi’s demise, Libya was increasingly beginning to be seen as a good example of
a decolonial state, as opined by Bowen (2006: 15), and that was a threat to the gender
and sexuality component of the global power structural configuration. It is therefore
conceivable that the NATO-led UNSC acted to consolidate the global power struc-
tural configuration. As such, this work will now go on to demonstrate and evince
these assertions and convictions in the subsequent chapters.

Conclusion

This chapter demonstrated the conundrum of European colonialism to today’s soci-
ety, particularly in the view of African ecologies, localities and civilisations. It also
evinced how modernity has continued to perpetuate colonial orders, particularly in
African societies and localities. This chapter discussed the concept of coloniality of
power and demonstrated how coloniality of power particularly has thwarted African
ontology and epistemology and keeps Africa at the bottom of the hierarchy that was
socially constructed by European architects of modernity. The chapter highlighted
how modernity favours the male gender over the female and privileges masculinity
over femininity, and the White race over the Black race and other non-White races;
thereby modernity presented itself as superior to and all other civilisations as inferior.

This chapter also highlighted how the Euro-North American-centric modernity
convolutes appearance and essence; it deliberately presents an attractive appearance
of universal human rights, sovereign equality and yet the essence of implementing
those universal human rights is marred by violence, inequality, impunity, underde-
velopment and barbarity. This chapter also evinced how capitalism is intrinsically
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linked to modernity and coloniality of the global power structural configuration. At
the centre of the control of global socio-economic-politico affairs is the Euro-North
American civilisation that has potency to act unilaterally to pursue its own agendas
that are particular and subjective, but purported as universal and objective.
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