Occidentalism

The central contention of this text is that, contrary to many strands of popular opinion, the current spate of Islamic terrorism is not provoked by any one event, campaign or policy. Rather, it is simply that the modern West embodies a set of values that are, both in principle and substance, inimical to the quasi-religious beliefs of certain individuals. This then begs the question:

If we are culpable not in our actions, but in our values, do we bear any responsibility for the actions of those who oppose them?

The text specifically cites four main areas with which Occidentalists take issue. They are ‘the city’, ‘the rational’, ‘the bourgeois’ and ‘the female.’ Each of these contains paradoxes, and evasions.
The City
At its limits (i.e. overt prostitution, utter indifference to the homeless) the City can be said to offend many within our own society. 
· How then, do Occidentalists differ? 

· Is it simply a question of degrees – wherein we frown upon overt displays of obscenity in public, they simply oppose the mere presence of females in public spaces? 

· Is there therefore a lack of distinction in Occidentalist thought between the public and private sphere that liberal societies tolerate? 
· Does the City represent human arrogance? Historically, it is a purely economic construction, so designed (or often not) in order to facilitate voluntary exchange amongst individuals. Indeed, many of the great cities of the East (Baghdad, Hangzhou, Edo) were great trading cities. 

· However, does trade itself threaten the Occidentalist because voluntary exchange represents, or rather is implicitly motivated by greed?

Equally, does Voltaire’s construction of ‘the Jew, the Mohametan, and the Christian’, reflect the truth that voluntary exchange (or capitalism) is a universal mode?

The Rational 

The authors cite anti-Semitism as a defining tenet of Occidentalism. But to what degree is this, in this context, purely the result of the perception of Jews as avaricious? Or, on a broader scale, a function of Jewish communities’ openness to universal ideas – secular law, capitalism, republicanism, and even Communism? 

A paradox at the heart of Occidentalism is the degree to which they reject secularism and rationalism, and yet are opportunistically willing to pilfer their fruits – most notably through their use of technology – when it suits their purposes. Is there then evidence that Occidentalism is strongest in those societies where the fruits of Western civilisation (i.e. science and technology) are abundant and yet cause local cultural tensions i.e. in terms of empowering individuals, and particularly, women?
Perhaps Arab Socialism – which was intended to produce industrialisation without westernisation – failed because it was imposed upon a society that didn’t have sufficient understanding of the cultural/intellectual legacy underpinning it? Is this the fate of democracy in the same region?

Even more broadly, can industrialisation occur in societies that lack all of the tenets of Western society – individualism, rationalism, secularism, female emancipation, freedom of voluntary exchange, the rule of law? Are all of these necessary, or do they exist within an interacting state of dynamic equilibrium.

N.B. The aftermath of the 1993 World Trade Centre attack and the London Bombings illustrate this well.

More typically, Occidentalists reject the rational for the spiritual. In some instances, this is perhaps because the Occidentalists themselves (Hitler, Mao, Pol Pot) were relatively uneducated and disdainful of intellectuals. But equally, does the fact that science is a universal idea precludes such tenets of Occidentalist thought as;

· the existence of a (scientifically-verifiable) soul?

· the idea of racial superiority based on bloodlines and purity?

· the teaching of a specific religious-moral tenets?

Herein, will is superior to reason.

The Female

According to Occidentalists, and those who live in university towns, the emancipation of women leads to decadence. In their view, women exist only to breed heroic men – more than any other characteristic, misogyny is common to all Occidentalists. To what degree is this because:

· Women are regarded as weak, and therefore accorded little respect in societies that are defined by their masculine (usually warlike) characteristics?

· Women represent temptation – not only in the sense that they traditionally represent domesticity, and so the retirement from the male sphere of war and conquest, but also in that they represent ‘life’ (through child-bearing) whereas Occidentalists see the male ideal as ‘death.’

The Bourgeois
For a similar reason, the bourgeois represents the antithesis of the Occidentalist ideal, for it a self-limiting condition. Having attained a comfortable lifestyle, the bourgeois are perceived to have achieved the prupose of their existence: existence itself. For the Occidentalist, this lack of a greater, (debatably) self-less purpose is utterly contemptible. 

Yet this contempt for the bourgeois, common amongst many in society becomes in the Occidentalist, contempt for life.  Contrarily, Occidentalism is a heroic creed, most obviously manifest in the kamikaze pilots of 1944-45 and today’s suicide bombers.

· Since it is not necessarily poverty that motivates young men to offer their lives for a give cause, what can be said to be the reasons for this seeming paradox – that someone would care so deeply for a cause yet would sacrifice the opportunity to see its fruition.

· Or is this perhaps the only outlet of political expression for those who live in illiberal, unrepresentative societies?

Conclusion 
Does the thesis of this book necessitate that we defend Western civilisation with ever more vigour? 

· If so, what consequences does this have for, for example, policies of positive discrimination and diversity – at one end, the idea of hiring to fill a racial quota, and at the other the banning of pig-shape toys in the office place. 
· If not, what elements of Western civilisation do need defending, and which must be re-examined? Does, for example, liberalism have its limits?

