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In the analysis of [social] forms... neither microscopes nor
chemical  reagents are of use. The force of abstraction must
replace both

---- K. Marx, Capital (vol. 1), p. 19.

It does not matter whether the world is conceived to be real or
only imagincd; the manner of making sense of it is the same

---- H. White, Tropics of Discourse, p. 98.
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Glossary of Terms

Absence

In its ordinary or popular sense, absence mecans lack, void, incompleteness, or
emptiness. In deconstructionist forms of criticism, it designales non-existence, and
the distantiating and transforming processes of language use or “meaning”. In this
sense, absence implies constraints, contradictions, non-saids, and non-sayables
which may or may not manifest themselves in textual terms.

Accretive Knowledge

This is a form of knowledge that presents itself as an objective body of statements
or “information”, when in fact it was produced within the context of denigration and
debasement. Such “knowledge™ invariably projects its sciemtific character, and is
largely unconscious of its anecdotal and fictitious condition of possibility.
Acstheticism

Aestheticism is used in this Thesis to refer not to the negative theology of the /'art
pour ['are (art for art’s sake) associated with Romanticism, but rather to the secular
cult of beauty, the reliance on artistic models for comprehending the world and for
evaluating or explaining human action, events, or behaviour.

Aporia

An Aporig is a non-passage (deep and incscapable conflict), break, fault-line, or,
simply, an inhcrent contradiction. Aporia is a butlt-in omission, opposition, or
discontinuity that marks a structure of resistance to the allegedly rigorous
conceptuality which is said to organize the products of Reason, or rational thought.
In this sense, Aporia is the absence of a pattern, and is thus akin to absence or
contradiction (effacement).

Chromatism

This is the essentialist distinction between people based on the colour of their skin,
Deictic/Deixis

This is a linguistic term for elements of language which specify or denote temporal
location, as in lime, space, and interpersonal relations. Examples of these are this,

that, here, there, we, you, tomorrow, yesterday. These also indicate the
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spatiotemporal location (the orientation) of the speaker, or, in exploration writing,
the authorial narrator.

Demiurgic Subject

The demivrgic subject is the supremely creative ego, which may also be the ego
cogito, the speaking (and thinking) subject of writing, reference, and so on, which is
embodied in the concept of the authorial narrator and of the explorer-writer.
Differance

This term (note the A) was coined in 1968 by Jacques Derrida (1930--). 1t denotes a
sense of deferral, of difference differed. Its other meaning is deferment (1o defer and
to differ). It is used by Derrida to convey the notion that the play of signification is,
and can only be, constantly deferred, never fully achieved. It refers to the endless
spillage, slipping, and sliding of language and meaning. In Derrida’s special usage,
Differdnce is neither a word nor a concept, but a radically unstable term which
disrupts systematization, for example, a conceptual center or a logical origin.
Dissemination

This term describes the specific ways in which texts violate their own sclf-
constitution or construction, fall to pieces, seli-destruct, undermine themselves, and
throw into relief their own system of logic or metaphysical ground. In this sense,
dissemination describes aporias and impasses of meaning.

Fictionality

As a cognate term for fiction, fictionality does not necessarily require the willing
suspension of belief on the reader’s part. Neither does it overtly and directly
stimulate this “willing suspension of belief”. Rather it denctes a sttuation in which a
text establishes a particular kind of vhetorical effect through the “causal agency” of
authorial self-consciousness, as is the casc in exploration texts. Fictionality here
need not flaunt its own conditions of artifice, or literary seif-consciousness.
Indexicality

Indexicality or indexicalism is a form of self-reference exemplified by the
exploration text in which a first-person pronoun, an “I”, causally establishes the
present as the only reality through the narration of the events. In this sense,

indexicality is a form of fictionality.
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Intertextuality

This is the process by which texts “borrow” or “quote” from other texts. Indeed, a
text is no more than a collage of raw materials drawn from other raw materials.
These materials may be general or specific historical experiences, or inherited
technigques, and the like. Thus the conventions, codes, and devices available to the
writer belong in the last analysis to complex relations and relationships of cultural,
ideological, and power systems in the wider social and discursive formation.
Logocentrism

Derived from the Greek term logos (meaning “word”, and the associated implication
of wisdom and rationality), logocentrism is the “metaphysics of presence”, the
notion that reality is, and can be, direcily given to consciousness, or the subject, also
called parousia. Other related senses of the term are the assumption of, or search
for, a self-sufficient or originary starting-point which is said to be without
contradiction. It also takes the form of the supposition that we could dispense with
linguistic signs in writing on the argument that they might inhibit the direct
contemplation of thought, or the source of meaning, wisdom, and truth. In short,
logocentrism is the dream of a memory without a sign, or representation.

Metaphor

Metaphor (literally “transfer” or “name-change™) designates a thing for another
(thing). In metaphor, a thing X can be characterized in terms of its similarity to, or
difference from, another, Y. In this sense, mefaphor denotes all analogical
relationships, as is the case in allegorical, metonymic, and synecdochic situations, In
exploration literature, for example, symbolic narrativization of alien lands indicates
the larger allegories of imperial and colonial relations between the alien culture and
the explorer’'s home culture. Trom this perspective, allegory is an “extended
metaphor”. In metonymy, a kind of metaphor, an object is indirectly grasped as
bearing a relationship to another, so that ong, the part, is reduced to the other, the
whele. It is the other way round in syrecdoche, which indicates an integrative,
rather than reductive, relationship of the part to the whole, i.e. the part standing for
the whole. However, in exploration literature this function of synecdoche is

mobilized in the service of logocentrism and denigration.

xv



Play

Like differdnce, play resists hypostatization. It flaunts its own artilice and frivolity
so as to signal its undecidability, its playlulness, its refusal to come to an interested
stopping—or resting-place. in Derrida’s usage, it affirms a world of signs without
fault, truth, origin, and center. With play, the literary critic plunges, is plunged, into
a world without completion, security, or presence,

Presence

This term denotes non-signified self-confirmation and self-sufficiency. In literary
theory, it refers to the desire of an existent entity to be present fo itself. Indeed
presence is the demand that some entity, viz. author, narrator, authorial
consciousness, and the like, be the center and guarantor of signification

Sign

A sign can be a word, for example “writing”. A sign is a union of signifier {image or
form) and signified (meaning, idca or mental concept). This means that the sign is,
by nature, incomplete, and that “meaning” or signified can be grasped or interpreted
only by the use of another sign {the latter being the interpretant of the former). This
is why there is not a full signified, but only differences or deferment of meaning.
Signification

This may be characterized as the meaning or sense of an idea or notion. It also
denotes representation, the re-invention of an object in language such that a thing
stands-for a whole group of other things.

Transdiction

Transdiction is a form of “rhetorical” inference performed by explorers when they
infer the observed Trom the unobscrved. 1t is a form of slereotyping in which the
“character” of the observed Other is re-presented or signilicd based on what is, or
cannot be, observed about the Other. In this sense, the concept of “discovery™ in
exploration texts is a rhetorical property of fransdiction because what the explorer
really “discovers™ is his own verbal practice aboui and for what he has failed to

observe but what he thinks he has observed.
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Transfactuality

This refers to the process whereby a referent functions as a generative mechanism.
As a structure, a mechanism is, and actually cxercises, the causal power of a
generative agency which, however, may or may not be known. A good example is
the “Sudan™ in Zravels and Discoveries. Although she existed as a historical
formation, and had accordingly exercised a “referential” power of somc sort in
Barth’s representations, she nevertheless now exists only as a signification, a re-
invention, and thus as a textual space. To this extent, the “Sudan’s” transfactuality
is here no more than the signified content “transported” by Barth's text.
Transitive/Intransitive

The intransitive dimension is the domain of being, of the cxistentially given, which
may or may not be known. The transitive dimension on the other hand is the domain
of consciousness. This includes the domain of theorctical, cuoltural, and
philosophical reflection. In Barth’s text, the Sudan cannot be known in its

intransitive dimension, but oniy apprehended as a transitive objcct.
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ABSTRACT

This study presents a literary criticd paradigm for the study of Heinrich
Barth's monumental exploration (or travel) narrative of the Western Sudan. The
literary approach is intended to fill in a missing gap in the canonica historica
approaches to Barth's narrative. The dudy argues that Barth's empirical -
descriptive technique is, in the lagt anaysis, a literary-aesthetic device for the
expression of the unfamiliar, the exotic and the threatening Other. The study also
demonstrates that Barth's text, which has enjoyed great prestige within historical
studies on account of its assumed factud reliability and logical and referentia
meaning, is an instance of aesthetic-rhetorical writing, and not historical biography.
A close reading of Travels and Discoveries shows that Barth's "historical” moments
are paradigmatically and causdly literary and rhetorical moments, because the text's
production of the real, such as the description of landscapes, mountains, rivers, and
bodies inheres within the intersection of aesthetic, historical, metaphorical,
geographical, and ecologica discourses over which the writer-explorer has no
absolute control. This study undermines the mainstream historical assumption of a
distinct historical, as opposed to a "literary" Barth through the deployment of a
problematic which conceptuaizes Barth's textua practice as the coherent yet
unstable unfolding of a Baconian-Romantic literary tradition in which the objects of
visua perception are apprenended within the spheres of "metonyrnic observation”
and of "creative imagination”.

The study thus contends that Barth's "historicism” is a narrativizing and
representational strategy which discloses the Other both as a plot structure within the
aesthetic and narrativist rhetoric of 19" century ideology of the civilizing mission,
and as a subject for the pleasure and marvel of the reading publics of the meaning-
making projects of mid-19" century European Imperia cultures.

The study consists of seven chapters and an Appendix which contains
Barth's lithographic engravings of some Sudanese scenes. Chapter One explores, in
broad strokes, Barth's heritage within the rhetorica culture of Renaissance travel
writing, and the universdizing will to absolute knowledge of the Post-
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Enlightenment. It was this heritage that crested the historica and discursive
conditions of the modern European will to power, and which in turn produced the
modern genre of exploration writing. The chapter also sets out the scope,
delimitation, objectives, justification, and theoretica framework of the study.
Chapter two contains a review of the historica literature on Barth and his book,
such as biographies and scholarly books and articles by historians and
anthropologists who have dominated, until recently, studies of exploration literature.
The chapter adso reviews recent works by literary critics and textualists on travel-
exploration literature in order to keep abreast with the state of research, the
paradigmatic and new interest in this new and expanding research fidd. A select
review of related literature on narrativity (narrative and narration), and historical
and symbolic representation was aso undertaken. The principa arguments of the
chapter are that it is needless to ingst that the literary critic and the historian should
bridge the gap between literary and historical texts. This is because there is no such
divide. Any "historicalization" is necessarily and inescapably a function, instance,
and play of narrativization, a meaning production or narrativity.

Chapter Three investigates the cultura and political rhetorics that have
animated the reading and interpretation of Barth's influentid narrative of the
Wegtern Sudan. Its centrd arguments are that Barth's Narrative was not, as the
conventional academic wisdom assumes, written in the spirit of disinterested,
scientific scholarship. Rather it is made to appear such by the rhetorica interpretive
operations of its reading publics such as the Geographica Society, the leading
periodicals, Lord Frederick Lugard, and academic historians such as Shultze, Kirk-
Greene, Hodgkin, Ayandcle, Addeye, and Usman, among a host of others. These
reading publics or formations are themselves governed, like Barth's text itsdf, by a
specific set of more or less contradictory cultura and political rhetorics; and that
these rhetorics still under-determinc the contemporary reception of Barth. The
chapter substantiates the contention that Barth's Narrative does not possess any
intringc meaning-effects of its own, but those of its veritable reading or interpretive
communities within a process of "productive activation™.
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Chapter Four examines Barth's literary strategies of presence, his visualist
and objectifying modd of the gaze. It offers an analysis of Barth's desire for
plenitude in the form of his self-representation within arrival and departure scenes,
and of gift-giving, linguistic and cultural appropriation of the indigenous life-ways.
The subject of andysis in Chapter Five is the text's strategies of the representation
of the indigenous landscape and body. It shows that far from registering the
immediate presence of the locd space, Barth's text only symbolizes it, that is,
transfers or "trandates" it from a concrete to a symbolic structure. Chapter Sx is
concerned with Barth's deployment of narrativity, the configuration of the events
into the plot structure of beginning, middle, and end, complete with a central subject
and a narrativist consciousness, and how narrativity both configures and dis-
conflgures Bath's own textua-narrativid appropriation of native space. Chapter
Seven concludes the study and brings out the implications of Barth's overall oeuvre.
It argues that athough Barth prepared the way for Christian missionaries and
colonia adventurers in Travels and Discoveries, writing is at the centre of his text,
and that beyond and behind his text is an infinite productivity of the sign. The
implication is that those referents or presences that the text names have aways
existed, and can exist only, as traces, supplements, and substitute significations.



CHAPTER ONE: b
INTRODUCTION: CONTEXTS AND CONCEPTS

Questions of ‘meta-narrative' no longer concern just literary
works, but the lerms in which the post-Enlightenment West has
traditionally couched its own imperial project -- Terry Eagleton
{1996: 204).

-

}. The Salience of the Literary

This study analyses Heintich Bavth’s Truvels and Discoverics in North and
Central Africa (1857) from a critical Herary pevspective. Trovels and Discoveries 18
one of the most influential of the 19th century European exploration exts on the
arca between the Lake Chad in the cast and Timbuktu in the west. This geographical
area is variously called the Sudanic belt of West Alvica, the eastern, central, the
weslerts Sudan or simply, the Sudan, Since its publication in 1857-58, Travels and
Discoveries, which is also an account of the author's five-year travels in the Sudan |
between 1850 and 1855, has beconmc a major source of the history of [9th century
Sudanese societies.

Barth is, in other words, (he nwost cited [9th century explorer-weriter in West
African historical scholarship, and has gencrally enjoyed, and still enjoys, great
academic prestige within both conservative and radical historical circles, For
example, Barth has been considered as the greatest traveller of modern {imes
{Hourst 1899:1), the mosl authoritative historian of 19th century Bornu (Shultze
1913:24), Europe’s greatest modern explorer-writer (Prothero958: 324), the
supreme Nigerian scholar and founder of Nigerian historical studics {Hodgkin 1975:

[6-18), the founder of Hausa linguistic studies (Fair 1994:50}, the non-imperialist,



and typically a man of Reason (Hisk;:tt 1984:207), the least prejudiced and least
culture bound of afl the European cxplovers {(Curtin 1964:381), the most intelligent
of all the nineteenth century cxplorers of Africa (Davidson 1970:22), the diplomatist
and humanist par cxeellence (Ayandele 1979:7), and an Africanist of the highest
intellectual, perceptive and empathetic standing. (Kirk-Greene1971: v). The same
estimation of Barth i1s found, with varying degrees of emphasis, in Bovill (1926),
Cook (1942), Schiffers (1950), Boahen (1968), Feuser (1975), Hallet (1976), Usman
{1982/85), McLynn {1993), Spittler (1996), and Smith {1997), to cite the most
distinguished cxampfcs.

However, despite its use n historical and sociological studics, Travels and
Discoveries has not received adequate critical literary or deconstructive study, while
its author's textual practice or writing sirategies have been largely ignored by
scholars, This study is, therefore, a contribution 10 this task. it develops the
proposition that Barth’s Travels and Discoveries is the highly mediated product of the
rhetorical culturc of Renaissance humanism, the literary and disciplinary culture of
German historicism, English cmpiricism, and Post-Enlightenment imaginary. The
study also conceplualizes Travely and Discoveries as the product of a literary culture
nr‘ "literature of contact” in which the European explorer produces, or encodes, the
non-Europcan as a literary (representational) and rhetorical (symbolic and narrative)
"subjecl”, and the non-European landscape and culture, as a writable and aesthetic (or
an anti-aesthetic) order, via thc explorer's reflexive, expository and performative
voice (and point of view). It is argucd that it is this process that under-determines

Barth’s self-conception as a storylcller, a discoverer, and a causally, textually,



narratorially and semantically efficacious agent, the literary-monadic authorial
"eye/1".

Barth's rhetorical-narratorial strategics, and his text's literary qualities, or
conventions of representation, cannot be ignored beeause Barth's book is both a
‘]iterary text and a canon of major litcrary writing within the important genre of
literary production variously called “exploration or travel writing”, “travellers'
tales”™, “narratives of d.iscovcry", “travel literature”, or “literature of travel”, Indeed
the very idea of travel and of discovery, the semantic "delivery” of what the Other
already knows, involves the allegorization of spatial and cultural processes, and the
fictionalization of the matter-of-fact. On the whole, this study highlights and
explains the literary conventions by which such a major ireatise ol historical-
anthropological report about the Sudan, as Travels and Discoveries was pul together,
or even conceived in the first place. However; this is not to reduce a complex, or a
multi-dimensional process to a unitary one, the literary, but to demonstrate that there
is not a rigid, absolute distinction between the historical and the literary, and that the |
literary permecates all and every instances of texiual production, or, (o usc a
Derridean metaphor, wrifing. Whether a text inscribes or approaches the wo:l'ld as
transcendentally or empirically real or only as imaginatively or poetically invented,
the manner by which it proceeds to make sensc of the world is, and can only be,

literary, or, what amounts to the same thing, figurative.



1.1 Barth’s Résumé

Heinrich Barth was born on April 18, 1821 in Hamburg, in present day
Germany, where he was brought up, much as a country child and a strict Lutheran,
by orthodox Lutheran parents, Johann Christoph Heinrich Barth and Charlotte
Caroline Zaclow. Barth's father was a Thuringian pecasant who managed to build up a
Hanseatic trading business in Hamburg. After a rigorous early cducation
characteristic ol German academic discipline, Barth entered, in October 1839, the
University ol Berlin which had been founded in 1810, and was rapidly becoming a
leading centre of German scholarsh'ip, and posscssing some of the great minds of
German intellectual culture, such as Hegel (who had died in 1831, but whose ideas
wetre becﬁming ir-u.:reasingly popular), Ranke, Curtius, Muller, Boeckh, Ritter,
Humboldi, the brothers Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm, and so on. All these scholars
had a decisive influence on Barth's discursive formation. /

Between 1840 and 1847 Barth travelled widely in Europe and the
Mediterranean coast. In 1844 he defended his second PhD thesis on the ancient
commerce of antiquity, and in (849 published his Wanderungen durch die
Kurstenlander des Mittel Meeres... a narrative of his journeys or wanderings i-n the
Mediterranean arca and Asia Minor. Because of the academic and economic
prestige then enjoyed by the English language and Britain respectively, it was
common in the 19th century German provinces for a father to send his son to an
English-speaking school, and to encourage him to read not only Latin and Greek bult '
also Arabic. Barth’s father may have chosen the same road for his son because by

1849 Barth had learncd Arabic and English, and a host of other Guropean \Ianguagcs.



Barth died on November 26, 1865 after a violent stomach trouble. A biographer
remarked that he dicd n great pain. (For a detailed account of Barth's formative
years, see Schubert 1897, Kirk-Greenc i962:l-5,zmd Mclean 1993: 34-38):

1.2 Mission to the Western Sudan

Barth's carcer as a British explorer began in November 1849 when he and a

1
fellow German, Adolf Overweg, joined an expedition , sponsored by the British

Government, and led by the explorer James Richardson, to the Sahara and the

Western Sudan. Barth was then a lecturer at the University of Berlin'2 The party set
out for the Sudan via Tripoli carly in 1850. But between March 1851 and September
1852 both Richardson and Overweg died. Thus only Barth remained to explore the
vast area between the Lake Chad and Timbuktu, until 1855, In 1857-58 Barth.
published, with the help of a gencrous grant from the British Government, his
massive cxploration narrative, the Travels and Discoveries in North and Central
Africa. This study is bascd on the 3-volume edition issued in 1965, and is henceforth
referred Lo as TDH, T2, and T3 respectively.

Upon hfs return to Britain in 1855, Barth was honoured by the London Royal
Geographical Socicty (he was awarded its highest medal, the Patron’s Gold Medal),
by the British Government (which honourcd him with iis highest award,
"Companion of the Barlh"); was given a generous pension, and hosted by Queen
Victoria, and the Prussian Government, and personally by the Kaiser in Berlin,
After a long residence in London, and intermittent bilter quarrets with the Royal
Geographical Socicty, Barth moved to Berlin where he founded the Karl Riter

Institute in honour of his former teacher, and was appointed, in 1863, to the Chair of

+



. Comparative Geography at his alme mater, the University of Berlin. In 1862, Barth
elected president of the newly established Berlin Geographical Society.

Barth's travels in the Sahara and, especially, the Western Sudan took place,
as Prothero (1958) emphasizes, against the background of successive clforts by
Britain to chart the course of the Niger River. Fifiy years before him, successive ‘
explorers, notable among them Mungo Park, Major Laing, the Frenchman Rence
Caillie, and Denham and Clapperton, had attempted, with varying degrees of
success, to map, and thus "write” (up} tie interior parts of these regions. These
expeditions were mostly sponsored by ‘The African Association for the Discovery of
the Interior Parts of Africa which was formed in 1788, and amalgamated with the
Royal Geographical in 1831.

The most celebrated of these expeditions was Mungo Park’s journey which
took place between 1795 and 1805, in which he succeeded in establishing the
direction of the flow of the River Niger. Park also succeeded in navigating a
considerable part of the River’s upper and middle sections. Park, however, lost his
life at Bussa in 1805. Other explorers followed, notably Major Laing who got up to
Timbuktu in 1822 but was killed there, 1n 1824 Clapperton, Denham, and Ouﬂney
crossed the Sahara, visited the Lake Ci;ad area and disproved the hypothesis that the
Lake was the great sink into which the Niger flowed.

On a subsequent journey, Clapperton, who was accompanied by Richard
Lander, visited, via Badagry, Kano and Sokoto, and died at the latter place in 1827,
Between 1827 and 1830, the Frenchman Rene Caillic visited Timbuktu and returned

across the Sahara, and published a sensational narrative of his journcy; while the



Lander brothers (John and Richard) jourhcycd by canoe on the Niger from Bussa,
proving that the Niger flowed into the Atlantic Occan at the Oil Rivers.
Subsequently, no major expedition to the Niger or the Sudanic areas was undertaken
until Barth’s journey.® In the next two sections, the study explores in greater detail
the historical and discursive contexts within which the idcology and practice of
exploration literature emerged in Europe, and which, in substantial terms,
constituted Barth’s heritage.

1.3 The Inherited Tradition: Exploration as Conquest

In a discussion about thc problems of histerical continuity in human
consciousness, Marx argucs that the “tradition of all the dead generations weighs
like a nightmare on the brain of the living” (Marx 1969:398). This is doubly true in
the case of Barth, for he has a heightened conception of himsell as a Christian, an
Englishman, a Buropean, a Discoverer, and a host of other discursive and historical
labels inherited from Renaissance humanism, Christian missionary discourse, and
secutar Romantic or post-Enlightenment chetoric and epistemeology. Barth’s career
and discursive practice should be undetstood as a mediated outcome of the inhcrited
literary culture of the cognitive aggression and Promethean humanism pionecred by
the Renaissance. For, to quote Marx again, human beings make history, not as they
please, but rather “under circumstances directly encountered, given and transmitted:
from the past” {1969:398). This insight has been borne out by recent research into
the history and literary tradition or genre of post-Renaissance European exploration
writing by, for example, Said (1978), Mills (1991), Pratt (1992), Rennie (1995),

Spurr (1996), Ezc (1997), Loomba (1998), Driver (1999), Duncan and Gregory



(1999), and Nicholls (2000). These studies demonstrate that it was in such narratives
and textualities that European "identity-thinking" was born. In early-modern Europe,
for example, explorers such as Columbus, Azurara, and Ogilvy used the genre and
narrative conventions of exploration literature to survey, and not infrequently
produce, cultural difference. These writers not only narrativized non-European
peoples, cultures and lands, but also "wrote" up the journey as a metaphor for
exploration and discovery. They also allegorized the non-European space itself.
This is why exploration writing is a symbalic act, a practice and strategy of writing.
In the text of exploration, both the journey and its symbolic representation, namely
the textualization, narrativization and allegorization of the object of the journcy
itself, are, and must necessarily become, one and the same thing, that is, visual-
fictional knowledge of another culture,

From the 15th century onwards, that is, since Columbus' celebrated journeys
to, and accounts of, the New World, European exploration narratives began to
encode new observations, and rework "attitudes" received from medieval times.
These narratives were an amalgam of fiction, fantasy, fact, and hearsay. "The vast
new worlds", writes Ania Loomba, "encountered by European travellers were
interpreted by them through ideological filters, or ways of seeing, provided by their
own culture. But the impetus to trade, plunder, and conquer these new lands also
provided a new and crucial framework through which they would interpret other
lands and peoples” (Loomba 1998:71). It was therefore in these accounts of other
lands, and peoples that the Europeans' sense of cultural difference was mediated,

codified, constructed, "fabricated”, and introjected as a particular, linguistically-



based, discursively unified, naturally-given, historically fortified, narrativization of
history, difference, and being. It was out of this that emerged the matter of fact
distinction between Europe and non-Furopean, the familiar and the alien, the
superior and inferior).

An important recent study of the impact of exploration literature on post-
Renaissance European thought shows that it was exploration writing which
“contributed significantly to the perception of Europe as familiar and 'civilized',
living in the Age of Light, while the peoples of other lands (Asia, Africa, America)
were of 'strange’ habits and mores. Savagery could then be physically located
outside Europe, outside of light, so that Africa, for example, was considered the
Dark Continent, and a ferra milla™ (Eze 1997:5). In that sense, then, claims about
Barth’s special genius should be qualified by the consideration that he was
following in the footsteps of distinguished precursors, and that there were larger
material and social forces at work in the creation of the very idea or rheioric of the
exploration of an alien world.

Two complementary forces came together to produce the non-European as
the subject of popular European imagination, and of the official discourse of
Empire. These are Europe's growing material and scientific confidence (ship-
building, conquest of new sources of wealth in the New World and other parts of the
world, the growth of cities and the rise of small but important merchant/middle-
class; colonial expansion consequent upon the voyages ol discovery) and the
corresponding rise of missionary discourse/the ideology of the civilizing mission of

Europeans to the rest of the world.
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In 1493, Pope Alexander 1V issucd a bull, the inter caefera, which
authorized Christians 10 overthrow and bring to the Bibic all barbarous nations,
peoples and cultures. Prcviously, in 1452 and 1455, two bulls of Pope Nicholas
V's, Dum Deversas (1452) and Romanus Pontifex (1453), had “alrcady Igiven the
Christian kings of Portugal the right to dispossess and cnslave for eternity
Mahometans [Muslims], pagans [adherents of indigenous religions] and all black
peoples in general” (cited in Mudimbe 1985: 152), [n 1492, when Muslims and
Jews were expclled from Spain, which also coincided with the conquest of what
came Lo be called the New World, Christopher Columbus wrole to the Spanish

throne:

Your Highnesses completed the war against the Moors [blacks)
after having chased all the Jews... sent me 1o the said regions of
India in order to convert the people there to our Iloly Faith.
(cited in Shohat 1997: 90).

Thus began the early-modern [orm of missiun.ary discourse that decreed the
forcible conversion of the “hcathens” {Muslims, Jews, Pagans and all black peoples)
to the Ch.ristian narrative of salvation. The civilizing mission, in its early-modern
beginnings in Christian idcology, was not simply a vision of peaceful conversion
but the narrativization of the “heathen” under the sign of Salvation, Humanity,
Order, and Truth which were thought by the Popes to be valid becausc they derived
from a particular transcendental narrative, the story of salvation in its “European”
form. This is why missionary discourse in all its guiscs is at one pole a particular
narrativization of difference and at another a sign and a symbol of a “cultural

model” or a “conversion” by which the Christian narrative of salvation would be

‘
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rcalized in the European conquest of the “Other”, In short, a projccted desire for

suprernacy.

An example of this is the attitude of Barth and Richardsﬁn to Islam. Barth in
particular made disparaging comments about [slam; and, in the preface to his
Narrative, holds Islamlresponsib’le for what he calls the sordid practices of Muslim
slave raiding. On his part, Richardson was an ardent abolitionist who hated [slam,
describing it as the “false [doctrine] of the imposter of Mcecca ... the fake Prophet™;
and that the “Cheistian Churches have lell [West] Alvica now these twelve centurics
in the hands of Mohammedans ... I the Christian Churches wish to vindicate the
honour of their wish 1o vindicate their religion, io diffusc its benelicent and
heavenly doctrines ... there is now an opening via Bornu to attempt the
cstablishment of that faith in the heart ol Africa” (cited in Boahen 1964:(79).
Richardson saw himself, Barth and Ovcrweg as “the cxplorers and geographers off

Cliristendom™ (thid: 181},

For exainple, Barth brought back (o LEurope a Margi and a Ilausa lad,
Abbega and Dorugn, who were presented to Queen Victoria and the Kaiser in
Berlin, as exolic speeimens of the “Negro”. As Kirk-Greene and Newman have
suggesied, “Barth planned to educate the two boys in the Christian way of life, with
the idea that they should retwrn to northern Nigeria [sic] as lay missionaries to
spread the gospel” (1971:5). This indicates that Barth 1s far from the scientific and
disintcrested (rationalist) scholar said of him by, for example, Kirk-Greene,
Hodgkin, Ayandele and Davidson, among others. The e])isjcrdc of Abbega and

Dorugu fits nicely within the plot-structure of the.classic.abalitionisi-cvangelistic



narrative in which the liberated slave is transported by a benevolent Europcan
master o Lurope, where he would serve as house-servant or informer, acquire
Christian cducalion., and voyage back to his native land lo convert his “heathen”
brothers and sisters. This discourse of “conversion” was part of imperial Britain’s
desire to conquer the Sudan. As Mudimbe writes, the explorer and the missionary

have historically both “expounded the mode!l of African spiritual and cultucal

metamorphosis” (1985:151).

A more sceulacized form ol this discourse ol conquest and forcible
assimilation ol the “other™ is found in the great 161h century writer, Francis Bacon
(1561-1626), whose book, The New Organon (1620), successive British travellers,
such as Denham and Clapperion, took along with them on their journeys. Bacon,
who was inspired by the actual conquést of new lands by European voyages of
discovery and the new conlidence brought about by Renaissance humanism,
inaugurated a new project for the co:iquest of the universe and a total reconstruction
of knowledge for that very end. As Bacon’s used to say, “truth and therefore utility
are here the very samlc things” (Bacon 1960:51).  Although Bacon’s concept of
“conquest of the universe” was couched in scientific lexicon, critics have pointed to
Iils sources in the navigational narratives ol the |6th century (Blumenberg 1983;
340). indeed Bacon's famous metaphor for knowledge was the scalarer’s “voyages
ol discovery”, which he delincd as not mercly the ability o “survey [the new
worlds] in [the scientist’s] mind, but t¢ enter them like a general taking posscssion”
(Crowther 1960: 24). Bacon’s project was developed as a complement to the

missionary one: conversion would be regeneration. Bacon was thus, in a dialectical



L

sense, the discursive source of the modern missionary-secular idea of brogress and
of Europe's civilizatibnal mandate in the guise of God’s Reason. In Bacon’s
missionary-sccular rhetoric, there was no cssential  contradiction  between
missionary discourse and the new ideology of conquest, as the subsequent history of
Enlightenment ratioﬁalism and of the Romantic cult of the spirit demonstrates. So
when Barth writes in the preface to his Narrative that he has always defended the
“pure principles of Christianity against those of Islam” (TD1: xxx), or that he
aspired to be the first Christian to enter Agadez, he is echoing Bacon’s aggressive

inductivism.

In a sense, then, it was Bacon, for example, that. also inaugurated the idea,
central to imperial encoding of otherness, of domination by means of the word, that
is, of ruling the world by giving (it) names. [t has been pointed out that whenever
“Bacon describes paths to knowledge in the present, his language is filled with toil
anq violence” (Blumenberg 1983: 641). A call, for Bacon, is the same as

—

“command”;

... but [discovery] is a restitution and reinvesting (in great part}
of man to the sovereignty and power (for whensocver he shail be
able to call the creatures by their true names he shall again
conlrol them) which he had in his first state of creation (cited in
Blumenberg 1985 : 642).

Bacon's image of man exercising power through the use of the word or by
naming or reinventing was taken straight from 16th century exploration literature in
which writing, literary authority, and inscription were derived from a deliberate

extrapolation from a known (Europe) to an unknown (the ferra incognita) structure,
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as exemplified in the popular travel narratives of the voyages of Columbus,
Magellan and Boemus, Pratt has argued that it was in “naming that the religious
and geographic projects came together as emissaries claimed the world by baptizing
landmarks and geographical formations with Euro-Christian names™ (Pratt 1992:
33). The glimpses of forcign lands in seafarer’s tales “nourished and gave wings to
the imagination... of what was as yet undisclosed” (Blumenberg 1983: 373) Bacon’s
concept of “discovery” was, for this reason, a programmatic model of knowledge in
which the unknown would be integrated into the system of the known, and in which
the European explorer or traveller would have the power to define the Other. In this
model, the unknown would not possess normative or cognitive rights ol its own, but
would only be the “Other™ of the known. The known would be Europe and the
unknown would be Non-Europe, itsell” a metaphor for the hidden, the unexplored,
the exotic, the not-yet-seen, the image of that which lies beyond the postulate of
visibility. In a word, the unknown would be the known’s reserve, the “prerogative

to be secured”,

With Bacon, otherness, or al least the idea ol i1, was born as an allegorical
space for the demonstration ol Lurope’s technical and analytical mastery ol the
world. For him, the imagination was primary, for, as he remarks in his New
Organon (1620), without imagination a standstill would result. This conception of
the primacy of imagination places a high premium on the imaginative-textual
representation ol the terra incognita. But this also meant the homogenization of the

world itself: all would be Same, a Same which must dominate and possess its other



in a process which would be a restitution, a reinvesting, and a creation. Blumcnberg

has summarized Bacon’s mcthod thus:

What an object ‘imports’ [as in arlistic or semiotic reflection]
first emerges only when it functions as a source of evidence to
be assimilated by method, that is, not in what it is but in what it
makes possible (Blumenberg 1983: 389),

Bacon’s truly creative coupling of Reason and Imagination, instrumentalism
and aestheticism, did set the stage, and was itself a staging, for an “assimilationist”
textuality, or semiotic ficld, in which the “Other” would be absorbed by the same
within a systematic typography which, Bacon thought, would lead to'a universal
disenchantiment of the world. There is, then, a productive engagement with travcl
writing and contemporary voyages of discovery in Bacon’s thought. For Bacon, as
for Barth, the cerlainty of finding the terra incognita justifies the departure, a

departure that is expected to usher in the “harvest time”, the opening of the world by

European “power”, namely inscription, trade and conguest.

For Bacon, as for Barth, the dangerous and prohibitive voyages beyond tﬁe
pillars of Hercules which animated classical writers such as Homer, Dante, Virgil
and Petrarch lose (heir adventurousness, and become imaginative ind creative,
restitutive and reinvesting, the image par excellence of the voyage as a narrative, a
story, a symbolic venture, a prelude to textual rebirth, a rf:ading ol the text of
disc;v;ary, itgelf an artistic creation and lcarned sagacity {Crowthér 1960:6).
Interestingly, this conception of discovery as a form of artistic creation was

common to carly and latc Renaissance thinkers. For Leonardo da Vinci (1452-

1519), the daring, the unexamined, the remole was a provocation for fantasy on the
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part of the writer or traveller, and thus for artistic creation (Da Vinci 18851 395). In
his famous “Description of the Cave of Dunmore”, the distinguished philosopher,
George Berkeley (1685-1753), frames the cave as a linguistic artifact, a text, which
he calls “a wondcrfull place™ (Berkeley 1948: 257-264). With Bacon, (oo, one finds
a conflation of visuality and textuality, that is, both are represented as “readings” in
pretty much the same manner for Barth, Pratt (1992) has pointed out that the
European explorer begins to make “discoveries” the moment he steps off the ship
merely because he is, by nalure, & “sceing-man”, True enough, Barth justifies his
presence in Yola and Timbuktu (when asked to justify his presence) by claiming to
be a traveller out 1o see God's creation. What Barth does nol mention is that he is
not only out to see but also to produce a writing out of his cbjects of optical and

imaginative vision.

Bacon. was therefore the first European thinker two centuries before Hegel,
Schilter and the other [9th century German Romantics, to effect ‘a synthesis of the
Christian missionary discourse of conversion and the sccular ideotogy of the
civilizing mission of thc Europcan traveller, writcr, or philosopher, Travel writing
would not be the same again: Bacon gave systematicity o the idca held by Europe’s
rising merchants, cultural idcologists and the aristocracy, who funded the voyages
of Columbus, Vasco da Gama, Warren [1astings and Mungo Park, that they were
responsible for the world, and that it was their burden. That was the earliest
beginning of the idea, popularized flest by the abolitionists and then by Rudyard
Kipling, of the non-Evropean as the White Man’s Burden. The same idea is

conceptually ecmbedded in the notion that Man, that is, the European male, alone is
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the demiurgic subject, the creatively active being, and whose productive power, of
technique, method and writing, is al onc and the same time his motive power to
appropriate and dominate the world in his own name.

indecd this “concepiual revolution™ by Bacon indirectly facilitatcd Barthy’s
| massive crudition, his minutest attention to detail, and his complicated semantic and
literary range. It was Bacon’s conceptual revolution (hat also stimulated the
categorial rise of the rhetorical tropes of post-Renaissance travel narratives, such as
surveillance, appropriation, aestheticization, classification, debasement, negation,
affirmation, idealization, insubtantialization, naturalization and so on, which Barth
deploys Lo great, yet crisis-ridden, effect in Travels and Discoveries.

In a aialccticai sense, then, it was travel writing and the voyages of
discovery that enabled Bacon’s appropriative imaging of the Other, just as it was
Bacon who enabled the f(ravel narratives’ subscquent reification and
insubstantialization of thc non-European subject. European cartographers would
complete this process by inscribing Africa, for example, as a blank and blanketing
space (the “Dark Continent™), available for Europcan rcctification, and awaiting
discovery and inscription, The further development of the factory s‘ystem,
subsequent upon the fabulous profits of the slave-plantation economy, greatly
expanded Europe’s wealth, and with it, enhanced the profits and productive power
of its merchants, industrialists and bankers, the rhetorical literary and semiotic
power and confidence of its literati. For example, Barth insists in his Narrative that
the Sudan necds the creative power of European technology, organization and

sympathy; and gencrally reparded the Sudan as a benighted land. Yet he also
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conceives her as a vast anti-aesthetic of neglect, awaiting a beautifying emergence
from pre-history in the hands of Europe.
1.4 Barth's Post-Enlightenment Heritage: Reason as Rhetoric

It has been argucd that  the key lormative factor in the self-conception,
indeecd the intellectual flormation, of the German middle-class was the
Enlightenment, known in Germany as the Aufklarung, This is because, as Dulmen
argues, the "development of the Enlightenment and the cmancipaﬁon of the
{German)  middle-class  from  pre-modern  restrictions were  interdependent
processes” {1992:1).

Germany was in a unique sttuation among the key Western European
countries between the 18th and the mid-19th century. She had the least developed
modern economy, the weakest bourgeoisie, the most developed monarchical
authoritarian form of government in the form of the "enlightened” despots such as
Frederick the Great and Joseph ll,.and the most backward peasantry. (Epstein
1975:33). The Aufklarung significanily influenced the emergence of a strongly
academicist German scholarship, ill.ld the centrality of the universitics to all forms of
knowledge-production. This was because Germany lacked, at this period, a large
and influential howrgeois reading public which, in England for example, had had a
decisively positive impact on litetary production (tlauser 1968: 34-77}. This might
explain why literary production in the German provinces meant writing for a
"motley reading public composed mostly of university profcssors, progressive
burcaucrats, marginal intellectuals and a [small] bourgeoisie...all groups which did

not make the same demand for literary quality” (Epstein 1975:33). This surely does
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explain Barth's fascination with, and fove for_, the English language, which hc
devoted greal energy to learn and which he found crucial for reaching an
international audience (again, the English-speaking reading public).

However, the German Enlightenment also produced, at least for a brief
period, and in spite of ferocious eensorship and repression, a semblance of "civil"
sociely before 1818. This mncant the growth of a separate sphere of privalc inlerest
characteristic of liberal bourgecois societics (Melton [991:146). FHundreds of private
associations emcrged, the most famous ones being the Freemasons and the
[lfuminati. Thesc socictics were rationalistic and humanitarian, and deeply opposed
to the monarchical-clerical order. They championed social mobility, cquality before
the law, an end to serfdofn, the guild system of the towns, natural religions,

aristocratic and clerical privilcge, and the [rec market cconomy, even to war and

standing armies.? Freemasonry Faded away, however, while the llluminati were
suppressed in 1755, .ll was the collapse of this "liberal” experiment i self-
organization that opened the door to exireme, anti-rational and highly nationalistic -
mavements such as the Sturm and Drang (Storm and Stress). According to Bernal
(1987), it was the collapse of the organized Aufhlarung which soon opened the door
to "Heilenomania”, the extreme glorification of Greek Antiquity which would be the
chief preoccupation of the German Romantics throughout the I8th and the [9th
century. The influence of this tendency manifests itself in Barth’s constant reference
to the Sudan as a sort of Greek theatre, with himself as the spectator-audience, and

his fascination for small, isolated and mountainous lands or communities,



After the defeat of the Prussian armies by Napoleon at the battle of Jena in
1806, German nationalism became indistinguishable trom the Remantic "craving for
miracle, mystery, and authority" (Epstein 1975:674). In the post-1806 period,
Romantic scholarship championed by the philosopher Schiller, German historicism
represented by the preat historian Leopold Von Ranke, idealist philosophy by
Hegel, and Lhe conservative nationalist cause became allicd. Soon this alliance
would change the entire intellectual climate of German scholarship, and culminate
in the averthrow of Nzipoieonic hegemeny in 1813. In this, the Romanticists' work
was critical. Romanticism was the real imspiration behind the Humboldiian reform
of Wissenchafl, a lorm of romanticist philosophic and cultural idealism that saught
to effect a synthesis of Prometheanism and Humanitarianism, Rationalism and
Aestheticism, Racialism and Historicism, a compronmtise, in other words, between
the Rationalist and the Acstheticist. This synthesis is echocd in Travels and
Discoveries with its bizarre blend of historicism and aestheticism, rationalism and
empiricism. In line, it is this “synthesis” of Prometheanism and Humanitarianism,
Facl and Sentiment, which has appealed most strongly to Barth’s historical readers.

One distinctive feature of the Aufklarung was that although its idcals had a
great impact on the imagination of the educated/cultural elite, to the extent that even
the post 1806 romantic-nationalist reaclion was unthinkable without it, its leading
intcllectual (igures such as Kant, Wieland, Lessing, Ilerder, Goethe, Schi]ler;
consciously strove with varying degrees of success (o rise above the movement.
Kant's critical philosophy, llerder's historicism, Lessing's critical rationalism

cumulatively undermined the Aufklarung's uncritical rationalism, unqualifted
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universalism and natural rcligion respectively, This is imporlant because it was in

Germany, more than. anywhere else, that the key intellectual figures of the

Enlightenment also "participated” in the Romantic counter-Enlightenment. Nowhere

is this the case more than in the issue of race and racism. ln fact both the camps of
the romantics and the Aufklarer were agreed on the innate inferiority of non-

European pcoples and the innate superiority of the so-called "white race". The key

figures of the Euwropean Enlightenment such as Carl Linné (also known as

Linnacus), Comte de Bulfon, David %-J-Iumc, Immanuel Kant, Johann Blgmcnbach,

Georges Cuvier, Thomas Jefferson and Fricdrich Hegel, either produced a

comparative racial classification (or taxonomy) or a racial aesthetic notion in which

Europeans were classificd as the handsomest, the most industrious and superior

while "black" (dark-skinned) peoples and the inhabitants of Africa, arc depicled as

the ugliest, the most indolent, the most governed by caprice. These thinkers also

held the climatic determinist idea that all other "races” had degencrated, on account

of their inferior climatic condition, frum the white (Buropean) race. Ilegel gives the .
whole edifice its subticst philosophical justification in his Lectures on the

Philasophy of World Histary (1830).

Thus by the 1830s, a racist conscnsus was reached among the major
Entightenment and Romantic thinkers that the inhabitants of Africa, especially the
dark-skinned pcoples of the interior, were innately (biologically) inferior to whites
and the other "races" (such as the Chinese and Arabs). Such "blacks" wcre also said

to be incapable of cultural development, and lacked rational capacity. For Hume,

black people arc "naturally inferior to the whites. There was never a civilized nation
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of any kind (among them) nor any individual eminent cither in action or speculation.
No indigenous manufacturers among them, ho arts, no sciences" (1997: 33). For
Kant, black people are primitives and:savageé who possess "a thick sub-nose and
tumid lips... the super-abundance of iron particles... which make all Negrbcs stink".
For the German comparative anatomist who experimented with the skulls of dead
blacks, and the inventor of the term "Caucasian" to describe white people, black
people are "bandy-legged”. For Jefferson, "Among the blacks (there is) no poetry”.
For Cuvier, "The Negro race (has) the thick lips (which) cvidently approximale it to
the monkey tribe; the hordes of which it consists have always remained in the most
complcte state of utler barbarism” (1997:105). It will be demonstrated that Barth has
reproduced such “common knowledge’; in his own textual practice.

As the work of Debrunner has shown, racism was cndemic to both the
German Aufklarung and Romanticism. Race, indeed, was the chief obsession of
especially, 19th century German scholarship. Here, too, a discourse of “scieatific”
racism predominated: race was the great handmaidcﬁ to culture. Europeans were
considered cultured becausc they were the best; blacks were inferior because they
lacked Reason. Dcebrunncer relates how Mozart, Lessing, Luder, Goethe, and‘olhcr
great Enlightenment figures of the period (1840-1870) saw the African as
“dangerously savage”, "lovely rascal ... happily cowardly", and, in Hegel's abusive
phrase, the supreme example of animal man in all his savagery and Iawlessﬁess.
This is echoed by the work of Geyer-Ryan (1985:112-119) on Goethe’s play
Iphinegie Awf Tawrus. In such discourse, Europe and Reason became synonymous,

so that Europe was also thought to be the centre (metaphysical and physical) of the
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world, where Reason, Feeling, Love, Imagination, Geist, and the like had come to
full maturity. The non-Europcans on the other hand are said to be the "rationally
inferior and savage" (Eze 1997:4)5 For cxample, Barth believes, just as Thomas
Jefferson wrote in his well-known book, Notes on the State of Virginia (1787), that
among the blacks “love is ardent, but it kindles the senses only, not the
imagination”, This is Barth’s exact view in T12: 217, 338-39, and TD3: 404).

The significance of "race" to the German Romantic environment was that it
stimulated specificaily Romantic tlllemcs such as the view of language as the
repository of race and origin and the privileging of the principle of ethnicily as the
model for 1ifc and scholarship, According to Debrunner (1979) and Bernal (1987),
this was also Lh.e real impulse behind the work of Barth's teachers al Berlin between
1820 and 1848. Antong them, Ranke, Curtius, Muller and Berthold Nicbuhr (the
eminent historian of Rome) were enthusiastic adherents of the ncw Romanticism
and the passion for ctlinicily, and [or whom the principle of race and ethnicity was
the model of life and scholarship. Niebuhr, for example, saw racc as “one of the .
most important elements of history” (cited in Pieterse 1996:47); and was, in' later
years, “praiscd by thc historian Jules Michelet as the “ ‘founder of the ethnic
principle of history’ " (ibid). According to Pieterse, sucﬁ a concept of race
“combined with notions from biology, and ideas borrowed from British thinkers”
(ibid). This may explain why Barth uses the terms nation, community, race, and
people interchangeably and also accounts for the centrality of the concept of race to
his writing epistemology. Yet again this passion for ethnicity and race, which the

Romantics brought centre-stage, meant the valorization of the misty and
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mountainous regions of Northern Germany, which were seen by the Romantics as
the authentic repository of human virtue, a virtue which, it was said, would, in time,
create an authentic German civilizatiqn nurtured on German soil (Bernal 1987; 204).
In this way, the German Romantics gave wings to the idea, {irsl mooted by Herder,
that each people were unique, or had a unique character which could be observed in
their "customs and institutions, [their] works of art and literature, and which was
tntrinsically valuable in itself (Schenk 1979: [5). This, for Herder, was the so-
called Weligeist, the Spirit of the world, which he saw as developing in slages.
Herder himself combincd the Romantic possion for particularity and  the
universalism of the Enlightenment. Yel thc concern with “history and local
particularity, and the disdain for rationality or 'pure reason', apparent” writes Bernal,
“in [Herder's] views and those of the other German thinkers including Kant, Fichte,
Hegel and the Schlegels, provided a firm basis for the chauvinism and racism of the
following two centuries” (1987: 206). For example, Barth's art professor at Berlin,
Ernst Curtius, regularly told his students that language was like the "body of a
trained athlete, in which every muscle, cvery sinew [was] developed intol full play,
where there {was] no trace of tumidity or inert materiality, and ali {was) powenl and
life" {cited in Bernal 1987:334-5). Kirk-Greene relates how Barth subjected "not
only his mind to strict training, but also his body, building up a naturally weak
constitution by cold baths and physical excreises cven in mid-winter” (1962:2).

The German Romantics gave a pride of place to language and lolksong,
which thcy saw as the pure esscnce of Race. This concern with folksongs and

fanguage was characteristic of the work of the Grimm Brothers Wilhelm and Jakob,
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the latter being Barth's teacher at Berlin who gave lectures on Tacitus' Germania
(Teuser 1975 : 127). It was also crucial to the work of Boeckh, Barth's teacher and
close friend, and who supcrvised Barth's rescarch in archaeology and classical
studies (Feuscr, 1975: 127). Barth's intcrest in language and his training in
philosophy are evident in his life-long interest in Sudanese languages.

And like the Romantics, for example, Barth saw language as (he specific
expression of Volksgeist (Folkspirit). IHis training in historical philology is put to
great effect in Travels and Discoveries, and in his collection of vocabularies of
select Sudancse languages, Collection of Vocabulavies of Central African
Languages (2 vols.;1862). Barlh also sharcs wilh the Romantics the models of the
tree and the family (of language and knowledge). In Travels and Discoveries, for
example, indigenous trees such as the Adansonia digitata (the monkey bread tree)
frequently appear as a metonymy for the Hausa people. Indeed trees are inscribed as
intimaic and mystical presences, and generally possess, {or Barth, a complicated
symbology that clearly goes back to German Romantic metaphysics. Travels and
Discoveries also has a long appendix which classifies local histories, landscapes,
trees, ctc within the classilicatory systems of German historical philolog‘y and
Rilterian anthropogeography (which is really another name for cxotic geography).
Car} Ritter, a former teacher of Barth’s who was responsible for recommending
Barth and Overweg to the British Foreign Office, was deeply immersed in the
passion for Romanticism and Racle. I[le was not only trained at the Universily of

Gotlingen, but also taught his students, recalls one of them, Berard, “to consider our
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| Europe as a land favoured above ail others, unique and superior to all the others in
beauty...in elegance of forms and power of civilization” (cited in Bernal 1987: 378).

The Romantics also stressed the disciplinary virtues of travel. Many of them
went on grand tours of their favarite countty, Greece. Those who could not ge on
such tours, read travel books on Greece or the so-called Hellenic world in the
comfort of their studics. Werncke (1995: 22) rc!alcs how such tours were largeted
not only at the rich and the aristocracy but also at “impressionistic young men”, and
that in such tours pleasure meshed in with instruction. Barth, too, went on such
tours, hence the so-called Studienreise, his grand tour of 1845-7 (Kirk-Greenc,
1962:2-3). These tours took Barth to Venice, Florence, Rome, Pompeii and Sicily,
and were part of the then disciplinary romantic concern for "fecling and particular
locality, [to] confront and if possible even smell, the original documents and other
remains of the period and place [the Romantics] wish to study" (Bernal, 1987:210).
It was also part of a disciplinary episiemology: a hermeneutic empathy with the
"sources", a point alluded to by Barth in a passage in which he “re-voices” the local
histories of Agadez, Katsina, Bornu and Timbuktu. For Barth, then, travel was a
romantic experience that marked a post-Enlightenment “remapping of the spacé of
representation™ (Duncan and Gregory 1999: 6). 1t was this that in fact became the
epistemology of “source criticism” : a hermeneutic and-creative appropriation of the
object ol perception or representation.

The phrase “soutce criticism” recalls the great epistemology of German
historicism whose greatest practitioners were Winckelmann, Ranke and Neibuhr.

For these thinkers, history-writing was the "biography” of peoples, races and
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ethnicities (the Germans and Greeks being the chief models). Wincl.-;clmmyn, for
example, was a homosexual and a passionate Philhellene who gloried in Greek art
and its youth-loving culture. He is pgenerally regarded as the greatest champion of
Grc;k youth and 'purity, whose work inspired a whole generation of scholars who
sought the origins of European art and philosophy in the divine beauty and (racial)
purity of Greek art (Ruegg 1993:90-91). This conception of history-writing is at
base Barth's adopted model in Travels and Discoveries. Barth “reinvents”
indigenous history within the Herderian problematic of institutions and histories as
manifestations of the Zeigeist of particular ethnicities. (Cf. Barth's account of the
history of the Songhai Empire in TD3: 281-299).

In this, Barth is indebted to Ranke, under whom he studied the history of
Antiquity. Ranke stands out as the chief exponent of "source criticism” (also called
Quellen-kritik). This is a form of "scientific" procedure (history-writing) in which
the historian is required to critically study "the most original sources [and by]
penetrating all details [by] arriving at generalizations and synthesis from the
primary facts" (Laue 1950: 138). This means, in other words, discriminating
carefully and only valorizing those documents or texts which reveal the zei‘fgci.s'!
within and in which they were originally composed or written. On Ranke's
disciplinary theory, all this must be carried out in the name of the "scientific spirit”.
This is exactly the procedure followed by Barth in Travels and Discoveriés, first in
his "archacology” of indigenous history, and second, in his search for the zeitgeist of

Fulbe, Hausa, Songhai or Kanuri "history”. But as discussed in chapters three and



five, Barth’s “history” turns out to be the self-activity of the writing subject, or
rather the activity of this self that is both wrilien and writing, |

The Romantic search for origins can also bc scen in Barth's gencral
chsession with mountains, summits, trees, and vivers, [t was both a romantic search
for zeitgeist, lor exotic being and [or exploitable resources. As chapter five makes
explicit, Barth’s Romanticism has deep materialistic and industrial, cven impcrialist,
“hermencutic”, immersed as it is in the utilitarianism and mercantile curtosity of the
19" century. Indeed this search for origins, for the zeitgeist of indigenous being, is
at the heart of Barth's narrativization of difference. As indicator of origin and
"family", language, for example, is, for Barth, a repository of a hidden or lost
Urheimar  (original homcland, essence and purity). This indicates Barth’s
symbology of place. For example, he devoles space to a discussion of the original
homeland of the Hausa, the Kanuri, (the Songhai, among a host of other ethnicitics,
as if his lile depends on it. Yet it is not his lile that depends on it but his practice,
Barth has to “deliver”, that is, to diap;’ace absence as presence, the signified as the .
significr, if he is {0 stay alive, or rather wrife (textualize “discovery™.

The search for the hidden or lost Urheimat, central to Barth's discip]linary
formation, was the legacy of the programme of Altertumswissenschaft {science of
antiquity/philology). It was the Prussian Government's response to the disaster of
ll 806. This programime, supervised by the Prussian Minister of Education, Withelm
von Humboldt, was designed to be University-based, completc with seminars,
departments and journals. The University of Berlin, Humboldt’s chief creation, was

the centre of such experiment. It was a conservative programme designed (0
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inculcate into young Germans the virtucs of Hellenism, a way of promoting, in other
words, the values of the classical bildung (instruction in Prussian/German
Nationalism). Barth was intellcctually end politically formed in this atmosphere.

What is often not mentioned by the historians of the age (Duimen, Epstein
and Barnes) is that the new "science of antiquity” was, after all, the old Romantic
aestheticization and pocticization of life. In a celcbrated essay, "The Task of a
Historian” (1804) Humboldt argued that the historian required not ouly cternal
description but also a balance between “rational observation” and "poetic
imagination"; that the historian, "must subordinate his imagination to  the
investigation of reality, must ol necessity yield to the power of form, while keeping
constantly in mind the ideas which are its laws" (cited in Bernal 1987:287).

For Humboldt, then, history was, could, and should be, a branch of literature,
or the Iiterafy. In the Nationalist-Romantic writing of history which Humboldl
represented, lands and culturc-heroes are secn as transcendent entities, while the
mastery of Form was regarded as a primary requirement. For here there would b;,
Barnes argued, the passion to "tcll the whole story of the growth of human
civilization, instead of being content with (he history ol polilics, wa;s, and
diplomacy”™ (Barnes, 1965:1012). Hence it would be Form (imagination, poetics,
symbology, figuration, language) that would be the guide to Truth ("the facts").
This, in truth, is a paraphrase of ankc‘s great dictum that "strict narration of the
facts, however limited and unattractive, is without doubt the highest faw" (cited in

Lauc 1950:26). Rankc's celebrated pupil, Theodore von Laue, summarizes Ranke's,
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and, by implication, Barth's "science ol history” that the latter deploys to great effect

in Travels and Discoveries thus:

In history, as in any ari, rcalily and form are inseparably
interconnected, Ranke thus frecly admitted his wse of the literary
device of treating the story of each people, cach power, each

individual only in greater detail... This artifice remained one of
‘Ranke's favorile guides for literary composition of historical
- narrative (Laue 1950:26-27).

If history with Ranke "conformed Lo the same esthetic notions which, in the
interpretation of the time, had guided classical art” (Lauc 1950:50), so it was for
German  historicists, despite their highly valorized yet under lheorized, “source
criticism”. Barnes has noted that in the Germany of the 19th century, the "spirit of
the age" meant invcétigating the past as well as writing "poctry” about it
(1965:1018). This surprising valorization of the acsthetic element which Ranke
himself strongly emphasized, and in which style and content cohered in an artistic
unity, is the hallmark of Travels and Discoveries. For here the cup, to borrow a
classical metaphor, is always drained, that is, the story is lold as a matter of
necessily. In fact one of the ever-present narrative tropes of Barth's Narrative is a
Rankean onc: thc explorer-writer reads the tndigenes' past, culture, "racc”, and
language, as he reads the indigenes themselves. Hence the inevitable creation, by
the exploree-writer, of a language and an aesthetic in which colour and suggestion
reinforce the figurative conditions of representation and narrativization.

There is another sense in which Barth was indebted to the Enlightenmcnﬂ

Romantic synthesis. The New Science of Antiquity also taught that life be lived as
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art: intcgratec‘l,. }‘i':s.sfmonious and organic. These ideas were offered to German youth,
with the hope that the future leaders of Germany (Prussia) would remake themselves
along those lines. This may explain B;arlh's stupendous sense of order and stability
and natural beauty, values which, Kirk-Greene, Schiffers, Prothero and McLynn tell
us, remaincd with him all his life. Thus, from Barth's description of a trec, the
topology of a river, the body of a native woman, the imaginative mapping of a
landscape, to his "worship" of ruins, the acsthetic-litcrary conception is never far
away, Yet this “description” is also a mobile aesthetic, as the following section will
show.

1.5 The Explorer in Transit: Barth’s Ficld Method

In the published literaturc on Barth, it hardly gets a mention that Barth’s is a
mobile profile of the Sudan, and that his travel archive was composed of diverse
media of representation from participant observation and “translation”, to on-the-
spot writing, pencil sketching, and physical and imaginative mapping of territory
and people. Barth, for example, was not only a ph:ilologist and ethnographer, but
also a cartographer, a draftsman and an artis. He aimed, in his apercus, at both
visual and graphic “knowledge” or representation of the Sudan. But, whatever the
media or mecans by which Barth recorded his experiences, he was all the time in
transit, and rarely spent more than a month at any place, except at Timbuktu, where
he spent seven months in virtual captivity. In Kano, he spent a total of cleven weeks
in two separate visits, and much less in Zinder, Katsina, Sokoto, Wurno and Yola.

Even in Kukawa, the base of the expedition, Barth spent a total of only four months,

He spent his time travelling around the castern Sudan, and the central Lake Chad
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area, and camping outside the town, Chapter four of the present study discusses the
disjunctive effects of a mobile profiling (travelling) and a synchronic journal (the
travel-cxploration report). |

Although Barth’s initial joumey began within the organizational structure of
a misston and an cxpedition, that is, manned wholly by Europeans (Barth himself,
Richardson, Overweg and the sailor William Croft, who was detailed to assemble
the boat meant for the exploration of Lake Chad), this arrangcment was quickly
abandoned largely because of the hitherto unappreciated field situation. For
“discovery” required that the explorer negotiate his way through the labyrinths of
real and fictional sclves, real and rhetorical presences, reciprocity and uncqual
exchange.

Barth prepared, or was prepared, very well for the journey. lle was armed
with two draft treatics, one commercial, the other abolitionist, which hc was
mandated to put to the Sudanesc rulers. So in a sense, Barth was,. as may be said
today, a British Ambassador-at-large. He was amply supplied with novel, state-of-
the art equipment and other provisions. Therc was a boat (named Lord Palmerston,
and intended to be presented to the Sheik of Bornu upon conclusion ot: the
expedition). There were also houschold goolds such as tables, chairs, crockery,
kitchen equipment, planks, bedding boards, ten iron cases {illed with biscuit, tents,
foods such as coffee and liquor, and medicines such as Empson salts. Later, Barth
came to depend on the Tamarind fruit (tsamiva) as medicine, especially against
dysentery. The travellers also carried arms such as shoiguns and revolvers, with

enough cartridges for their armed escorts. In,the secondary literature there is hardly



any mention of the fact thal Barth was heavily armed, and frequently threatened, as
in Bagirmi, Timbuktu and Tintellust, to usc hiis arms on any who stood in his way.
In Timbuktu, he was inclined to shaot his way out of the city. It should also be
noted that Barth more than once obtained accommodation by force.

Barth's other mcdia or technology of representation were the so-calied
“scientific ecquipment”, namely measuring chains, thermometers, compasscs,
telescopes, chronometers, tracer bullets, and an aneroid barometer, which Barth
used to tie around his waist. Onc other such technology was the Journal, about
which there js more in the next section.

Barth was also supplied with numerous specimens of British manufacturcs
such als a musical box, razors, ncedles, shitts, mitrors, scissors, clasp-knives, copper
wire, fishing hook, thread, writing [;aper, tobacco, and other “Meditleranean™ goods
such as saddles, pillows, Stambuli carpets, bernuses, Ghadamsi shoes, narrow-ankle
trousers, and shawls (all very popular with the Sudancse royalty). Sixty-two camels
were required to carry all this. These were arranged in four strings, with thirty-three
camels fastened head to tail. Barth used o ride on a bullock, but after he came off
one, rode instead on camel, donkey and horse. His favourite came! was name'd Bu-
Sefi; the favourite horse “Blast of the Desert”. Yet Barth also walked long dislances
{(up to between lhirly-ﬁ.vc and seventy kilometers in Schiffers® estimate). I

Barth also hired body guards, guides, informants, and, for a very brief while,
interpreters. The most noteworthy of these are Mohammed Belal (whom he took on
in Tunis), Mohammed Gatroni {a native of Gatron in modern Libya, and whom he

calls in the Narrative “our best and most steady servant”™), who remained with Barth
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throughout his travels, Abbega and Dorugu whom he engaged after the death of

their “master” Ovcrweg(‘; and Gajere, whom Barth calls his “grave overscer from
Teghelel”. A truc heir to the Greek Philhellenic homosexual cult of male beauly and
youth-laving, Barth brought into service only hardsome or good-luoking bays or
young men, such as M§I1a311111ed, a redeemed Tunisian “slave”, Mohammed Zintani,
Mohammed Habib, Hamman {of Agadez), Ibrakim [ and Jorahim 11, the two camel
drivers, ibrahim and Sliman (Suleiman), Musa, the Fulbe lad, Zen Abidin, and the
stunningly handsome lad, Kungu, whom Barth “valued” lor his soft gentlencss and
chivalrous dispositions and martial air.

Barth used his fluency in Arabic to great effect. He had no need for
interpreters, for by 185! he could speak Hausa, Kanuri, Fulfulde, Tamashek and the
language of the Bagirmi fluently, as attested by his book on the vocabularics of
these languages which .hc published in 1862. As a traincd philologist, Bjarlh did also
take language lessons {rom his guides, and other local informants. Ilis text may, to
some extent, be considered an “infiltrated” local knowledge. Barth’s ability to learn
some of thc most important Sudanic languages such as Hausa, Fulf‘uide, Kanuri,
Tamashck, and Bagirmi insured his linguistic penetration and appropriation of the
Sudan; for it is this which supplics a measure of linguistic and semantic authority to
his represcntation of local speech, and such declarative statements as “the chief
- said...” or “Gajere informs me that...” and so on.

Above all, Barth kept a diary, which he rcpeatedly reworked while
travelling. His journal conveys a man reflecting, in the best tradition of

Romanticism, on travelling as both an impersonal disciplinary rcquiremenlt
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(industrialized Romanticism) and a personal acsthetic. For example, he prepared for
the journey by reading the account of ancient and contemporary cxplorers of the
Sahara and the Sudan, such as El-Bekri, lbn Batuta, Leo Africanus, Park, Lyon,
Ritchie, Captain Smyth, Hornemann, Denham, Clapperton, Qudney, Caillie, and
Lander. Biographically, Bartl'’s fascination with the Sudan was first nurtuted by a
reading of the travel narratives of Calumbus, Magheilan, Marco Polo, Carvazzi,
Bruce, Park and Caillie, among other countiess travellers whose narratives were
widely disseminated within Eurepean reading publics, as chapter three shows. Barth
did bring along some of these narratives both as handbooks for the journey and as
an account of the beaten rack. These may also have acted as guidcbooks which
served to reduce the anxieties of travel.

Yet Barth brought along with him more than travel accounts, for he had with
him a copy both of the Koran (in Arabic) and the New Testament (in Greek);
Perron’s Voyage au Waday, Hooker’s Flora Nigritia, and Richard Lander’s Records
of Captain Clapperton’s Last Expedition (1830). He was later to receive a copy of
the British Antiquarian journal Athenaeum, and the Maltese newspaper Galignani
while in the Sudan. |

And while Barth was always on the move, his Journal conveys the urgency
of “discovery”, the synchronous quality of vision. Barth wants to move on to new
sceiies, his Jo_urnal “wants” the “stasis” and panoptical vision indispensable to the
rhetotic of discov-ery. Barth never travelled alone, that is all by himself, but in
groups (caravans), which at one time numbered 2000 camels (sec TDL: 367).

However, the Journal also conveys the image of a solitary knight recording serenely

35



and privately Ais own exploits. Barth had 1o observe things a little closely both for
his safcty and for the sake of “discovery”, while the Journal conveys the image of a.
traveller-writer configuring things which fall within his gaze. The Journal is actually
the key to the enterprise: Barth roun(ﬁy criticized Overweg [or neglecting to bestow
infinite care on his own Journal.

This does throw light on how Barth used the “technology of writing” while
in the ficld and beyond. It has virtually escaped the historical authorities on Barth
that when he I(.)oks into the telescope, reads the compass, takes the height and
circumfecrence of the Kano wall, sketches tn pencil the Caliph’s palace in Sokoto or
contemplates the face or body of a “native”, he /s wriling, or rather
inscribing/creating a differential grid, namely fictionalizing. It is thus not true fhat
Barth was writing only when he was scribbling into his Journal and doing “history”
or “science” only when he was walking in the flield collecting oral traditions, or
interviewing informants. The media ol pen, ink, thc movement of the pen,
inspection, observation, contemplation and reflection are all different integrities and
conventions of writing, As Ong (1989:81-82) argues, writing, especially alphabetic
writing “is a tcchnology, calling for the use of tools and other equipment”.

The point bears emphasizing: all the results of Barth’s interviews,
observations, conversétions, riding, mounting and dismounting, negotiations,
failures, triumphs, eating, handshakes, mecasurements, meterological calculations,
reports on the political, economic, ecological or ethnic siluation, optical inspection,
auditory and tactile monitoring or sensing or mapping of the Sudan, have come to

Barth’s readers as both a writing, and an instance and result of this writing, the text
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(textualization), or diffferance, the very condition, as Derrida points out, of language
itself. This conveys the important insight that writing is completely artificial, and
that it is impossible to write “naturally™. This is evident in the paradox that an
endeavour such as Travels and Discoveries which claims to be a scientific, or
empirically objective investigation, should, however end up as, or become, a
wrifing, an excess, a massive and carclully prepared text, a free play of
comtmunication which itself ends up separating Barth’s words tfrom the living past,
the context that was the Sudan.

As a linguistic notion, writing is, by its spacing, exieriorizing ond signifying,
intimately related to mobitity, for as Demida would say, the identity of text and
author “coneeals itsell unceasingly and is aiways on the move™ (1576:49). So it is
not an accident, or a mere coincidence, that Barth’s ficldwork, or allegedly objeclive
cmpirical method, has necessarily and logically and rhetorically culminated in a
mobile profile of the Sudan. This is why the image of an explorer, Barth, in transit,
or engaged in a ficld research, is an westhetic one, the death, as it were, of the living
reality (the Sudan) so that it is, and can be, reswrrected as a text, or as Horace (QOdes
I11:30, 1) says of the book, as a “monument”™. And 1t is Lo a brief consideration of the
composition and publication of this *monument” (lo the Sudan), or what Barth calls
his Narrative (TD1: xxix), that we now turn,

1.6 Composition and Publication of the Narrative

Just before his departure for the Sahara and the Sudan, Barih was required,
while recciving the Drafi Instructions [rom the Foreign Oftlice and Lord Palmerston,

to submit a literary account or repott of his jouney to the British Government. One
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of the reasons for his sclection for the cxpedition, besides his distinction as a
philologisl, geographer and ethnographer, was his being adjudged a “well qualified
scientific and literary man”, Upon his rcturn to Britain five years later, Barth was
granted publication subsidics by both the British and Prussian governments. In
1857, the London Publisher Messrs. Longmans Green published 2,250 coﬁics of the
first three volumes of the Narrative. The remaining two volumes were issued in
1858, but only 1000 copies accompanted the volumes. The text did not become an
instant best scller, comparable lo a contemporary account by the missionary-
explorer David Livingstone, which came out at about the same time, and sold over
70,000 copies (Bennett 1970:43). However, the Narrative’s  “success” lay in the
future. The (ext was originally composed in English; and the Foreign Office, in
consultation with the publisher, appeinted a well-known cditor of exploration and
travel literature, Dr. Cauvin, to act as Barth’s principal advisor and literary editor for
the writing of the Narrative.

The original English language text was thus published by the Order of Her
Britannic Majesty’s Government |Queen Victoria]; and was dedicated to the Right
Honourable, The Earl of Clarendon (K.C.B.), the sccretary of state for Forcign

Affairs.

Since the Narrative's appearance in 1857-58, it has been translated into
German, French, Daﬁish and Dutch (Kitk-Greene 1962:44-48), The French edition
Voyages et dé couvertes dans ['Afrique Septentrionale ef centrale pendunt les
annees 1849 & 1853 (1861} has been called “anything but an unfortunate version”

by Kirk-Greenc (I%Sfxvi). It has also been called “sketchy and unskilled” by the
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German geographer, Kouer, and “emasculaled” by Urvoy. The Dutch and Danish
transiations (1838-01) had been abridged, single-volume versions and therefore non-
standard. Pirated and abridged editions had appeared in the United States. In 1857-
59, a New York Publisher, Harper and Brothers, put out a 3-volume edition of the
text. In 1890, Messers. Ward Lock brought out a condensed 2-volume edition in the
Minerva Library of Famous Books. In 1896, The Drallop Publishing Company of
New York republished the 3-volum(; edition by Herper and Brothers, In 19685, the
year of Barth’s centenary, the London Publisher, Trank Cass, issued a 3-volume
edition, based on thc Harper and Broihers’ cdition, But instcad of the latter’s
otiginal sixty colour lithographs by J.M. 3ernatz, based on Barth's pencil skelches,
the volumes had black and white illustrations by Loosing-Barritt, also based on
Barth’s pencil sketches.

The Frank Cass edition is based on the original [857-58 English version
supervised by Barth himself. This edition contains, in addition to the illustrations
and lithographs, fifteen detailed fold-out route and lopographical maps dra\w; by
August Petermann of the London Observatory. The text also contains woodcuts
drawn by Barth, and massive appendices on routes, flora and fauna, cthnographic
descriﬁtions, chronological tablcs, metrological regisiers, genealogics, and so on.
This edition has remained the standard-version of the Narrative,

There was an interesting debate about the German edition, Raisen und
Emdeckungen in Nord-und Central-Afrika in den Jahren 1849 bis 1855, which was
published simultaneously with the English edition by Justus Perthes, at Gotha,

(Germany (Prussia). It is not clear who translated the German edition, or whether
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Barth wrote the two together. Urvoy (1936) has claimed that the German edition is a
“translation” of the English original, and that the former is exactly the same as the
latter, except the dedication in the German edition which was to Kaiser Williams,
rather than Lord Clarendon. However, Benton (1913), the translator of Shultze’s
The Sultanate of Bornu (1913), says that a certain J. Arthur informed him that the
English and German editions of Barth’s Narrative vary considerably with whole
paragraphs missing in the German edition. Kirk-Greene (1962:47) also argues
against Urvoy’s position. According to him, there are numerous differences between
the German and the English edition, chief among which are variations “in the
arrangements of the appendixes, in the division of chapters, and some titles of the
illustrations™. This should support our argument, explored in detail in chapter four,
that the original English text of Travels and Discoveries is the official, sanctioned
one, and that all the other non-English versions are not only franslations but also
unofficial and unsanctioned.

There is internal textual evidence that much of the Narrative started as, or
rather was composed from, the diary, or Journal, kept by Barth while in the field.
On the contrary, Prothero (1958:334) argues that some of it stemmed from “dead

reckoning”, or from what this study describes as “extra-travel reflection”. The text

runs to about 3,500 pages, (85 chaptcrs)?. It is sparsely iflustrated with lithographs,
sketches and woodcuts, covering such themes as landscape, scenes of slave-raiding,
local architecture, corn or rice fields, cattle and breath-taking scenery. Many a
reviewer has noted that Barth took great care to wrile a virtually flawless English

text. It is without doubt Barth’s magnum opus. 1t is also arguably the most detailed,
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most sophisticated and most engaging travel or exploration narrative of Africa cver
written, as McLynn (1993:38) in particular has noted. The text is episodic, and
structurally organized around the diary entry. (For a detailed discus;ion of the text’s
composition, structure and publication see chapler three).

Barth's Narrative takes a classic form of the Odyssey, very much like the
path travelled by consciousness in Hegel's philosophy, that is, it is composed within
the triadic structure of Departure ---- Adventure --—-- Return, Travels and
Discoveries begins wilh a departure and ends with a return. In fact the text of the
Narrative itself is this return (writing). For the writing is overwhelmingly
retrospective, that is, done afler, and reficeting textually and rhetorically on the
event {the journey, the past, the stage of return). Yet there is also evidenog that some
writing was done ex roule.

This is the significance of the text’s title, Travels and Discoveries: It
anmounces, first, the .coupling of the “Journcy” and the “Sceing”; sccond, the
mobile, self-sufficient activity of the monadic subject, the soﬁrce of knowledge and
the epigrammatic programme of finding, knowing, signifying, wriling and
textualizing the semiotic field, the Other, the space for writing. This is why the text
attempts to achieve, though unsuccesslully, a symmetry of textual space-time and

the space-time of actual travelling.

1.7 Problem Statement

This study sets out to investigalc the following set of propositions:
First, the assertion that 19th cenlury exploration narratives, such, as Barth's

Travels and Discoveries, are factual, reliable and corrigible documents of history.
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Sccond, the widely held view that exploration nacratives such as Travels and
Discoveries are not literary, fictional, rhetorical or narralive texis but histotical
texts, or historical source materials. |

Third, the argument that Barth's rich, detailed, and "totalizing” text is a gqod
cxample of what the sensitive and empathetic European observer of non-Western
cultures could achicve, rather than an examplic of the "infiltration" and incorporation
of local knowledges by the alicn explorer.

1.8 Scope

This study is limited (o Barlh's 3-volume narrative, the Travels and
Discoveries (1857; [965). This will be Lhe study's fext-for-criticism. In temporal
scope, the study covers the period of our subject's discursive and historical
formation, that is, the period between (821 and 1865.

In general, the present study, while drawing on the historical and
anthropological literature on exploration writing and on the text-for-criticism, wil
not itsell attempt to offer a narrative history or account of the field in question.
Rather, the study is limited to primary source materials in English, which according

to three major authorities on Barth, R M. Prothero (1958), McLynn(1993), and

Kirk-Greene(! 998)8, are the mosi important. This is essentially the case because not
only did Barth originally write the text under study in the English [anguage, and
generally considered himself an Englishman but also deliberately framed himsel{ as
writing within what I’rati calls the "British cxplo‘rcr tradition” tepresented by
English-speaking or British explorers such as Mungo Park, Livingstone, Denham,

Clapperton, Barrow and Richardson.



Finally, although Barth was a German ( a Prussian, to begin with), and has
been studied by German scholars such as Schiffers, to name the most famous, some
of the most influential German studics of Barth have been based, it should be noted,
not on the German translation but on the original English edition. For instance, two
German studies by Spittler (1997) and Lange (1995) could oaly refer to the 1965 3-
volume edition of Travels and Discoveries. This shows that the German scholars
are acutely awarc that the original English edition is the fuller and more
authoritative one. The point is that our object of study is the original English text of
Travels and Discoveries.

1.9 Justification/Significance of the Study

Exploration wriling is only one of the many forms of knowledge, cxpression
and symbolic practice which have historically produced and mediated the scmantic
structures of European imperial meaning-making. This at least is the conclusion of
research by Adams (1983), Pratt {1992), Said (1993), Rennie (1995), Lze (1997),
Loomba (1998), and Wheeler (1999). All the greatest figures of European thought,
from Francis Bacon to Hegel, had relied very heavily on exploration writing
produced by travellers and missionarics as the semantic, narrative “and
represeniational authority for their conceptions of non-Europcan socielies.
According 1o Commager {1978:52), Europcan literature in general would have been
impoverished "without the inspiration of discovery and the {imaginative] response
[by novelists, poets and playwrights] to [exploration narratives]. There were a
thousand imaginary voyages..." This observation has been borne out by studics by

Adams (1983), Sullivan (1993), Picters (1995), Low (1996), Phillips (1999), and
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Nicholls (2000). These show that throughout the 19th century for example, the
distinction between fictional and exploration literature was not thought of as
primary or clear cut. Notable examples of such literature are Daniel Defoe's Life and
Surprising Adventures of Robinson Crusoe (1719), and Joseph Conrad's Heart of
Darkness (1899).

However, despite the impact of exploration literature on Furopean
representations of the non-European world, research in the field has been relatively
limited. This study is an attempt to contribute to this limited but growing critical
literature. There is thus an urgent need (o show, in the case of Barth, the affinity of
his text and the larger European exploration narratives to the knowledge building
project of the Post-Enlightenment, a project which has systematically sought to
conceal its dependence on poetic and rhetorical discourses. Such a study also shows
that both the "so-called truthful text (histories, philological analyses, political
treatises) [and] the avowedly artistic (i.e., openly imaginative)” texts are
representations (Said 1978:21).

The disciplinary arguments for this study are no less important. The collapse
of New Criticism in the late 1960s and of idealist aesthetics, both of which saw
"literature” as instancing a universal property, was occasioned by two developments
in literary/textual studies: the collapse of the hitherto valorized, and allegedly self-
evident distinction between the literary and the non-literary, and the remarkably
productive critique of the traditional category of Literature by Marxist, Post-
structuralist, and the newly emerging feminist, critical theories. On the other hand,

in the adjacent arcas of the social sciences, a scientilic realist philosophy of science
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represented by the philosophers Hilary Putnam and Roy Bhaskar was deconstructing
positivism in all its forms. This, and thc cataclysmic events of the late 1960s (the
rise of the Black Civil Rights Movemént in the U.S., the Women's movement, the
anticolonial wars of liberation in Africa, the May 1968 student movement in
France), all cumulatively foreed, in the words of Michae! Payne, "fundamental and
far-reaching changes in literary studies” (1990-VI), According Lo Payne, these
paradigmatic shifts imeant:

Enlarging the literary canon noi only to include novels, poems
and ptays by writers whose race, gender or nationality had
marginalized their work, but also to include texts by
philosophers, psychoanalysts, historians, anthropologists, social
and religious thinkers who were studied by critics merely as
‘background’. The stance of the critic and student of literature is
also now more in question than ever before. (Payne 1990:V1).

This innovative enlargement ol the literary canon has inspired the present
study. The traditional canon in large parts of, at least, Nigerian higher literary
studies privileges the fictional text such as poems, the novel, and drama. There is
not much attention to Iwhat may be calied, for want of a better term, *non-fiction
prose”. As this.study has demonstrated, there is no such thing as a “non-literary” or
“wholly fictional text” or writing if by literary is meant either .thc ﬁctionai, the
imaginative, on the one hand, and the poetic and the embellished on the other, And
there is no betler place to illustrate this than in a study of Travels and Discoveries
which has been, since 1857, regarded as the factual, non-literary, non-fictional, text
par excellence, indeed the supreme example of empirical reporting, a window to a

transfactually-existing reality.
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This study draIWS its inspiration from the fact that it is time to abandon the
unhelpful and outdated conception of iierature ns a “"privileged set of fictional,
iméginalive and creative forms of writing which... exhibit certain specific propertics
that require special mecthods of analysis i’ they are to be understood” (Bennett
1979:6). By the time Barth’s text is revealed as a fiterary text, despite the claims of
the historians 1o the contrary, it might be easier to establish convincingly that the
category of Literature should be understood as a ficld mavked by a variety of
textualities, by specific practices of writing to the extent that the distinction
between, say, genres ‘and forms, logics and practices of writing becomes an
institutional rather than an acsthetic or a literary one. For instance, Travel and
Discoveries does not “declare” itself a historical text. It is rather appropriated as a
historical text by a specific epistemoiogical and institutional practice, the empiricist
historical practice of writing, which attributes to the text the virtue of a canon, of a
major treatise of historical-anthropological report on the Sudan.

However, the critical issuc for this study is not simply the expansion of the
literary canon, but the demonstration, first, that Barth’s very concept of “discovery”
or “history” is inseparable from the universally accepted meaning of poesis: the
graphic and figurative making ol an alien place into the familiar and the non-
threatening. But this is what all wriling i's about; and, second, that the concept of a
non-poetic, non-literary historical-writing, or empirical reporting or first-hand
observation, i fextual terms, is a contradiction in terms, a wishfu! thinking, or cven
an impossibility. This explains why even Kant had to attempt a real synthesis of

aesthetics and Enlightenment empiricism. This study has shown that to write is ipso

46



facto to constitute, in text and figures, an imaginative-literary re-mapping of
boundaries and dimensions. All this should re-validate the categorical premise of
this study that literary terms such as narrativity, representation, fiction, author,
narrator, symbology, rhetoric, ctc. are not an inassimilable excess, a secondary
diction which the historian, for example, may dispense with, but the central and
unavoidable aspects of all and every textual, nay print; and manuscript, production.
Quite apart from rigorous theoretical justification of a research ficid, a
L']ilerury" approach to Travels and Discoveries is doubly justified by the following
two points. First, Barth repeatedly anmounces himsell as a writer or inscriber of
native significance, and a rcader of nature. Barth also clearly frames himsclf as an
actor on the stage of "discovery", and as a storyteller, of a world-wide significance.
Second, Travels and Discoveries, lar from being a harmonious, integrated,
comprehensive and coherent work which the historian or other may quite happily
integrate into their apercus, is an amalgam of genrcs, forms, motils and themes. It
is, to borrow a phrase from Eagleton, "woven of a whele tissue of different strands
[genres]". Travels and Discoveries should thus be seen as a rext, a hybrid text,
riddied with, and by, dissonances, cross-hatched, to borrow a phrase from Porter,
with literary, rhetorical, mythical, political, cultural, and psycholegical
determinations ( 1994:i54); a text par excellence, a "gencric heterogencity”, a
fragmented, compounding, and compounded semiotic ficld encoding a series of
"discourses" and ‘“genres": ethnographic description, territorial surveillance,
geelogical anthropogeographic discourse, topological and imaginative mapping,

historiographic "archacolopgy”, navigational natrative, the traditional, manners and



customs description, captivity narrative, naturalist discourse of race, anecdotes of
encounters, illustrations of political decay of empires and chiefdoms, abolitionist
sentimental  stories of slave-hunting, military surveillance, hydrological and
astronomical observations, landscape description, obituaries (of Richardson and
Overweg), crop science, imperial dreams of (future) European colonization of the
Sudanic areas, even a story-within-story of ants conspiring o drive the traveller-
narrator out of the land -- in a word, a story of Saharan and Sudanic difference
"complete with storms, sickness, brackish water” to use Pratt's felicitous phrase.
There are also sensationalist, even journalistic, reports of marvels, disappointments,
frustrations, personal dangers, treacherous, indolent, witty and unpleasant "natives”.
There are also scenes of erotic encounters with "supple” native women, tensed
meetings with superstitious or shrewd chiefs, and finally philanthropic-abolitionist
rites of passage. Surely, there is much more to the text than mere “historical facts™.
Finally, this woven [abric of discourses, genres, and encodations is held
(precariously) together by the narrative mode. And although the text abounds in
technical, analytical and anthropological languages and discourses, they are
inscribed within the narrative mode. Travels and Discoveries is thus both a narrative
and a narrativization of being; a text that is alse a collection of texts, and not a
single comprehensive or an integrated set of texts. As a form of textuality, 7ravels
and Discoveries is a series of, a disparate collection of, frames of inscriptions, re-

framings, codings and encodings, emplotments and what lleidegger has called

enframings. Travels and Discoveries is also multi-voiced, despite appearances to

the contrary. Of course, the text strives to achieve monovocality, the omniscient and

48



retrospective voice. However, this illusion of monovocality, the striving for
semantic mastery and the spectatorial position, paradoxically, both enhances the
text's capacity for a free play of textual ideology and gives it its authorial narrative
universe a sense and appcarance of heroic proportions, what Pratt has called the
"heroic paradigm” (1992:148),

This complexity at the centre ol Travels and Discoveries shows precisely
why it is a conceptual error to, in the ﬁfst place, approach Barth’s text as a narrowly
historical book. In fact the historian can only so appropriate the lext by ignoring its
complexity, or by blanketing large‘parts of it. For the very idea of selecting one
thing and not the other, and of selectively chopping texts ofT into the historical box
here and the literary box there simply will not do. Yet this is precisely what the
eminent historian, Roland Oliver, says historical studies are intrinsically about, “an
artistic exercise, consisting in an attempt to masier a large body of facts and to
present a selection of them” to the public {cited in Moorhouse 1973:17 my italics).
All this suggests, thercfore, that the artistic is the inescapabie. This is why this study
insists that even if B;arlh’s text were wholly a historical lext, it is, in the Iast.
analysis, an artistic and poctic endeavour. A literary-critical study of this important
fext is thus necessary because even if we were to regard Barth's text as a narrowly
historical work, we cannot but be faced with the truth of Jameson's lamous remark
that "history is inaccessible o us except in textual form fand that] it can be
approached only by way of prior (re)textualization” (1981:82). !

In this sense, then, literary critics have an importaut contribution to make to

the unmasking of cxploration texts masquerading as “scientific” and objective
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“historical” knowledge. Thus any  “appropriation” or problematicization or
methodological interrogation  of | exploration narratives such as Travels and
Discoveries should confront the text's double mode of existence or insertion as both
a “cultural” document and a symbolic system, as both the “key concept of a major
phasc of a cuolure" (Williams 1977:53), the post-Renaissance, post-Enlightenment
‘tradition of rcborting and narrating (Granqvist 1990:57), and as a "decisive
evidence of a particular form of the social development of language" (Williams
1977:53).

But, in spite of {he growing atlention 10 exploration writing, there are as yet
no sustained studics of single authors. The most influential and authoritative studics
of exploration literature have offered only general outlines of periods and the
"genre”, This study has bridged this gap in thal it offers a "depth study" of a single
author from a dialectical perspective which stresses the intricate relationship
between history and subjectivity on the one hand, and writing and narrativization on
the other. True, there exist, since the late 1980s, studies, mostly by feminists, of
women travellers such as Mary Kingsley and Maria Falconbridge. However, these
have been cither celebratory or merely biographical, without situating the subject
matter within the narratorial, representational and rhetorical dynamics of exploration
writing. On the contrary, thc present study has researched the mediation of the
contradictory web of history, the ambiguitics of subjectivity and the ambivalences
and dissonances of the rhetoric and practice of writing within the textual,
idcological and symbolic practice (s) of a specific exploration text, the Travels and

Discoveries. T'or cxample, while historians have studicd Barth as the unproblematic
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authority for his representations and reports, the present study, by a literary critic,
has demonstrated that Barth is himself the perfect example of a “text™: ambivalent,
crisis-ridden, fissured, scif divided. These considerations are labking in the
established historical studies of Barth, because they lack, among other lacks, whgf
Roy Bhaskar (1979) calls a "depth psychology".

Thus this study has, by concentrating on the study of a single author,
revealed, in powerful and incisive ways, the complex stratification of lextual aporias
in exploration narratives. For cxample, in the published historical literature on Barth
there is not a single study devoted to Barth’s audiences and reading {ormations.
Many a historian has used the expression. “Barth reports that”, and yct Iit is not
clear, in such studies, to whom he reports, or reporied. One justification for the
present rescarch is that it has  brought to light the very audicnces and
interpretive/reading communities for whom Barth wrote, and which had, in the same
breath, constrained what he had to say about his subject-matter, Needless to remark,
the study of the reader or reading subjects has been a central pivot of literary
analysis,

On the whole, this study has bcen" .conccivcd as a very modest contribution to .
the expansion of literary and rhielorical study inlo ncw areas, all witlin the new and
exciting expansion of the literary res;:arch field, and the critique of the traditional
canon mounted by a host of new critical approaches. However, this does not support
the idea of the existence of an unbridgeable gulf between the historical and the
litcrary. For this _sludy, the historical and the literary are part of the samc process,

two sides of the same coin because both the literary text and the historicaf/cuitural
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artifact (or document) are Instances of. textual_l production in which questions of
narrativity, conventions of representation and of rhetorical troping arc ccntfal rather
than marginal.
1.10 Research Design

The research did not involve the use of the questionnaire or other means of
the empirical testing of a hypothesis, such as ficld interviews or quantitativc
procedures. Rather, both the relevant primary and secondary data were gencrated
via textual (content) analysis of the respective literature. Some of this literature was
realized from clectronic sources, such as the World Wide Web (the internet), and

this is appropriately indicated in the bibliography.

1.11 Theoretical Framework

In this study, "Theoretical Framework™ is ‘Lrea;[ed under two aspects: a) a
theory (a concept-formation) and b) a methodological stance.

a) Concept Formation

Under this heading, "theorelical framcework” refers to the sum- of
conceptualized entitics within which the objects of unquiry, in this case Barth and
his textual practice, are approached or "appropriated” as mediated fields of textual
and subjective rhetoric, and (rom which are derived the intrinsic items that inbabit
the area (object) of study. But these have to be developed up to a certain point
before they are capable of being presented as veritable fields of inquiry. This is why
the study has devoted space to a dcconz;truclivc examination of the contexts within

which Barth and his textual practicc cmerged. This should be the case even when
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the object of study is itself a concepl. that is, a meta-language, a language that is

about itself. Thus the critic or theorist must derive abstractions and categories from

10
the area under study or investigation. In this way, the critic or theorist avoids the

danger of what may be called “theoretical solipsism” and super idealism, the
reduction of the concrete object of inquiry to the critic’s mind. Marx (1958:102)
argues that the method of inquiry “has to appropriate the material in detail, 10
analyze its different forms of development and track down their inner connection.”
Only then, Marx argues further, can the material (text) be presented as a concrete
particularity, say a 19th century conception of the world. This is why the chapters
in this study arc arranged in such a way as to reflect the study’s deconstructive
tactic: it begins by contextualizing Barth as the author of specific representations,
then secks to show whom the producers and consumers of these representations are,
and only then questions whom the objects of the representation are. The study thus
starts from the writing 1o the reading process and back again, and (rom the
movements of the pen, via representation, to the reception of the representation, the
audiences and readers of this “adventure of the sign”, and how this “adventurc of
the sign™ has in turn produced a specific writing-reading formation.

These remarks point to the fact that neither the “subjectivism” of the critic
nor the “objectivity™ of the text is wholly, in the last analysis, defensible. Although
the critic, the reader, conceptualizes, even contextualizes, his or her object of
inquiry, it does not follow that he is, or is not, “real™ relative to the object of inquiry

chiefly because of the following reasons:
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i) Soctal and conceptual reality is not known bcgfére it is interpreted. This
way of formulating it avoids the danger of super idealism, the notion that there are
no objects save the mind. Literary criticism must preserve the notion of theorctical
inquiry as a discourse that is not identical with its object. This, indeed, is the ground
of all rational critique.

ii) The task of interpretive or cxﬁlanatory criticism or analysis is no¢ to read -
conceplions, theories, nolions or values info, but rather out of, the text (or object of
inquiry).

iti) What the critic or theorist is trying to understand is not same but an
other; for literary criticism is possible only in relation to a praciice (textuality) and
an object (the text) and an agency/agent (the author, the reader, ihe community, the
“world” and so on). According to an eminent philosopher of science, an enriching
critique of knowledge-production must retain “an intransitive dimension if the
possibility of an undcrstanding, which is anything other than a sclf-understanding,
and the susceptibility of meaningful objcets to critique alike are to be relained”
{Bhaskar 1979:201).

Now Bhaskar’s formulations are meant to dispel the usual error in literary
criticism, by for example, structuralists, that only the critic is transcendentally rcal,
or that all the critic ncéd do is deploy concepts and categorics onto the text. In the
case ol Travels and Discoveries, it is clear that they themselves genell-ate, have
generated, (heir own concepts: "native”, "savage", "oddity", "civilizing mission”,
"dark continent", "blacks", "whitcs", "progress", "regeneration”, "colonizing',

“discovery”, "exploration”, "reader", “tex(, “public", "writing", "Muslim",
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"Christian”, and so on. This attests to the fact that texts and their authors,
paradigmatic and causal, are, 1o a large extent, also conceptual systems, and for this
very reason are embedded in, and mediated by, forms of rhetorical, political,
ideological and material relations.

This is not to suggest, however, that the critic should only ever, or
necessarily must, derive conceptual tools from the arca under study. Rather, it is to
argue that the critic must first conceptualize the area of study before generating
his/her context-specific categories. This is, again, for two reasons: 1) It is the nature
ol the object of study, or what we can plausibly and rationally establish as the
nature of the object of study, that determines its cognitive possibilitics or the form
of its possible "analysis" (Bhaskar 1979:3); and 2), a conceptually innovative
critique is a movement, as Marx would say, from the abstract to the concrete
because theoretical or conceptual items are not, should not, and need not be,
subjective constructs. Rather, they are more or less specific features of rhetorical,
discursive and institutional consciousness and formations.

That is why there is no contradiction, or dissonance or double-bind, between
Barth the historian and Barth the storyteller, the novelist-like, or between Travels
and Discoveries as (historical) "primary source matcrial” and Travels and
Discoveries as a literary, narrative or representational artifact. As Marx would
argue, there is no contradiction between the historicity of knowledge and the reality
of the objects of knowledge (Marx 1958:505. CI. Bhaskar 1991 :491). The reality of
an object of knowledge might be such that it is a literary, or symbolic, object; that

is, the reality of things must include their possible identification as multi-ticred, co-
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determined, and, in a mela-critical sense, imaginary. This is why this study revolves
around writing, narrativity, representation, and the reading audiences of the
writing, the narration and the representation. Yet this requires the adoption of an
interdisciplinary perspective for the reason that all discursive activitics, including
their discursive mediation, arc historical, social, imaginary-imaginative, linguistic,
psychological, interdependent and interlaced.

b) Methodological Stance

The methodological standpoint of this study is Marxist, or more
appropriatcly Marxist literary thcory. This requires an explanation because it is
possible to have a situation in which ane could agree with the comments under
“conceplual framework”, and still utilize, say, New (fritica[ methods. Hlowever, in
addition to a broad theoretical or procedural “philosophy of methed”, the critic still
needs a concretely theorized and analyticatly grounded literary t.hcory, in effcet,
some rhetoric of reading and analysis. The following sections of the Thesis both
summarize the method of inquiry adopted, and underscore its distinctive virtucs and
merits.

The method of inquiry adopled in this rescarch has been taken from Pierre

Macherey, whom Terry Eagleton has called "one of the most challenging, genuinely

innovatory of contemporary Marxist critics” (1986:10).” This choice, and view, of
Macherey’s work nceds to be bricfly jfisliﬁed by way of a thumbnail sketch of the
problematic history of literary criticism within Marxist thought. it is well known
that Marx and Engels icft behind only scattered comments on “literary criticism®

(Demetz 1967; Baxandall and Morawski 1973; Prawer 1976). 1t was the silbscquem
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Marxists, among them Franz Mehring, Georgi PMlekhanov, and Lenin, who sought 1o
producc systematic analyses of what might today be called “Marxist literary
criticism”. Lenin’s intervention into literary theory was prompted by his urgent need
to provide the Communist cadres with a broad outline of a politically committed
critical reading of “bourgeois” texts, and culture as a whole. In this task, Lenin
drew, following Marx’s examplc, on Hegel’'s Science of Logic {1812} and
Philosophy of Fine Art (1835), some of Marx’s comment on alicnated labour in
Capital, and on Engels’ 1888 comments on Margaret Harkaess’ novel, A City Girl.
This was the inspiration behind 1.cnin's famous articles on the Russian novelist, Leo
Tolstoy, whose writings hie saw as a reflection of historical circumstances, and
Tolstoy himself as a mirror of the Russian revolutions of 1903 and, by implication,
of 1917. ‘

J In these essays, Lenin began by interrogating Tolstoy’s {echniques of
preseniation of realify, secking to discover in them the cxiStencc of “class
equivalents” within the larger fictional universe of Tolstoy’s texts. Lenin's
methodology involved the deployment of the reflection theory of literature and the
realist ontology. This was the theoretical basis for Lenin's claim that Tolstoy’s‘lcxts
reflected, more or less accurately, certain observable and unobservable featurcs of
material and social rreality. What is morc, Lenin’s formulations were closely
modelled on the neo-Hegelian thesis of aypicality, first expounded within the
Marxist context by Engels in his discussion of Mary Harkness’ novel. “Realism”,

Engels suggested, “implies, besides truth of detail, the truthful reproduction of

typtcal characlers under typical circumstances” (Marx and Engels 1978; 90). Taking
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a cue from Engels, Lenin proceeded 1o search out the extra-fiterary value-clusters
such as “class”, “typicality”, “alienation”, and “(untroubled) reflection” of reality in
Tolstoy’s fiction. Soon, this methodolnéica[ model became the “standard” Marxist
view of literature, and was refined by the early Marxist critics such as Mehring and
Plekhanov { Baxandali 1968; Morawslki [974; Bisztray 1977).

The carly Marxist reflection theory of literature reccived ils most
sophisticated philosephical elaboration in the hands of the great Marxist eritic,
Georgy Lukacs, who combined the neo-legelian notion of art as a humanizing and
emancipating element, and that of the artist as a co-producer of the preblematic of
alienation, with the literary realist thesis of art as a mirror to produce a heavily
Hegelianized version of Marxist aesthetics (Arvon 1973). In Srudies in European
Realism {1972) and a host ol other writings, Lukacs developed a Marxist theory of
realism from a strong anti-modernist perspective. From this vantage point, Lukacs
erecled a legelian-Marxist criticism based on an ethical eritique of the
fragmentation and quantification of personal life under capitalism (reification), the
warping of the human potential for self-realization as claborated by the youthful
Marx in his The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripty (1844). Lukacs Jooked
forward to a period in which art would risc above the narrowly ideological, and
consequently uphold the values of moral responsibility and the class struggle of the
working class (the proletariat) (Slaughter 1980: 134-35),

Thus when the 1934 Congress of Soviet Writers officially adopted the
doctrine of “socialist realism”, Lukacs’ perspective became the official Stalinist

line. Stalin’s minister of culture, Zhadanov, announced that it was the duty of the
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writer 1o “proifide a ftruthful, historico-concrete portrayal of reality in its
revolutionary development” and strive to confront “the problem of ideological
transformation and the spirit of socialism”™. Thus “socialist realism” effectively
demanded that writers toe (he Stalinist party line, and imaginalive or creative
writings be “party-minded”. {See, on this, Zhadanov 1950: 4-7). Distinguished
Soviet writers such as Maxim Georky, and Soviet cultural organizations such as
Proletkult, and the All Russian Association of Proletarian Writers (RAPP) endorsed
this party line (Tertz 1960: 5).

It was against this background that Louis Althusser (1918-1990) launched
his anti-Hepelian re-interpretation of Marx, Althusser elaborated the notion of
“problematic™ by which he mecant the theorctical framework or system which
determined the significance of concepts, procedural deductions, and, above all,
ontissions within a body of thought. This led Althusser to look for epistemological
breaks and symp!omaffc omissions, silences, and elisions of a thought or systcms of
thought. In For Marx (1969), Lenin and Philosophy (1972), and (with Balibar)
Reading 'Capital’ (1971), Althusser deployed, with breathtaking sophistication, this
method of symptomatic reading against the Lukacsian notions of ideology, totailily,'
humanism, self-overcoming, and the. like. Its effect was Lo lead to a deconstructive
critique of the deeply entrenched Hegelian and humanistic currents of Marxist
thought, represented by Lukacs, Lucian Goldmann (Genetic Structuralism), and the
Hegelian Marxists of the German Frankfurt Schoal, riotahly Theodore Adorno and

Herbert Marcuse,
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Theoretical and scientific practices, Althusser contended, were distinct from
such things as the ideological, political, and economic practices. Yet all these, he
further argued, were practices, ftypes of production. This led Althusser to see reality
as irreducibly complex, and subject to multiple causation, that is, reality as over-
determined. But this was, in the last analysis, a devastating critique of the Hegelian
notion of Totality, which Althusser saw as an “expressive totality”, a “totality all of
whose parts are so many ‘total parts’, each expressing the others, and cach
expressing the social totality that contains them™ (Althusser and Balibar 1971: 96).
Althusser’s rejection of a single essence, a whole that possessed a core, and for
which all the other elements (of the whole) were only reflections, led to a
philosophical revolution in Marxist analyses of literary phenomena.

Not only did these ideas lead to the rejection of the classical Marxist
base/superstructure paradigm, the traditional Marxist conception of ideology as a
form of false consciousness, the deterministic notion of the class struggle as
inevitable, but also to the so-called holistic view of economic, political and cultural
reality. Against these, Althusser offered a view of the whole as a “plurality of
instances”, as differential, hcterogeneous, divided, uneven, contradictory, and
saturated by ideology, as manifested in their gaps, absences, silences, and omissions
(Althusser and Balibar 1971: 207). With Althusser began the break with the
Hegelian heritage of orthodox Marxism: henceforth, the Marxist critic need not seek
to analyze a single, homogeneous and all-encompassing Totality (the literary, for
example), timeless or self-evident works, but rather ensembles of practices,

analyzable forms of production, rather than wholly fictional, author-centred
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“creations”. These deconstruclive ideas acquired a very shacp cutting edge in that
they coinbided with the tumultuous events of 1966-08, generated by the popular
opposition to the American invasion of Vietnam, the great student and radical
movements in Western Europe, and the anti-Stalinist uprisings in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia, ’

tt was in this context, and intellectual re-thinking of the Marxist heritage,
that Macherey's intervention into literary theory arose. However, as will be scen
below, Macherey's work is nol a simple reproduction of Althusserian premises
within literary theory. in many cascs, for example in the relationship between
ideology and literary production, M;lcllcrcy broke new grounds by creatively
incorporating the methodological insights of Marx in Capifal, and of the newly-
emerging anti-empiricist philosophy of science pioneered by Gaston Bachelard and
Imre Lakatos, [t is to an explication of Macherey’s ideas that we now turn,

In A Theory of Literary Production (1966; English translation 1978),
Machcrcy suggests that it is the critic who, employing a new language, "brings out a
difference within the work by demonstrating that it is ether than it is "(1973:7;
original emphasis). For Machery, the text is not, and cannot be, complete, because
conjecturally, it “has its marging, an area of incompletencss from which we con
observe its birth and its production” (1978-90). By "production” Macherey means
the text's self-productivity as a chain of significations, as opposed to what Eagleton
calls the text’s "material apparatus, technological infrastructurcs and social relations”
(1986:10). For Machercy, "wriling" or "lcxluulily" analytically consists of

production, and of work on, and with, historico-cognitive materials, such as Travels
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and Discoveries. Like thc French literary philosopher and founder of
Deconstruction, Jacques Derrida, Macherey rejects the notion of a central, univocal
meaning. Macherey sees the text as “participating” in some sort of intertextuality.
tle writes, for example, that the text "never comes unaccompanied, but always
determined by the existence of other works, which can belong 1o different arcas of

production” (100) He also argues (again like Derrida) in favour of dissemination:

Constrained by its essential diversity, [the text], in order to say
one lhing, has at the samc time to say another thing which is not
nceessarily ol the same nalure; it unites in a single text scveral
difTerent lines which cannot be apportioned (99).

In a breath-taking discussion of the relationship between explanation and
interpretation, Macherey rejects the traditional critical notion of interpretation as a
comprehensive reading of a text or as "the determination of meaning ™ (73). For him,
the idea of the interpreter as "one who takes up position at a centre, or rather in an
intermediate space [and who then] proceeds to an exchange” (75), is a piece of
mystification, or is indecd a mere copying and repetition, which he regards as
inherently uninteresting (70). In a famous aphorism, Macherey calls this notion a
“purifying repctition... a single signification” (76). In its place Macherey proboscs
"explanatory c-ril.icism", which he sees as the more interesting form of criticism,
being a search for the “knowledge of the text”. This search for a knowledge of the
text and the conception ol criticism as cxplanation would be regarded by the
Derrideans, for example, as lcgocentrist, because it does seem to imply that there is,
or could be, a lixed centre outside discourse or the play of meaning, Yet it is also

true that all cvaluation of a text, to say, for exampie, that the text is this' or that, or
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has this or that effect, is, without doubt, a search (explicit or implicit) for a
“knowledge” (however putative} about the text. This is conveyed by Macherey's
phrase that explanatory criticism "recognizes the nccessity that determines the work .
but which does not culiminate in a meaning” (77-78).

In this way, Macherey "decentres” the text, since he regards the task of
criticism as measuringl the "distance which separates the various meanings" of the
text's multiple meanings. Echoing the realist theory of science, Macherey argues |
that the text is not a stable source of meaning but the product of a host of
incompatible and contradictory meanings:

[The text] bears in its material subslance the imprint of a
determinate absence which is the principle of its identity... not
the extension of a mcaning; it is gencrated [rom the
incompalibility of several meanings... In sceing how the book is

made we see also what it is made from; this defect which gives
it a history and a relation to the historical (80).

Macherey envisages a new form of discourse in which criticism and its
object, the text, are held to he distinct, and in which the former seeks to produce a
new knowledge of the latler. On this view, crilicism neither abolishes itself nor
merely seeks 10 interpret the text; neither does it function as a mere "instrumeni" or
"passage” to the concealed truth, meaning or structure of the text. Rather, criticism
acts upon the text in such a way that it appears other than it really is. For Machercy,
then, a text is criticism's other, its topic, and a potential referent for its conclusions
(1978:5-6). This mode! of criticism avoids the following three endemic fallacies or
failings of literary theory: the organicist fallacy which says the text is a

harmonious totality; the epistemic fallacy, or the definition of the text (indexicality)
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in terms of (our) knovlvleclge or theory of being; and the hyper-realist fallacy, the
reduction of multi-causality and difference to a single essence (as for Lukacsian-
Hegelian criticism). In the first two, the text is seen as the given; in the last, as'. a
ghostly model of reality. For Machercy, on the contrary, the text is not the product
of a single cause, whether authorial or narratorial (determination). Instead, it is
composed from a diversity of elemcents which give it substance” (1978:49). This
postulation supports the study's decentering of Barth into real author and fictional
narrator respectively, and justifics the highlighting of the multi-dimensional quality
of Travels and Discoveries.

The real value of Macherey's theory is discernible in his conception of the
relation between literature and ideology. His contribution is unique in that unlike -
Althusser, Lukacs and the other Marxist thinkers who conceive of ideology either as
a "cement” which holds socicty together or as class consciousness, he argues that "a
historical period does not spontaneously produce a single, monolithic ideology, but
a setics of ideologies determined by the total relation of forces; cach ideology is
shaped by the pressures upon the class which gencrate it (115). This is suggestive
and entails a negative conception of ideology. Equally suggestive is Machércy's
contention that the writer is anly "the apparent author of the ideology contained in
his work; this ideology is in {act constituted independently of him. It is encountered
in his work, just as he himself encountered it in life" (15). This cxplains why this
study has devoted space to highlighting Barth’s intertextual connection with

previous discursive formations, not just his immediate one. This is why Barlh’s text
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is not, to use a Machereyan expression, "dirécr!y rooted in historical reality, but
only through a complex sequence of mediations” (113).

Macherey's greatest contribution to literary theory is his conle;ltion that
reality in the text is an absence precisely because the text, as a discursive system,
docs not stand face to face with reality but with idcology and with history. This is
because the text presupposes the abscnce of that about which it speaks; it is this
lack, its silence, which the text is unable to say. He writes, for example, that the
"specch of the book comes {rom a certain silence, a matter which it endows with a
form, a ground on which it traces a figure" (1978:85). This means that the
knowledge of the text must include "a consideration of this absence” (85). But ihis.
absence or silence is a determinate one, which also shows up the text as incomplete
and  "hollow”, Yet for Macherey (his incompleteness, being a determinate
incompletencess, cannot be reversed. In the same manner the "silence of the book”
cannot be remedied, or made up for. Neither is it "a temporary silence "that could be
abolished or rcnl'noved. Fundamentally, it is this sifence that constitutes the text as an

object. The text, writes Macherey:

cannol speak of the more or less complex opposition which

structures it; though it is its expression and embodiment. In its !
very particle, the [text] manifests, uncovers, what it cannot say, '
This silence gives it life (1978:84).

To illustrate: the critic will not find in Travels and Discoveries an explicit
admission of its complicity with imperialist ideology. Truc, there are oblique signals
to the imperial rcading formations of its author, But this “silence” ol the text is

precisely what makes it possible in the sense that i it were simply scen as a
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propaganda text for British imperial ambitions, then it would not be valorized as
explicitly as it has been within both conservative and radical historical circles. In the
logic of the preceding argument by Macherey, it is argued that Travels and
Discoveries has an unconscious which consists i ts "splilting”, a splitting which is
a division, and this division is its unconscious, “the unconscious which is history,

the play of history beyond its edges, encroaching on those edges; this is why it is
possible to trace the path which leads from the haunted work to that which haunts it.
Once again, it is a question of redoubling the work with an unconscious, but a
question of revealing in the very gestures of expression that which it is not. Then,
the reverse side of what is written will be history itself ” (1978:94). For example:
Barth's historical readers such as Adeleye (1971) and Smith (1997) cither attempt to
complete what Barth says has or had existed, or actually duplicate his arguments in
the very process of making theirs; in efféct, they adjust Barth to serve their
citationary praclice. ;

Following Machercy, it could be argued that Travels and Dia:coverr‘e.v is
"hallowed" by the elusive presence of subjects, word and significances such as the
indigenous people, their locutionary and Hlocutionary acts, their sheer pré.s‘ence
against which it constructs #tsel{ (otherwise the hero will be "invisible™), but to
.which the text necessarily "returns”. It is this which impels the text to reveal itself as
a conflict, and as an incompatibility of several meanings, meanings which
themselves generate other meanings. 11 is this, Macherey would argue, which binds
the text to reality (of ideology and history). This 1s why Travels and Discoveries is

an ideological text, for it silences the voice of the indigenous people in its discourse

66



of science, narr:ativity, and description. Yct because the presence of the indigenous
people cannot, objectively and structurally, be erased, they have to be writien over,
litcrally reinscribed in a process called superscription, a form of free indircct
discourse that absents absence as presence,

Thus in saying one thing, Barth is saying another: Travels and Discoveries
"wants" to represent the European explorer (Barth the explorer-narrator) as effecting
the discovery (the bringing into being) of the Quher, and as literally inscribing,
naming, mapping and textualizing spaces, people and cultures within the rationalist
discourses of European modernity, lhe Enlightenment. Yet he finds himself (on
account of certain contradictions inberent in the idcology and discourse of
discovery) enforced to represent this ("his") discovery in images which show the
natives themselves facilitating "their” discovery.!? Thus Travels and Discoveries
reveals, semantically and figuratively, the gap, disjunction, between the rhetoric and
the textuality of discovery. There is, as Machercy would say, "a constant flow from
one into the other” (1978:172-3). As Macherey says of Jules Verne's travel
nareative, for Barth, the "theme of colonization is less explicit, less frequently
emphasized, as though it [has] to be kept out of sight” (173). This is the signiﬁéancé
of Machcrey’s phrase, "the play of history” which he says encrouaches on the text's
edges, its margins. Fagleton has called this "the ideological torsion” whose effect is
a "set of hiatuses” within the text, a decoupige, which is a "discrepancy between
levels of 'representation’ ['discovery’, synchrony] L and 'figuration”  [narrative,
- diachrony]” (Eagleton 1986:15). In the text of discovery, the exploration narrative,

for example, the difference and conflict between discovery (idcology) and reality
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(indigenous informant) appear as the absence (not-said, unsaid, or lack) which
divides and binds together "representation” and "[iguration”.

Belsey is thus right to say that for Macherey, the task before the critic is not
to seck the unity of the text, or to "heal" the wound of difference in it, but 10
highlight its incompleteness, and the notion that "the omissions which itldisplays
cannot be described... and in the collisions between its divergent meanings, the text
implicitly criticizes ils own ideology. It contains within itself the critique of its own
values" (Belsey 1990:109). This is why for Macherey both ideology and the text can
" never acquire a systematic form; why rcading involves prising open the text, and
releasing its diversity in the effort to show up the text in its attempt ai the "fictive
resolution of ideological conflict" (155). It follows from this that mcaning is
unstable, that a radical otherness shapes all textual production, that form and
ideology are intertwined, that the task of ideology is to cfface contradictions, that

there are limits to ideological representation, that politics and textuality are

insaparab!eu; and that the qucslion. criticism should ask of the text is: "In what
relation to that which is other than itself s the [ext] Iproduccd?" (154).

The Machereyan methodology has distinctive, unique, mg‘rits re!atfve. to this
study. One obvious answer is this: Macherey 's version of Marxist critical theory is
both a theory and a practice of criticism in which the three dimensions of analysis --
historical, theoretical, and textual arc integrated. This method of inquiry does not, in
other words, stratily reality (both transitive and intransitive) into the separate
domains of the historical, the theoretical and the textual, Instead it regards these

apparently distinct domains as moments of; and instances within, the same process.
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Ania Loomba expresses this clearly when she writes that "when and where a text is
written, the language in which it is inscribed, the traditions and debates within
which it intervenes all come together to create a textual fabric” (1908:36). This s
particularly relevant o cxploration literature in which history, consciousness, and
textuality micrge into a polent yet troubled discourse of differcnce.

This model of criticism also permits a conception of the text as speaking
against the grain. Thus for Macherey a text is composed from a real diversity of
discourses, discourses which give the text its substance. This by implication means
that texts can never arrive at a unified or internally consistent vision or éonception
or mimesis of an intransitive world; that the text is marked by contradicting and
contradictory discourses, and by gaps, lacks, fissures, paradoxes and abscnees. As
Hulme puts it, in texts of qlhcring such as Travels und Discoveries, " no smooth
history emerges, but rather a series of {ragments, which read speculatively, hint at a
story that can never be fully recovered" (1986:12). As Macherey's conceplual
paradigm illustrates, "heterogeneous discourse” means that the text is, to borrow a
phrase from Mills (1997:119), "troubled by undercurrents from a range of different
discourses”. This important insight permits a "deconstruction " of the ohje;:l of
inquiry in ways that reveals it as bbth a process of signification and an  unstable
textual practice, rather than a master-discoursc.

Dipeshh Chakrabarty, an exponent of Marxist criticism, has argued that
"ruling c[gss documents... can be read both for what they say and their 'silences’ "
I(cited in Mills 1997:121). In (act Chakrabarty is echoing Macherey's view that the

task of criticism is the analysis of the cloquent silences, the elusive présences of
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subjcets, words and  significances, the gaps, fissures and determinate absences and

conflicts and incompatibilitics (of several meanings) in the text:

to know what the writer is saving, it is not encugh to let him
speak for his speech is hollow and can never be compleled at
its own tevel. Theoretical inguiry rejects the notion of the
space or site of the work. Critical discourse does not aticmpt o
complete the book, for theory begins from that incompleteness
which is so radical that it cannot be localed (Machcerey
1978:84).

The implication of the view cited above is that excluded or silenced
“knowledges" arc as crucial to the study of the text as the “obvious" or
b“appropriatcd" ones. This is of immense theoretical valuc in the study ofexp!oratiori
literature which is, by and large, an appropriated and infiltrated local knowledge.
And in this type of literature, the "silences" are also “repressions”, elisions, and
absences, namely the native informant, the local guide, the friendly local chieftain,
and other local "knowledges" such as medicing, routes, histories and landscapes.
This is in fact the only route for the radical critic to take so as to avoid the
mimeticism by which historians and other critics have traditionally approached
exploration writing. Machcrey's insight enhances the detecting and analysis of the
silent inscription of the involvement of the indigenous peoples in the production of
the hegemonic texts of cxploration. This repressed dialogue between the alien writer
and the native-informant {or indeed the contradictions of a "master” discourse built
on the repressed "authority” of the native-informant) not only allows for resistance
but also the type of discourse encoded by the exploration text.

This lcads us to Macherey's most important methodological contribution --

the concept of absence. One persistent weakness of both mimeticism and anti-
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realism are hyper-rcferentiality and. super-idealism respectively. In the former the
exploration text is a more or less reliable, but nevertheless corrigible, "source” of
information (history), as exemplificd by Kirk-Greene, Adcleye, Usman and
‘Hodgkin. In the latter, the exploration text is said 10 be a mcere representation,
_incapable of participating in extra-discursive relations {that is outside language and
figuration), as exemplified by Mudimbe-Boyi. In the first, the transitive order is
reduced to the ontological one; in the second, the ontological (intransitive)
dimension is reduced to the transitive (mind-dependent) one. In both instances,
criticism or analysis is regarded as the reverse of a disruptive practice which would
not only “make speak” that which is silent, but also make prescnee absence.
Macherey's concept of absence, which logically flows from his concept of silence, is
even vindicated by contemporary philesophy of science:
Absence is ontologically prior to presence, and it is essential to
the ontology of causality, spalio-temporaiity, totality, agency -
and moratity. Thus no purely positive world could exist.
Moreover [the deniat of absence] would itself be an absenting
(veal ncgating) acl, resulting in performative contradiction ... any
world containing change (¢.g. any one containing agency) must
contain absenting [absence] (Bhaskar 1993:371).
This implics that the Machereyan theoretical and methodological model
(Marxist criticism) is a species of what Bhaskar has called a "meta-critique™:
[A] 'meta-critique’ typically aims to identify the presence of causally
significant absences in thought, seeking to elicit... whal cannot be
said or done ir  a particular language or conceplual system about
what is said, done, known, implied or presupposed by means of it; or
more broadly, what cannot be said in a scheme about what is dune in
the practice into which the scheme is connected... A meta-critique is
a type, component or precursor of explanalory critigue generally. For
in the meta-critical movement of thoughl, as we pass against the
limits of conceptual forms, we are continually impelled to explain -

and if needed transform -- the practical activities they indue and by
which they are in turn sustained (Bhaskar 1986: 25-26)./¢
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A meta-critique would look fike Macherey's model, itself a good illustration
of the Marxist method. That is, it would lake the form of a dialectical critique,
integrating literature and history, the material and the discursive. On this view,
Travels and Discoveries, for example, will be seen as botk fictional and historical
sentences; or as factual discourse conditionally and semantically dependent upon a
matrix of fictional discourses.

[n a mela-critique, the author (Barth for example), is not "dead" or drowned
in an ocean of discourse or rhetoric, but conceptualized as an enscmbles of textual
and extra-textual phenomena, that is, the mediated "agency” of history and social
reality. For example, on this view, Barth is necessarily and inescapably an historical
and textual agent, an active agent in the idcational process, a mistress of his belicfs
and conceptions. He is, nevertheless, a hybrid, structured, differentiated and
stratificd. Thus our study admits of many Barths: Barth the writer, Barth the
narrator, Barth the focalizer, and so on. This is why Barth is, in thi§ stucly,
articulated as a text, psyche, a hierarchy of prajects, a form of life, and, linally, an
ensembles of tendencies, liabilities and powers (both textual and extra-textual).

With Macherey the danger of reductionism is avoided, that is, Travels and
Discaveries is not apprdached as the direct, unmediated and linguistic ot discursive
expression of Barth or his 19th century historical and discursive environment. Also,
the critic, the reader of the text, 1s not, and docs not become, a transcendental figure,
standing above discourse, and pointing out its abscnces or lacks. This, then,
underscores the relationality of text and author. For example, both Barth and his

lext are a persanal, rhetorical and demiurgic intervention into the life ways of
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historically specific societies (the Sudan). As such, as the articulation of the Sudan
into legibility and textuality, the text is neither reducible 1o its author nor ta his
conscious intenfions. He is, lo that extent, not the "lord and master” of his work.

Conversely, Barth is an agent in, and an agency of, a world he has "not produced

‘and of which he has nﬁ automatically privileged knowledue” (Bﬁaskar 1979:45)[5.
This is chiefly becausc there camnot be a world, textual or otherwise, that is
ontologically finished or epistemologically compleicly described. The point is that
this model of reading is non-logocentric.

That is why the study has borrowed selectively from Derrida, for it is in
agrecment with the following key aspects of Derrida’s “grammatology™: his critique
of logocentrism (the notion that extra-discucsive reality is directly given to the
subject without a discursive intermediary, also called parousia, i.c., the myth of the
given); an insistence on the divided naturc of the sign (differance); the denial of an
autonomous realm of fiction; the notion that the text transgresses the very laws it
sets up for itself, so that it goes to pieces, so to speak. And like the deconstructive
method, this model does not view reading or analysis as the recovery of the original
‘intentions of the writer, or as a complete interpretation or explanation of the l.f.".xL In
this medel, the text cannot be described, that is to say, brought to the stage of
conclusive demonstration (closure). This is because linguistic, historical, and
discursive ficlds are not amenable to iota!is[ic analysis, or even to closure. Thus the
text and its writer must be held in constant tension and differance(defer-ance). Bul
this, according to Eagleton (1996:7) is also how Marxist criticism should define its

task:
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[Alny Marxist criticism worth the name must...adopt a well-
nigh impossible double optic, seeking on the one hand o -.
take the fill pressure of a cultural artefact while striving  at
the same time to displuce it info its enabling moaterial
conditions and set it within a complex ficld of social power.
What 1his means in effect is that one will find onesclf hending
the stick too far towards formalism and then toc far towards
contextualism, in scarch of that ever-receding discourse which
would in allegorical manner speak simulianeously of an
artistic device and a whole material history, of a turn of
narrative and a style of social consciousness (my italics).

Eagleton's remark adequatcly sums up the distinctive virlue of our adopted
method of inquiry, namely its diclectical character. 1t stresses thal the critic or

theorist is himsclf or herselfl part of the process he/she studics; and that criticism is,

16
and can only be, an engagement with more than strictly literary issues.  In the

context ol this study, this means grasbing Barth and his text as both "artistic device”
and "material history,” and as both "narrative” and a "style of social consciousness”.
Nevertheless, this model of reading goes beyond a mere "academic" or
"disciplinary” adequacy. It aspires to be a political critique. That is, it nol only
.fmdies but also explains and critiques ils subject matter as not only a rhetorical or
literary ot discursive consciousness but as an ideology. Therefore, our conceptual
approach to the object of inquiry is also, as a form or varicty of meta-critique, a
depth-explanation, or, to put it in yet another way, a historically and rhetorically
situated henmenculic, whose fogical structure takes or replicates Marx's critique of
political economy in Capital: a triple critique, of ideas (e.g. Africans are savages;
Europeans arc civilized), of practical consciousness (e.g. the ideologies of racism,
Christian /Civilizing mission, discovery, etc) .éuch ideas reflect or ground , and of

the conditions (e.g. colonial slavery/capitalism, Europe's material and ideclogical
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expansion within 19th century imperialism) cxplaining such consciousness. (On
this, see Marx 1981;956).

In adopling such a method, it becomes possible to unite the eriticism of texts
(and consciousnesses) and their conditions of ¢xistence; to illuminate or explain .
Barth's textual practice and ideological (cognitively defective) conceptions while
critiquing such. But this does mecan that the critic should work lowards the
climination of the condition, action or practice that informs, conditions, sustains 51‘
necessitates those textual and ideological conceptions. Here the Machereyan critic
passes immediately and unconditionally to a negative evaluation or judgment of the
object (ideologies, generalive mechanisms, social relations, or literary and narrative
conventions and traditions) that make such ideological and cognitively defective
consciousness necessary.

This mode of critique or criticism is unique in textual or literary analysis,
For it is only Marxist criticism, best exemplificd by the work of Macherey, which
unites conceptual (textual) criticism and social (historical) criticism; evaluation and
cxplanation. That is to say: only Marxist criticism criticizes its object of inquiry in
the very process of explaining it -- so that the task is not just to interpret the ot;ject
(false and dominatory beliels and practices) but to change it (that is to remove its
conditions of possibilily). Here the literary fuses into the historical, and vice versa:
couceptual or literary change implies social and/institutional change.

Thus the very conditions of exploration writing, and of Travels and
Discoveries in particular (racism, the ideotogics of entrenched power relationships,

narrativization, and representation of non-Europeans, or subordinale groups or
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classes as merely objects for representation) are criticized, have been criticized, in
being explained. Yet our method is an open, non-detctministic, analytic, for it offers
the greatest range of real (non-utopian) possibilities that might be available 10 a
literacy-textual critic. On this meta-critical conceplion, the most powerful literary
theory is, and should be, the most powerful expfanatfi}‘y thcory.

This study is thus propasing a new and innovatory methodological approach

to Heinrich Barth and his fravels and Discoveries: that these be read as real,
" . " I? "
determinate non-being, as, in a word, an absence , whose abscnting and dc-

construction should demonstrate the promise and possibilitics of the radical,

deconstructionist, and demythologizing critique,

NOTES

1. The Expedition was also a misston: not only would the travellers collcct
information in the ficld but also act as representatives of Her Majesty’s
Government, in which capacity they were expected to sign commercial and anti-

slavery treaties with the local rulers,

2.1 have relied beavily on Kivk-Greene (1962), Prothero {1958) and McLynn (1993)

tor my account of Barth's involvement with the British Government.

3. I am indebted to Prothero (1958) for my account of this period of British

¢xploration of the lower Niger.
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4. The German Enlightenment was centred on the University of Gottingen. It was
also the fount of the racism and chauvinism of much German scholarship since the

18th century.

5. Other "causes” were polygenesis, the rejection of the Christian idea of the unity of
"mankind"; the feverish search, exemplified by the work of Cuvier and Knox, for
the anatomical bases of racial differences, which were increasingly scen as self-

evident.

6. Soon after his return to Britain, the Sceretary of the British and Foreign Anti-
Slavery Society accused Barth of bringing back to Britain Abbega and Dorugy,
whom the Secretary insisted were Barth’s slaves. In a forthcoming paper in Kano
Studies (Third Series, Vol. I, Number [), Aliyu points out that when Overweg
bought off Dorugu, he denicd the latier his certificate of redemption, which had
been written out by a local kradi. Aliyu also point out that “neither Overweg nor Dr.
Barth bothered to work out the terms for Dorugu's services ... Barth's promise to
return Dorugu to his father ... was a ruse [since] Barth did not even bother to try
while they were in the vicinity of his home”. It seems, then, that the charge against

Barth levelled by the Secretary of the Anti-Slavery Society is not groundless.

7. This estimate is based on the original 5-volume edition of 1858.

8. This is also Kirk-Greene's view. In a letter to this writer, dated 15/09/98, Kirk-
Greene wrote:

The Barth archives arc in [Tamburg, all in
old-fashioned German script and almost
impossible tor you or e to decipher,
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9. According to Heidegger, enframing is the process whereby language or mind
orders forth reality in stich a way as to cstablish a claim over i, to, in cffeet,
transform it into an object available {or control by the subject. See Heidegger
(1977:46) and Spurr (1996:17, 184).

10. For Marx therc is a contrast between the underlying (causal) mechanisim
{(internal structure) and surface appearance (the phenomenal forms), hence his
tnsistence in the Grundrisse (1973) of rising from the abstract to the concrete, and
his methodological statement that "the concrete is concrele because it is (he

concentration of many delerminations, hence unity of the diverse” (Marx 1973:101).

Ll. This assessment of Machercy is consistent with Belsey (1980)s and Milne
(1998)'s. According to Young (1990:21), "Marxist literary criticism has not
produced a new theory in over (wenty years. Not since Macherey's A4 Theory af
Literary Production of 1966 has there been any fundamental theoretical innovation”,
As for Eagleton, it is instructive that he produced his most sustained picee of
criticism during his "Machereyan” phase. For cxample, his Criticism and Ideology
(1976), which he wrote under the influence of Machercy remains Eagleton's most

fundamental methodological contribution to literary scholarship.

12. Onc example of the dissonance which besets the explorer -narrati\rc is the
problematic status of the native, or native informant. On the ideology of discovery
which defines European exploration accounts, the native informant, the indigenous
guide, is both present and absent. He or she must be absent if the explorer-
protagonist is to rcmain the monadic source of knowledge and sovercign subject-
discoverer. He or she must also be present beeause for "discavery” to be narrated, or

acquire a narrativity, the narration of discovery has inevitably to produce the native
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or native informant as the "object” rather than the “subject” of discovery, as, in other

words, a ferra nulia,

13. Tor Macherey, as for Jameson, politics, or the political perspective, is "the
absolute horizon of all reading and all interpretation”. It is thus not something the

critic can do without, or sce as an "optional horizon". Sec Jameson (1981:17).

I4. The critic adopting a "meta-critique” must take care to distinguish what is
necessarily inexpressive within the ficld under study from what is unknown the

agent employing this form of critique.

I5. This is so because there cannot be a world ontologically “finished” or

epistemologically completcly described.

16. According to Eagleton (1983; 1996:vii), "there is in fact no literary theory!, in
the sense of a body of theory which springs from, or is applicable 1o, literature
alone", Eagleton adds that all "literary” approaches are not "simply concerned with
literary’ writing". On the contrary, such approachcs "emerged from other arcas of

the humanities, and have implications well beyond literature itscl ",

(7. It should be stressed that the concept of absence is crucial in any science, for
without it a meta-critique, for example, is well-nigh impossible. A meta-critiquc, for
example, identifics a relevant absence in a text or theory, "indicating an
incompleteness, T/P [theory/practice] inconsistency, detotalization, split or
reification of some kind" (Bhaskar 1993:354), _
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A few caitle were grazing here and there, but they locked very
sickly and emaciated, and skeletons of others were lying about
in all directions, proving the ravages that disease had made
among them; for besides the fact that gencral cpidemic
diseases visit the caltle in these regions. The conquering tribe
settled in this quarter having had 1o sustain a long sicge against
the enemy, most of their cattle, being cooped up in the town,
had perished for wanl of pasture. Not withstanding all thesc
disasters, the inhabitants of Kalliul stood their ground; for the
Fulbe hereabouts are a very warlike race, and are cxcellent
archers. Several of them, attracted by the news ol Lhe arrival of
a caravan with corn, of whicli they stood much in necd, rushed
past us on horseback as we were looking out for a place where
we might take up our quarters with some degree of safety.
Leaving two other salt-manufacturing hamlets.., we descended
at length from a higher slope crowned by a cluster of well-built
but at present deserted buts... We remained in this poor hamlet
the following day, and, being aware ol the great distress which
prevailed in the wholc of this tract of country... my servants
soon roturned with the news that the distressed [Fulbe] had
taken from (he fataki or native traders alt their corn by foree...
The site of our hamlet was highly interesting to me, and | soon
set out for a stroll around this artificial mound of rubbish. It
was of considerable size... consisting as it did of nothing but
the soil of the valley itself, from which the saline particles had
been extracted (TD3:163-64),

As this passage indicates, Barth has something for all categories of his
reading formations. For the armchair traveller, ot the romantic poct or novelist, the
place is “signposted’’ so that he or she, the reader that is, can read it as a series of
sites and thus reproduce il as a sight, 3 meaningfu! sight, an imaginative landscape.
Indeed the artist may even altempt to paint the scene. It is instructive that the
narrator uses the word sife {p.164), which, he says, he finds inreresting. Note the
inscription of the “site’ as one of “considerable size”’, and the hint that it is of “the
saline particles™, and so on. For the “commercial” rcader, the abundance of cattle
and the hint that there could be abundant corn arc doubly significant. For the
abolitionist, or the so-called enemy of the slave’s suffering, there is the implicit

suggestion of slave raiding or the oppression of the local merchants by the
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“conquering race’’, the Fulbe. There is clearly portrayed an active colonial or
imperial relationship between the Fulbe and the larger native population. There is
sickness there, mosquitoes here, excellent hunts over there, native fraders over here.
Thus several “discourses’” converge in this passage, from naturalist, commercialist,
imperialist, journalistic, romantic, scientific to abolitionist and sentimentalist.

The critical reader can easily see how the above passage is inscribed within a
figurative economy torn between popular and lettered, informational and
experential writing. Barth, or his text, strives to convey both the naked truth of the
site, the oppression by the Fulbe and the ravages of nature (disease) and the beauty,
the serenity of the site (embellishment). Barth as both the author and narrator atiends
all at once to the informational needs of the man of science, the naturalist, and that
of the man of sensibility, the romantic, the artist, the embellisher. This is one reason
why Barth’s text is embellished, that is, illustrated with sketches and engravings of
indigenous scenes of slave hunting, breathtaking scenery, and portraits of exotic
subjects.

Embellishment is indeed necessary for exploration narrative. According to
Fisher and Bumsted (1982:17), the European explorer-writer just has to embcl.iish
his account, or the details of travel, or ﬁhal he thought he had seen because, from
the 1790s onwards, embellishment was, and has been “the stuff of marketable travel
writing’" (See also, on this, MacLaren 1992:55). Such embellishment, which Barth
admittedly carried out for his Narrative, is part of the necessary transmission of a
travel text in which the text informs and confirms, and it is itself informed and

confirmed by, the imperial or home culture. According to MacLaren {1.992:56),



embellishment is the process whereby the exploration text s
“prepared/implored/elevated for the press of that culture’. A good illustration of
this is Barth's abolitionist sentiment, which will be studied in detail below.
According to Debrunner (1979:283), 19th century European, especially German,
writers stuck to “old cliches whenever Africans appeared in their work at all,”" and
that illustrated and sensationalized anti-slavery books were “the fashion in the
1850s."

The point is that Barth invented as much as he found. In other words, Barth
was/is writing within a literary tradition and gemre very well know to both the
public and the domestic reader. His text layers and sediments, is itself a layering and
sedimentation of now powerful now aporetic, now learned now popular,
imaginative geographies, histories and natures which shape, have shaped and will
shape, the expectations of the reader. The conclusion, then, is inescapable: that
Travels and Discoveries emerged from, is the complex historical-discursive and
literary product of, cultures of abolitionist sentiment, imperial-colonial
relations/imagination, learned and popular romance, natural history, commercial
geography, and, not least, romantic poetry.

Nowhere is this demonstrated than by the discursive, literary and patronage
networks which funded Barth’s travel, subsequent writing, and the political and
cultural rhetoric which influenced the reception of his Narrative by the literary
institutions of the day, and by the ideal reader, the arch-imperialist Lord L;;gard, and
Post-Enlightenment academic historians since 1913. For as Bennett (1992:217)

correctly says, a “reading effect™’, for example, the meaning-effect of Travels and
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Discoveries. does not pre-exist the “reading formation™, the audiences and
interpretive communities, in which is it embedded.

An examination of the production, embedding, and re-embedding of these
meaning-effects should be preceded by the tracing of the cultural-historical
emergence ol the institutional and discursive formations, or contexts, within which
Barth’s travels took place, or unfolded. This brings to light the fact that Barth did
not create or write his Narrative out of his lived-experience in the Sudan alone but
also textually organized his experiences in ways intended to have a “positive’
impact on his audiences and ideal readers. In this context, Boahen’s (1964:203)
claim that it was Barth’s situation as an “eye-witness to the brutalities of the slave
trade [that made him] passionately interested in its abolition and civilization of
Africa” is simple-minded.

3.2 Ideologies of Reception: Abolition, Commerce, Pax Britannica

In 1788, the African Association was established in London. Its main
objective was the discovery of the inland parts of Africa, namely the Sahara and the
Western Sudan. There were other societies interested in the exploration of Africa,
namely abolitionist, or anti-slavery, societies such as Society for the Abolition of the
Slave Trade (1787), Anti-Slavery Society, formed in 1823, and the Society for the
Extinction of the Slave Trade and for the Civilization of Africa, formed in 1840.
There had, before the latter, been missionary societies such as the Society for
Missions to Africa and the East, founded in 1799, Even these missionary societies
were tied up to commercial interests. As Moorhouse puts it, many prominent

missionaries such as Sir Robert Pecl and Mr. Gurney “enlarged upon the
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commercial opportunities that might follow from cleansing Africa of all pagan -

T

practices.”” Moorhouse reports Mr..(iunnery discoursing on the day when the
Sociely for Missions to Aftica “might obtain woo! and indigo in great quantities
from Africa’ (1973:30). Finally, there were numerous geographical societies in
Britain and on the Continent, the most famous bcing the Royal Geographical
Society of London. Even the British Library, and the rising natural historians
inspired by the work of the Swedish naturalist Carl von Linne (Linnaeus) (1707-
1779) were also nterested i African exploration. At about the same time (1823-
1841), the British Government was taking a more agpressive commercial and
imperial policy towards trade with Alrica, occasioned by the loss of the North
African export outlets. Report afler report from British consuls in the Sahara and the
Western African coast, and from merchants and {oreign Office bureaucrats spoke of
the “commercial opportunitics awaiting Britain in the interior and urging that steps
should be taken to exploit them’’ (Boahen 1964:6).

Thus, in the casec of West Africa, exploration went hand in hland with
abolitionism, commercial geography, economic and missionary imperatives and
scientific curiosity. By the time of Barth’s journey (November 1849), abolil‘ion,
commerce, science and economics had formed one veritable ideological formation

- of exploration. It was against this background that the travels of Hornemann, Park,

Major Paddie, Dochard and Gray, Laing and Denham and Clapperton and Qudney

to West Africa took placc.4 For example, Qudncey, Denham, and Clapperton were
told in their briefs to not only explorc the country of Bornu and of the Niger (in

terms of their rivers, natural products and vegetable and mineral productions) but
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also to popularize “specimens of British manufacturers such as light clothes, knives,
razors, files, saws..hammers, tea-trays, fish hooks, drugs, and blotting paper’’
{Boahen 1964:54). |

Virtually every explorer scnt to the Sudanese inlf;rior came back, il he came
back, with sensational stories of slave raiding and slave trading. Richie and Lyon,
Clapperton and Denham, for cxample, argued that as long as the raids for slaves in
the interior continued, “no exploration could be done’, and that “only by the
establishmeni of commercial contacts with the people of the interior and by
supplying their needs in exchange for indigo, ivory, gum, and ostrich feather that (he
traffic in slaves could be extirpated™ (Boahen 1964:69,72). In this endcavour lo
“open up” West Africa to British capital and the abolitionist sentiment, these
explorers were repeating the long-standing arpuments of Wilberforce and Granville
Sharp, two key abolitionists, that “if the soil of Africa were made to produc; goods
for export the sale of Africans would cease’” (Newbury 1965:17).

This was how abolitionist ideas and commercial aspirations became united.
For example, one Paul Read advocated that the British Government should “send an
expedition to take posscssion of one or two of the Islands [on] the Niger” (Boahén
1964:94). Private individuals such as MacGregor Laird established The African
Inland Commercial Company, whose objcctive was direct commerce with the
Sudan, and the cstablishment of a permancnt setifement on the Niger-Benue
Confluence, “for the purposc of collecling the various products of the country”
(Laird and Oldficld 1837:4). It was also argued by Laird and Oldfied that “by

introducing legitimate commerce wilh all its attendant blessings into [the Sudan, the
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Company was] striking a mortal blow at that dcbasing and demoralising traffic
which has for centuries cursed that unhappy land.” (ibid). |

In 1837, Thomas F. Buxton, one of the leading propagandists in the Socicty
for the Extinction of the Slave Tradc,llaunchcd a campaign in which it was said that
Africa would be delivered by calling forth is own resources. Buxton wrote, “The
real remedy, the true ransome for Africa, wiil be found in her fertile soil”. His
memorable phrasc, that “it is the Bible and the plough that must regenerate Africa’’,
became, says Moorhouse (1973:23), “the battle-cry of the missionary”’. The
practicalities of this principle meant, for Buxton, the military occupation of the
continent, including the colonization of the Niger region. According to Buxton, all
wars in the interior were occasioned by the hunt for slaves, and that such wars were
conducted with extreme brutality and high mortality rate. One notable method ol
Buxton's was his heavy reliance on the accounts of explorers on the subject, and
which he collected together under one cover. Buxton, we are told

collected together for the first time accounts by Affican
explorers of the wars that were raging in the interior and the
raids carried out of the caplure of slaves. le also assembled '
descriptions of the brutalilies and loss of life caused by such
raids and the march across the Sahara to the north coast. He
informed his readers, for instance, that ‘the Mohammedan
towns of Jenne, Timbuctoo, Kano, Suckatoo [Sokoto] in
Houssa, Kouka and Apgornu in Bornou, Wawa or Wara [Wao]
the capital of Darfur are so many large warehouses where
stores of human mcrchandise are Kept for the supply of the
Arab carriers or traders who convey them in caravans across
the desert {Boahen 1964:101),

Buxton’s idcas were extremely popular, and caught the imagination of the
British public of the period. 11is ideas were common curreney within the socicties of
the period, and were also enthusiastically cmbraced by the African Civilization

Society, the various missionary groups, and the British Government through the
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Secretary of Statel for the Colonies, Lord John Russell. It is noteworthy that in May
1857, Barth had baptized onc of the two young men he took back to England after
Buxton, the so-called “friend of the African race” (Kirk-Greene and Newman 1971
12). Buxton once appeared before the congress of the Church Missionary Society.
His speech is reported in Moorhouse (1973:28) hus:

What was the state of Africa, exclaimed Buxton. Why, it was
one unjversal slaughterhouse, as was proved upon evidence
that could not be disputed. Whal was its trade! A trade in the
bodics of its inhabitants. (Cheers.) Its religion was human
sacrifice (Loud cheers.) Its trade swept ofl and mowed down
multitudes every day in the year and every hour it the day.
. Muliitudes, did he say! Why, thousands were destroyed in the
nightly combustions which took place -- thousands fell by day
travelling the burning sands; and as to a slave-ship, it was
impossible to describe, except in the words of Scripture
[Bibie], which said: ‘A pestilence walketh upon the waters’;
nay, the very shark knew the slave-ship to be a barque of
blood, and cxpected from it his daily sustenance. (Loud

Cheers)5

By the 1840s, the abolitionists, the merchants, the naturalists, and the policy
ma.kers of the Foreign Office wete agreed that it was the political instability of the
interior, the chronic wars and stave-hunts more than anything clse, that stood in the
way of the extension of legitimate trade, and the demise of slave trading within
African socicties themsetves (McLynn 1993:184-212), By the time of Bartﬁ’s
mission, the popular s-entimcnt was that the Government should lead the way and
open up the Sudan, the Niger regions, to British commerce by cstablishing “a
colony which would serve a dual purpose as a centre ofl.civilization and a depot for

British traders” (Boahen 1964:97). Lugard would, while citing the authority of

Barth’s allegedly eye-witness account, make the same arguments in 1900, in his
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deep desire to overthrow the sovereignty of the central Sudanese societies, whom he
saw as “warrens’” for the commercial hunting of the “pagan-slaves™.

It is in this context that Debrunner (1979:262) speaks of the exploration of
Africa in the 1850s as beir;g walched, in Britain and Germany, for example, in the
“same way as the exploration of space is news in our time’’, The public interest in
Africa generated by the abolitionist, missionary and official institutions gave Africa
a news value so intense that there was no sector of British or Western European
society which had a comparable emotional or informational “investment™ in news
about what Debrunner calls the interior, the wild bush, the lions, gorillas and the
“wild”" Africans. In an important S::nsc, both the abolitionists, missionaries and
official policy-makers about Africa on the one hand, and the early explorers such as
Lyon, Richie, Park, Laing, Clapperton and Denham on the other were, besides their
practical-utopian project, satisfying what Debrunner calls the European public’s
need for stories of “exotic adventure and tough life’* (262). This may explain why

Barth had to bring back to Europe a collection of exotica such as native craft,

clothes, manuscripts, and human specimen in the form of Abbega and Dorugu.®
3.3 Reception and the Pre-Publication Audiences

The fact that Barth has great anxiety about his audience should alert the
critical reader to the ideology behind the writing and reception of texts. Not only
does he regularly pause the narrative to indicate the significance of what he is
narrating, but also attempts to guide his audience’s response. Railton (1993) has
usefully introduced a distinction between the “reader” and “audience’. The

“reader’’, he suggests, is anyone reading a book at a particular time, while
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*“audience’’ should be used to dcsignaie the specific group or the reading public for
whom the writer originally wrote or addressed his text. In the light of this
distinction, the readers of Travels and Discoveries are all those who came into
existence afier Barth’s text was written; or rather those who were, or arc now,
processing the published text, namely, for the purposes of this chapter, Lord Lugard,
whom we shall designate as the “ideal reader”, and a selection of academic
historians, whotn we shall call the “interested readcrs™,

The audience of Travels of Discoveries, on the other hand, arc precisely
these: the abolitionist movement of the 19th century, the Geographical Societics of
Britain, France and Prussia, the merchants and other organized commercial concerns
of the period, the British Government (the Foreign Office, and the Colonial Office},
the Christian Missionary Movements, and, not least, the popular reader, the
domestic subject. Of course, this distinction bctwecl{thc audience and the reader is

_only an analytical ong, and not an ontological requirement.

Barth, in other words, wrote for a specific audience, and this should imply
that his text is a complex or mediated response to the actual reading public available
to him as a professional writer in the 1850s. Barth hoped that such an aud.icncc
would buy, read, and understand his text, and help to execute the programmatic
vision of his book. It was this that shaped Barth and his text’s ambitions and
anxieties about performing for that specific audience. And i, as will be scen, this
audience was there in his mind as an internalized construct, and if indeed Barth had
hoped to perform successfully lor this audicﬁcc, then this logically casts doubt on

the reliability of his account as an objective, truthful rendition of the real.
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A good place to begin an illustration of the above point is a comparison of
Barth's preface to his Narrative and the Drafl Instructions issued to him by the
Colonial Office in November 1849, First, the Draft Instructions:

The countries you are about 1o visit are as yet so little known
to the Nations of Europe that every information of every kind
respecting them which you may be able to collect will be
interesting [and] useful; but besides those Political [and]
Scientific Subjects of investigation to which your attention will
of course be directed, it is the wish of H.M. Govt. that you
should specially endeavour to ascertain by what means the
Commercial intercourse between Great Britain and Africa
might be extended and developed; what are the Districts and
what are the Lines of communication in that country which
offer the greatest facilities for Commerce; what are the
European Commodities which are sought after by the Natives;
and what are the main articles of African produce which could
best be obtained in payment for the productions of Europe...
You will not fail to take advantage of every suilable
opportunity to impress upon the minds of the African Chiefs
with whom you may come into contact, the great advantages
which they and their country would derive from the extension
of Legitimate Commerce with the Natives of other parts of the
World; and you will assure them that H.M. Gowt. in seeking to
put an end to the trade in Slaves are endeavouring most
effectually to promote the welfare [and] prosperity of the
Nations of Africa (cited in Newbury 1992:71).7

The Draft Instructions was drawn from Richardson’s submission to Lord
Palmerston, the Secretary of State for Forcign Affairs. Richardson had specified the
object of the mission as “the opening up of a regular and secure way of
communication over the Sahara from the Mediterranean to the Banks of the Niger™.
Others were the delineation of the tracks of the desert, protection and security for
European travellers and merchants, treaties to this effect with the local rulers, the
advantages of direct trade links between Europe and the Sudan, the overthrow of the

slave trade and slavery through the regeneration of Africa’s export economy a‘ the

development among the Africans of a culture of industry, and of legitimate, or
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innocent, trade, the moral uplifiment of the Africans through the raising up of the
“degraded Africans to the stand of civilized Europe™, so that they could “expect in
humility the favour and blessings of Almighty God upon [Britain] as a nation and
the world at large.”"?

A central contention of this chapter is that Travels of Discoveries is, in the
last analysis, a literary replication of these instructions. It is instructive therefore
that Barth opens the preface to the text with a re-statement of his qualifications. He
tells his audience that he is indeed qualified to undertake the task of exploring an
utterly foreign country. He essays his boyish fascination with the Sudan. He thanks
the British Government for honouring him, and indicates his admiration for the
British Empire, and for her philanthropy (abolitionist sentiment), her commerce,
language and government, and her endeavour to carry out the “progressive
civilization of the neglected race ot'[Wc.sl] Africa’ (xxiv). Barth gratefully defers to
Lord Palmerston, the Secretary of State, for his hospitality, and generous disposition
towards the non-British explorers sponsored by the Government, and for his
allowing the expedition to carry firearms.

The preface literally quotes the Draft Instructions with respect to the giving
of the specimens of the manufactures of Britain as presents or gifis to the local
rulers, and to the necessity of establishing “friendship with the chiefs and rulers of
the different territories’” (xxv).

The preface repeats the line that the interior, the Sudan, is “in a constant
state of war, where no chicf or ruler can protect a traveler except with a large escort,

which is sure to run away as soon as there is any real danger™ (xxv). As Barth
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would write in the extended narrative, the Sudan is full of cowards. As an example
of this anarchy, be cites the “open or secret warfare’, the *unsafe state of the
roads’’ on account of the unending struggle between “Islamism and Paganism’’

(xxv).

+

Barth portrays himself as an ambalssador of peace, as the Instructions
advises, He says that in “matters of science and humanity all nations ought to be
united by one common interest”’ (xxiv), in a direct reference to his non-British
citizenship, Barth accordingly cstablishes and emphasizes his brotherhood with
British travellers such as Oudney, Denham, Clapperton, Lyon and Rilchie. He gives
them the credit of opening the road to the interior (Fezzan). Then comes the issue of

abolition:

Onc of the principal objects which her Britannic majesty’s
government had always in view in these Aftican expeditions
was the abolition of the slave-trade. This, too, was zcalously
advocated by the fate Mr. Richardson, and, [ trust, has been as
zealously carried out by mysclf whenever it was my power to do
s0... There can be no doubr that the most horrible topic
connected with slavery is slave-hunting...Flence il was necessary
that | should become acquainted with the real state of these most
important featwres of African society... But having myself
accompanied such a host on a grand scale, [ shall be able, in the
second voluime of my narrative, to lay before the public a picture
of the cheerful comfort, as well as the domestic happiness, of a
considerable portion of the human race, which, though in a low,
is not at all in a degraded state of civilization, as well as the
wanton cruel manner in which this happiness is destroyed, and
its peaceful abodes changed into desolation (xxix).

Typical of the man of science, Barth says that he has, as the Instrucrions
required him to do, “delincate [d] the country with greater accuracy and prectsion
(xxvi), calling his cndeavour “my discoveries”, and also claiming to have

discovered the eastern branch of the Niger, the Benue.
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All this should support the argument that Barth hopes to perform creditably
for his audience, and that this performance is regulated by a cultural rhetoric that
binds explorer and his audience together. The key refrain of this rhetoric is that
Africa, or the Sudan, requires Furopean agency for her regeneration. So in the
preface Barth starts with a rhetorical gesture to the audience, a real reading
formation for his text, not an ideal one. It was this historically given audience that
occupied his imagination and influenced what he had to write. In fact the entire

Travels and Discoveries was organized in so strategic a manner as to work on, or

10
rhetorically succeed with, the audience.

In the preface, Barth discards the fictional narrator, assumes the position of
the authorial narrator proper, and speaks directly 1o his inscribed audience. And it is
in this process of inscribing what may be called the text’s aboriginal audience that
Barth sets up, or installs, the colonial/imperial relationship between the European
audience and the Sudan, that is by putting this relationship securely in place even
before the story (not the narration of the story) begins or unfolds. In the light of this,
it may be said that Barth acknowledges, rhetorically and textually, that the audience
precedes or has preceded, the fext, and even the story itself: it is the European
audience (the scientific, or reading, public) rather than Barth the author, writer,
speaker, or narrator, who (which) structures, regulates and shapes the relationship,
or the story of this relationship, between Europe (represented by Barth and his
audience) and the Sudan (represented by the presumably fearfully suffering pagans,
the Muslim slave-raiders, and other degraded tribes who inhabit, paradoxically, it is

assumed, rich and fertile lands). Every sentence or phrase or line in that preface
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draws attention to the audicnce to the degree it draws cvcrythingﬂclsc to the attention
of the audience.

The very existénce of the pre.ﬂ-lce is telling: it is clearly a summary of the
plot, that is, well before the storyline unfolds, although the narration (of the story) is
implicit in the preface itscll. Barth has not the slighiest doubl that the preface is
necessary. That is, it is his way of telling the audicnce-reader how to read his
Narrative. He strives, then, to guide, through the preface, his audicnce’s response to,
or reception of, his text. It is here that a [ellowship of some sorls between author and
audience, writer and readers, is fabricated, negotiated and affirmed. In gesturing to

the reader, the audience, how to read the story, Barth the author is surreplitiously

fictionalizing the audiénce-reader,n that is, putting, as Railton (1993:143) woﬁld
say, his “surrogate audicnce into the text [readers who] would watch them watching
the story and learn from them [the real audience] how not to read’ Travels and
Discoveries. :

It is to be expected, therefore, that Barth would fabricate a textual-r’l'setorical
space in which he and his audience would stand in a sort of fellowship of humani‘sts,
philanthropists, helpers, redeemers, regeneralors and narrators for the Sudan. This
may be called “interpretive closure™, that is, the rhetorical constitution of the
authoritative traveller-writer-eyewitness and the text’s ideal recipient. This
rhetorical space has historically constituted Travels and Discoveries as the
“scientific’”” and “referential”” text par excellence, Barth’s audience was
overwhelmingly male, middle-class an.d professional. Steven Mailloux is thus .

correct in saying that “every act of reading is a rcading rhelorically transacted’
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(1993:9), for the simple reason that both Barth’s audience and his readers have
necessarily to function as if they alone occupy what Dimock (1993:90) calls “the
position of interpretive authority [and thus function] both as the text’s ideal recipient
and its necessary coordinate’’.

The very cxisfence of the preface itsclf indicates, against conventional
wisdom, that Barth’s entirc narrative is not, and could not have been, a faithful
account of his cxplorations. Why, may we ask, did Barth have to reflect
retrospectively on his journey, and on the writing of the journcy? Unlike Hegel who
explicitly says in his preface to The Phenomenology of Mind (1807) that he should
ol be taken seriously in a preface, tilat the real work is in the larger writlen text
rather than in the preface to it, Barth is, in effect, saying “Take me seriously in this
preface””. Barth’s preface is not a marginal comment on his Narrative but the value,
the pre-face (the saying before hand), the very substance and structure of cognition
that moves, has moved, the Narrative as an entire evens. For Barth, the Preface is the
abstract, ot to use a Derridean metaphor, the “son or seed’” for/to the Narrative as a
whole. This means that Barth’s textwal production is typical of all myithical
production: it has been conceived before hand. |

It is the case that Barth’s attempt to impose an “interpretive closure’, hcm; -
his text should be read, and who, preciscly, should read it, succeeds if his attempt to
impose a ceafre on or lo his Narrative as the space of obdjective meaning, or the
“eye-witness-claim-to-truth’’ is unctitically accepted. It is necessary, then, to
collapse the distinction favoured by Barth, belween a. Preface and a Narrative. That

-is, the two scemingly different things should be apprehended as the same things, or
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at least, as semantically open, rather t‘han as Iclosed. Hence the truth of Spivak’s
argument, that each “act of reading the ‘text’ is a preface (o the text. The reading of
a self-professed preface is no exception to this rule” (1976:xit).

The implications of these remarks are, first, the fact that Barth has to gesture
to, and “prcface’ for, his audience, and has anxiety about what this audicnce might
make of his text, indicates, precisely, that he kad (that is before the actual writing of
the Narrative) to alter, change, modify or revisc, many an idea, description or
experience gfter reflecting (retrospectively) on his travels. The argument is logical
enough: Barth did and necessarily had Lo, alter his ficld notes, experiences and
representations so as to conform to the expectation of the audience for whom the
entire Narrative, or the subsequent writing of the Narrative, was prepared. A good
iltustration of this point 1s a passage in the preface where Barth refors to
Richardson’s published narrative alter the latler’s dcathlz

, Of the first of our expedition there has already appeared the
Narrative of the late Mr. Richardson, published from his
manuscript journals, which T was fortunately able to send home
from Kukawa. It is full of minute incidents of travelling life, so
very instructive to the general reader. But, from my point of
view, | had to look very differently at the objects which
presented themselves; and Mr. Richardson, if he had lived to
work out his memoranda himself, would not have failed to give
fo his journal a more lasting interest (TD1 :xxx).

Barth is in this passage explicitly saying that the writing of the published
journal is a literary enterprise that requires revision and extra-travel reflection on the
material, very much like the writing of novels and poems. Notice, also, that Barth is
implicitly saying that he is not, and cannot be, writing for what he calls “the general
reader’ but, we can justifiably say, for the scientific reader or public whin;,-h would

readily demand not only the “hard facts’” but also a creative or inferesting
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(embellished and animated) speculation or reflection on, or treatment of, the subject.
IHence Barth's phrases such as “to lay bcfore the European public’, to “present (o
the view of the Scientific public of Europe’’, and so on.

Second, in narrating his travel, Barth has rendered as fiterary what were, in
reality, litcral, exira-textual, proces;scs or rcalitics or details. For example: Barth
repeatedly says, in the preface and in the larger narrative, that he way there, that he
saw with his own eyes. And on the authority of this visual authority he says, for
instance, that half the population of Kano in 1851 was composed of slaves, or that

the town’s population w.as between 30,000 and 40,000. These clearly are extra-
textual “things’’. But then what we have in the narrative is a literary replication of
these presumably extra-textual facts (that is if we are even prepared to accede to the
veracity of Barth’s staiement that he truly visited Kano in February 1851). The point
is that Barth knew, while he was in Kano in 1851, that his audience or readers could
not be there, !1¢11ce his fleshing out of his expericnces in and of Kano in literary-
textual terms. Thus Barth has no option but to turn the event into a literary event,
that is a play of linguistic replications, a mere representation.

Third, we must cast doubt on the allegedly factual (non-metaphysical) ;:laim
that Barth’s tcxt is the truc, accurate, reliable, record or statement of what he, its
author, expericnced while in the field. For example: Barth claims throughout his
Narrative that there are more slaves in the Sudan than free subjects. In volume two
of the Narrative (pp.174; 190-1) he says that in Adamawa, every slave owner has
more than a thousand slaves. Even landless peasants, the Emir's bodyguards,

everyone, except some highly favoured political office holders, are slaves. (On this,
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see these passages: TD2:201, 204, 228, 331, 343, 346-48, 456, 457, 548). He is
emphatic that slaves form the principal currency of Bornu, that all the wars are
slave-hunting razzias, that he was offered a female slave in Bagirmi (TD2: 538),
and, finally, that some Emirs even sell their own subjects into slavery (TD1: 553-
54).

It would not do to dismiss these claims of Barth’s as lies or exaggerations.
Barth’s preface supplies the clue 1o the truth or otherwise of these assertions: he is
laying before the European public, the abolitionist movement, people like Sharpe,
Buxlon,' Palmerston and Clarendon, as he says, “a view'. The issue, then, is not
whether Barth’s statements on slavery or the allegedly chronic slave-hunting and
civil wars in the Sudan can be verified or corroborated by a native, or local,
“source’” (books or archacological artifact) but the ideological, rhetorical, and
documentary conditioning of his literary practice on this issue by a specific audience
or reading public who had directly or indirectly demanded of him such literary
portrait or inscription of the Sudan. McLynn argues in fact that given the
psychology of the explorers, their own accounts of their motives may constitute
“valuable evidence for whatever reason, but that for obvious reasons we sh‘ould
not take their accounts as unproblematic representations of their lived experiences.

This seems to support the contention of the eminent historian, Roland
Oliver, that “all worthwhile historical writing is primarily an artistic exercise,
consisting in an attempt to master a large body of facts and to present a small
selection of them in the proportion and form seem most meaningful at a particular

moment [and audience] in time" (Cited in Moorhouse 1973:17, my italics). Thus
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Barth has artistically chosen, in proportion to his oeuvre, and in conformity with the
demands of form (the genrc of travel writing, its narrative requirements and
conventions, the special needs of its audience) and a particular way of opening to
the view of his audience, a particular perspective on the Sudan, that is, as the latter
has been inscribed in the literary tradition inherited by Barth, and within Which he
was/is writing. T hcsc.commenm apply o Barth’s descriptions of the Sudancse
landscape, leaders, characters and living spaces.

In fact Boahen informs his reader that Barth’s expedition was “financed
from the Secret Service Fund instead of from the Civil Contingencies Fund, as has
been the usual practice’ (1964:186). It is to be expected, then, that Barth would
structure, plot and phrase the events he reports in the way he has, and emphasize
some things morc than others, For example, in Barth’s Narrative, the Sudan is
racked by universal chaos and insecurity, and yel these did not prevent him from
successfully exploring the land. Also, despite the massive narrative, there is not a
single line devoted to a description of such basic things as Sudanese marriage or
burial rites.

What should be our primary focus, therefore, is ‘not the extra-lextual Sud‘an,
which in any case is wbsent, or is an ontological abscnce, in Barth’s text but the
following four probilematics: first, “the Sudan” he has inscribed, written down,
second, the writer, the real Author and fictional narrator of 7ravels and Discoveries,
third, the writing, the literary-linguistic rendition or replication, of the events, and
finally the audience/rcaders of the text. This is nccessary if what Derrida calls

fogocentrism, the assumption of a one-lo-one correspondence between word and
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referent, signifier and signified is to be avoided. This is why the colonial apologists
and academic historians who focus on the world that the explorer brings to textual
life are not focusing on a real or matter-of-fact intransitive reality but on a literary
12

one, a fiction. To show why this is indeed the case, would require a consideration
of the relationship between Travels and Discoveries and the imperial culture of its
day.
3.4 Audiences, Publication and Imperialism

There is some truth to the statement by Saynor (1998:18) that exploration
writing gives one “the sense of an author in search of a book™. Perhaps he should
have added,” in search of an audience’”. It is arguable that Barth's development, or

“evolution™ from traveller to authoritative explorer became complete only with the

writing and publishing of his Narmlivc.” It is, paradoxically, not the actual
travelling or exploring or journeying that bestowed upon Barth the stamp of
authority (as an eye-wilness or discourser) but the publication or publishing of his
Narrative (which bestows upon him the authority of an expert “reader” of the
allegedly extra-textual Sudan). It may surely be said that Barth went out to the
Sudan not necessarily to build up knowledge (about the Sudan or any other topic)
but to become an Author, to, in effect, be read with all the potential personal profit
that that entailed by the greatest, most prestigious and most sophisticated of all
European reading publics -- the British reading public. Barth says precisely this in
his Preface:

During my three years' travelling [1845-1848]. | had ample

opportunity of testing the efficacy of British protection; |

experienced the Kindness of all her Britannic majesty’s
consuls... and often enjoyed their hospitality...my admiration of

162



the wide extension of the British over the globe, their influence,
their language, and their government, was such that 7 feit a
strong inclination to become the humble means of carrying out
their philanthropic views for the progressive civilization of the
neglected races of Centrat Africa (TD1:xxiv; my italics).

While in the ficld, Barth referred Lo himsel[ as an Englishman, Abd-el-Karim
Barth el Inglisi (Abd al karim Barth the Englishman). He completely suppressed his
Prussian (German) identity. There is hardly a refercnce to this in the Preface cither.
Although Barth had written and published in German a travel text before, his
account of his “Wanderings® in the Mediterranean and Asia Minor, the book was
not a success, and sold no more than a few copies. In fact the sccond volume was
never published (Kirk-Greene 1962:5). ﬁarll1 followed up on the success of the
Travels and Discoveries with a famous ecssay which .hc read before the Royal

Geographical Society of London in 1857. Barth generally relished in writing in

14
English, and standing beforc English-speaking audiences.

Surely, then, it was by, or in, writing for the British audience thal Barth
transformed himsel{ from a mere traveller (in the fteld) to an Author (the writer of
an “authoritative’ narrative), This is true because even the German scholars of

Barth writing in English generally cite not the German, but the original English text

of Travels and Discoveries, and the 1857-58 Essayls. These two English texts have
become the standard reference material on Barth. Even Lugard could only quote
Barth’s English Natrative. Adu Boahen who submitted in 1964 a doctoral thesis on
British exploration of the Sahara and the Sudan relied wholly on Barth’s English
texts. Ile cites not a single German-speaking “source material”, This is one reason

why any adequate study of Barth's career or writing must address the question of his
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audience, and how Barth’s anxiety about his audience has imposed limits on what
he could honesty and truthfully say about the Sudan. 1t should be noted that Barth ist
only able to rhetorically look down on the Sudan to the extent he is able to
successfully perform for his actual audience, the reading publics of late 19th century
Britain.

- Thus the issue of publication is interactively ;icd up with that of audience.
Tor even at the level of publication, Travels and Ijiscoverie.v was found fit for
publication only because Barth wrote in a fashion that both the Foreign Office,
which financially supported the publication, and the publisher, Longmans Green,
considered, or found, sufficiently profitable and literary cnough to sccure a

respectable readership. Note that Barth was instructed, while receiving his briefs, to

submit a literary account of his journey to the Foreign Office (in return for a life

pension)} (Boaﬁcn 1964:184; Richardson to Palmerston, 12 Oct. 1849)“5

The original English text of Barth’s Narrative is, to this extent, the official,
sanctioned account, published by the drdcr of Her Britannic Majesty’s Government.
It is said in the title that it is the journal of an expedilion undertaken under the
auspices of [1L.B. M’s Government (Her Britannic Majesty’s Government [dueen
Victoria]) in the ycars 1849-1855 by Dr. Heinrich Barth. The book is dedicated to
the Right Honourable, The Earl of Clarendon (K.C.B.), Her Majesty’s Secretary of
IState for Foreign Affairs by the author, or rather the Earl of Clarendon’s “obliged
and faithful servant” irll “grateful acknowledgement for many acts of kindness”.

According to MaclLaren, from the time of James Cook’s voyages between

1768 and 1772, the official policy among Europcan nations such as Brilai.n was thai '
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‘the laying of itlnperial claim to the land discovered and to “knowledge” about the
Jand and its resources “consisted pre-eminently in the publication of the narrative by
the explorer whom [the king] appeinted. The form of the official account thereby
exercised a weighty significance well beyond the sum of its contents™ (1992:44; my
italics). It is significant that thc Forcign Office, in consultation with Longmans
Green, the publisher, appointed Dr. Cauvin (o act as Barth’s principal adviser and
literary editor for the writing of the Journal (Kirk-Greene 1962:54). This is why all
other non<English vetsions of Travels and Discoveries are not only translations
(literally, a transfer, a substitution) buti also unoflicial, unsanctioned and
unauthoritative.

This leads us to the issue of the relationship of Barth’s Narrative and the
imperial culture of 19th century Britain. When Barth came out to the Sudan in the
{850s, Britain was the foremost imperialist country, with an aggressive, imperially
conscious policy toward the non-European world (Calder 1981; Lioyd 1984; Said
1993). Barth was acutely aware of this, for he recommends the colonization of what
would today be called Northern Nigeria (see, on _this TDI1: 592; TD2: 501; TD3:
299). So it is not just that Barth had to measure up to the cxpectations of his réacliné
public and his audience, and to the contemporary standard of stylistic propriety they
expected of him, but also enferfain them, and, to the same degree, project their
culturat thetoric and weltanschauung."’

In the briefs given to Barth, he was required to preserve his character and

* disposition as a worthy “Englishman” in the eyes of the people he would be visiting

(Newbury 1965:57-59; 62-66). To all intents and purposes, this mcant a literary
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endeavour in which the explorer becomes a textually embodied “eye/” in which the
real author is transformed into the fictional narrator, that is, from an adventuring
explorer/enquirer into, first and foremost, the polite, patient and travelling
gentleman possessed of, and exhibiting, decorum, trustworthiness, honesty and
morality. Bacth, whether as Author or fictional narrator, is never shown harming, or
maiming any one, or harbouring a malicious thought or intent. He is the perfect
moral subject, something very close to Fichte’s “I” or Kant’s Transcendental
Subject. All this is consistent with British imperial mythology, which, Trotter
writes, stressed that “the vitality of the [white] race could be renewed by journeys
to the frontier [where civilization meets barbarism]... {and] aitribulcd great
significance to exploration™ (1988:145, 147).

This may explain why both author and fictional narrator are shown in
Travels and Discoveries to be on all occasions possessed of manners befitting the
British character, and the court of Queen Victoria. It is little wonder, then, that
Barth, according to Boahen, “increased even further Britain’s reputation and
popularity in the Western Sudan. When Baikie visited Kano in 1862 he found the
British so highly csteemed that he experienced no difficulty in raising loans and
drawing bills on the [British] Consul-General in Tripoli” (1964:211). It Iwas all,
Boahen assurcs us, largely duc to “Barth {who] was a great success” (ibid). But
since Barth advocates the conquest of the Sudan, e must have imagined an ideal
reader for his text. The ideal reader could, in the 19th century, have been cither Lord
Palmerston or Lord Clarendon {who were both at one time secretarics at the Foreign

Office and Colonial Office, and were also dogmatic abolitionists). llenee the
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dedication of the narrative to the latter: Barth knew that although Lord Clarendon
could not visit the Sudan, he was no mere armchair traveller, for he could casily
order the conquest of the Sudan. That is why the dedication of the Narrative to Lord
Clarendon is, properly speaking, a poetic act, an attempt at making the propositions
of a story, a discourse, a narrative, acquire the foree of a material sign, the Empire:
There is a convergence between the great peographical scopc
of the |European] empires... and universalizing cultural
discourses. Power makes this convergence possible ... with it
goes the ability to be in far-flung places, to learn about other
people, to codify and disseminate knowledge, 10 characterize,
transport, install, and display instances of other cultures
_{through cxhibits, photographs, paintings, surveys...), and
above all to rule them, All this in turn produces what has been
called “a duty’ w0 natives, the requirement in Africa and

elsewhere to establish colonies for the ‘benefit’ of the nalives
or for the ‘prestige’ of the mother country (Said 1993: 130).

As a texture of linguistic and cultural determinations of, and for, a specific
audience and reading public, Travels and Discoveries emerged from, was itself the
_ creator of, an imperial culture of thinking and planning for other sacictics and lands,
despite this culture’s and this Narrative's subscription to the supposedly humane
idezis or values of 19th century mainstrcam LEuropean thought such as

Humanitarianism, Philanthropy, Abolition, Legitimatc Commerce, and Progress.

Yet all these, argues Kiernan, were the “mould ol ideas and conditioned reflexes

. . . \ o 18
into which the whole business of empire later flowed” (cited in Said 1993:99) .
Rotberg is, on this séorc, justified in" his contention that as far as the printed
accounts of the nineteenth century explorers are concerned, they were “influenced

by the narrow expcetations of a Victorian readership” (1970: 7).
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3.5 The Early Reading Public (1857-1858).

In June 1857, Travels and Discoveries was issued, or to quote the original

blurb, “placed before the public”, by the publisher Longmans Green. The text was

_ 19
favishly decorated with J.M. Bernatz’s sixty colour lithographs  based on Barth’s
pencil sketches; and with fifteen very detailed foldout maps by the Anglo-German
geographer, August Petermann. There were also over thirty woodcuts illustrating

many aspects of Sudancse life. It is clear that the itlustrations were designed to

convey, in pictorial form, Barth’s authoritative presence and representational

authenticity in the Sudan,20 as cvidenl from his effusive gratitude to J.M. Bernatz for
_ the colour lithographs, which Barth says, “ have been executed with artistic skill
and the strictest fidclity, from my sketches” (TD1: xxxii; my italics. For some of
these lithographs, see the Appendix).

There is something distinctive about the carly reception of Barth’s narrative.
Contrary to conventional thinking, his Narvative was [irst reviewed in the popular
press, rather than in the lcarned journals of the time. As is emphasized by Jameson
(1981:9-10) and Gaitet (1992:42), texts, all texts, are the always-alrcady-r.ead
because not only are they apprchended through what Jameson calls the “sedimented
layers of previous interpretations” or the “sedimented reading habits and categorics”
of previous interpretive formations, but also already “conditioned by the status of
~ [its] author and publisher” (Gaitet: 1992:42). Nowhere is this iliustrated more than in
the first reviews of the Narrative in the Atlienaeum, (May 15, 1857) Spectator (May

16, 1857y and Guardian (lunc 1, 1857). The diflercnees of emphésis not
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withstanding, the reviewers in these periodicals were unanimous in their estimation
of Travels and Discoveries as the greatest book of African travel, and of Barth as
the “indefatigable traveller”. The publisher was commended for including the
“unexampled” maps and the “beautiful plaies and woodcuts”. Specifically, the
Narrative was favourably reviewed for its thoroughness, clear narration of the
events, and its excellent and authoritative description of the political anarchy in the
Sudan. Barth's accuracy and scholarship were affirmed, his text’s freshness and

novelly was emphasized, although its “tedious length™ and massive details were said

: 21
to be “too much for any reader”.

It should be empbasized that those reviews did not depart from what might
be called “genre expectations”, which are normally brought to bear, in textual
analysis, on specific texts. Notice that these popular reviews did not depart from the
broad expeclations of the [9th century reading formations of exploration literature.
For example, Barth’s reviewers took it for granted that he really did travel in the
Sudan, had witnessed the anarchic and slave-raiding situation therc, had delivered
the Sudan with all its f:omplcxitics within his text, and that, finally, his sceing, and
the textualization of this sceing, posscssed the status of scientific truth. 1;110
reviewers were also unanimous that Barth should entertain the reader; hence their
critical comments on the text’s “tedious length”, its almost “heavy” academic mode
of delivery, and the author’s clear (they thought) ncglcét of the need to stimulate in
the reader the pleasure of the text. For the revicwers, Barth’s readers should be

informed as well as entertained.
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Now these press reviews of Travels and Discoveries should not be under-
estimated, or seen as marginal to the discursive formations within which official
readers or institutional audiences of European exploration accounts had traditionally
approached their subject matter. Rather, they were an important indication of the
“discursive bonding™ between the highbrow official reader or audience (in the Royal
Geographical Society, the Anti-Slavery Society or the Linnacan Society), and the
educated reading public at large. According to Terdiman (1985b: 52), the 1850s was
a period during which “newspapers as institutionalized discourse [experienced] an
extraordinary multiplication in its pervasiveness of the world of words and social
representation”.

Now the assessment of Travels and Discoveries in the press and popular
pericdicals meant that the content of the work (as selectively reviewed) would
reach a much wider audience. Gaitet (1992:42) writes that in the 19th century, the
assessments of a “non-fictional™ work or text in the press did address a much wider
audience than, for cxample, “the novel could ever hope to reach |and that] by
providing unabashed value judgments and clear cut interpretations these reactions
[would] help determine by whom the work is read, as well as how”.

We can test this out by considering the reactions of the highbrow or official
readers of Barth’s Narrative. Below are the reactions of Sir Roderick Murchison, the
President of the Royal Geographical Socicly, soon after the reviews of Travels and
Discoveries had appeared in the periodicals mentioned above:

Referring to the publication of the first three volumes in his
annual address to the [Society] in 1857, its President, Sir
Roderick Murchison, reported that *this meritorious explorer of’
vast regions has issued to the public three volumes, which ...
are to be followed by two others, completing a work which

170



will doubtless be considered the worthy termination of so
many years of patient research on the great privations’. [Sir
Roderick] praised the excellence of the maps and the richness
of the volumes which showed ‘that Dr. Barth was so
completely at home among the natives, with seven of those
languages, he has familiar, and made such very diligent
inquiries, that the information thus gathered is far more
complex and minute than that of his precursors’  (Cited and
paraphrased in Kirk-Greenc 1962:30-51).

Again in 1858, when the last two volumes of the narrative were about to be
published, Sir Roderick said of Barth that he truly possessed “indefatigable
indu)stry” (cited in Kirk-Greeng 1962:54). This is the slandard judgment of Barth
and his narrative one finds in Morel (1902:44), Flora Shaw (1905), Bovill (1926),
Rodd (1926:22), Welleslcy (1934:94), T'lint (1960:18-19), and a host of other
academic authoritics.

The learned or academic readings of Barth were a reproduction and/or
replication of the popﬁlar, or run-of-the-mill, reading in that the former reading of
- Barth’s Narrative, or oeuvre, shares, cxccpf;ing the secondary differences, the same
historical, ideological and material foundations or determiﬁaﬁons with the latter. Yet
both readings are specific reading relations which exisicd, had to cxist, within
specific social relations of reading.

The point being made is: the consensus that can be observed in both the
popuiar and high readings of Barth share the same cultural rhetoric, or have
rhetorically transacted the same cultural interpretations of the Narrative, or again
have constituted the same interpretive-reading community. As Machor says of the
Euro-American reading communities of the [850s, “reviewers in popular periodicais
[constituted} the primary vehicle for the public dissemination and assimilation of

ideas about how (o read {exploration writirfg] in an informed manner” (1993. xv).

171



In an acclaimed study of 18th-19th century British reading publics
(especially around periodicals such as the Tatler, EJinburgh Review and the
Spectator, Eagleton says of such that they were the “c-erltra[ institutions” of the
bourgeois public sphere (1984:10); and that the Spectator in particular aimed at the
creation of a consensual space in which would be cultivated the mercantile class and

the uplifiment of the “profligate aristocracy” (11), that is, in Eagleton’s ominous

phrase, “the cementling of a new power block at the level of the sign” (14).21

The fact, then, is that it was not sound or scientific or disintercsted rescarch
ot study wﬁich found or reached the conclusion that Barth was the greatest African
explorer and his Narrative the most autheritative account of [9th century Sudan but
the historically specific culwral or reading rhetoric of a hislorically specific reading
formation. This is not to suggest, however, that there were no important points of
emphasis within this reading formation. We should, in lact, view this reading
formation in the piura[,_ that is, to quote Bennett (1987:70-71), as a “set of discursive
;md inter-textual determinations™. This vicw stresses the relatedness of these reading
strétcgies as opposed to a vicw of them as unrelated to one another, or as passive
respondents to cultural, linguistic or ideological signals.

The significance of these arguments about the reception of Travels and
Discoveries is that the imherited tradition of rcading the text has had its roots in
specific imperial, rhetorical, and cultural ideologies, and that it is these which have,
since 1857, organized and animated the practice of reading the narrative, Far from
Travels and Discoveries creating or constituting, through its atlegedly disinterested

“context”, a specilic readership, it is the readership, first as the audicnce, and then as
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a reading/interpretive community, which created, constituted or in fact brought the
Narrative into interpretive existence. Bennett suggests that “texts have and can have
no existence independently of ... reading formations ... Texts exist only as always-
already organized or activated 1o be read in certain ways” (1987:70-71). Bennett’s
point is a paraphrase of Macherey’s contention that:

The [text] only establishes the difference which brings it into

being, by establishing relations to that which it is not;

otherwise it would have no reality and would actually be
unreadable and invisible (1978:53).

Just like the Sudan in Barth’s Narrative, Travels and Discoveries turns out to
be an absence (that is, as a thing-in-itself), a silence, a vacant space around which
specific reading communities or formations have erected, constructed, and weaved,
more or less contradictory cultural rhetorics. These rhetorics are similar to what
Macherey and Bennett would call “ productive activations,” namely variantly
modulated discourses of textual intervention, or reading practices organized within
specific corpuses of intersecting (discourses of) interpretations.

It is then not true that Travels and Discoveries exists as a coherent or stable
object, with a stable or objective meaning attached to it. It is equally not true lha; the
reading of Barth produced by the academic historian carries more cultural or
epistemological weight than the readings produced by reviewers in the popular
press. Neither is it true that Travels and Discoveries has settled down into an
enduring meaning (or a pattern or framework of response). The simple reason is that
Barth had to, while writing that text, accommodate the divergent, contradictory, and,
in many cases consensual, expectations of variantly inserted reading audiences,

from the solitary writer in the home, (o institutional audience such as abolitionists,
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bureaucrats, merchants, historians, naturalists, novelists, poets, artists, embellishers,
literary agents, editors, publishers. Christian missionaries, voyeurs, aristocrats,
middle-class professionals, and, finally, his own very self with its specific tastes and
temperament.

In that sense, the system of address within and outside Travels and
Discoverics within which “the reader™ is constructed or interpellated cannot be
exhausted chiefly because the effectivity of the text (its impact or semantic
presence) is not exhausted by, nor is it equivalent to, the text’s potential elfects. For
example: although Barth advocates in his text the military conquest of the whole of
the Sudan by the European powers, it is not these passages that Lord Lugard quotes
in his justification of the conquest ol a part of the Sudan, but the passages dealing
with chaos and slave raiding in the Sudan. In the same vein, the most important
historical studies of Barth’s account of the Sudan have ignored the pre-publication
history of the Narrative. Indeed Barth is, in gencral, sclectively used, or inserted into
a discursive formation already constituted by the historian even before the actual
“reading” of the text begins.

From this perspective, to say that Travels and Discoveries is an absence is
not to say that it has no semantic or rhetorical self-presence ol a recognizable kind.
It is 1o suggest, rather, that its “meaning effect” does not, and cannot, pre-exist the
discursive formation in which it is constituted. And since a “meaning effect” is, and
can only be, a “reading effect”, it is itself the after-effect of the activity of a reading
formation or formations. Again, an example: Lord Lugard conceives or approaches

Barth's Narrative not as a fictional but as a factral account. Lugard has thus clearly
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organized the {ext'extcrnally (from the outside in) through the specific (factual)
construction of the text as a text-to-be-read, a process which he then effects.

That is the sense in which the concept of “reading formation” is critical to
any meta-critical study of Barth’s Narrative. For it shows the ways by which a text.
and its Audience and Reading Subjects productively and intertextually interact, and
by which the context of a text (the 19th century) is, in the last analysis, a “sct of
inter-textual and discursive relations which produce readers for texts and texts for
readers” (Bennett 1987:74). This insight permits us to sec how the “meanings” of
texts are ‘embedded, dis-cmbedded and re-cmbedded in historically varying
discursivefreading formations. Yet it also permits us to study, as in the case of
Travels and Discoveries, how the text’s reading formations and audiences have
themselves been intertextually put to work “within reading relations of different
kinds, as texts, in the course of their histories, are constantly re-written into a variety

‘ of material, social, institutional, and ideological contexts” (Bennett 1992:218).

3.6 The 1deal Reader: Lugard

The above citation from Bennett should shed light on how Lord Lugard
historically read, and now textually rcads, the Travels and Discoveries in his own
textual production, or intervention, on the Sudan. Lugard started life as an armchair
reader of Travels and Discoveries, and ended it as its rcal rcader. That is, Lugard’s
discursive formation was within what Curtin (1964} calls the image (or, in our
usage, discoursc) of the “Dark Continent”, according lo which Africa was the

benighted land, the land of slavery, the slave trade, universal chaos, governmental
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collapse, and savagery. This image, according to_. Curtin, had, “by the 18505 ...
hardened [and] was found in children’s .books, in Sunday school tracts, in the
popular press [and that its] major alfirmations were the ‘common knowlcdlge’ of
the educated class’.’ (1964:vi),

In an important recent book on the images of Africa and black people in
Western popular culture, Pieter;e (1995) argues that the western popular conception
of the Africa and black people especially since the Renaissance (16th century) was
as an exotic land and savages respectively. By the mid-19th century, this image of
Africa, or what Curtin calls the “common knowledge” had conferred on many a
European child or would-be explorer of Africa “a prior impression of what they
will find. Most often, they found it, and their writings in turn confirmed the oider
image --- or at most altered it only .slightly“ (Curtin 1964:vi), This “common
knowledge” meant that the abolitionists, missionaries, romantics, imperial
ideologists, and commercial adveniurers all looked on. Africa as a spacc within
which they coulld act out their fantasics in the name of philanthropy,
humanitarianism, conversion, legitimate trade, and discovery or exploration, amony
others. As Curtin puts it, such people had a tendency “to see Africa, not merely as it
was, but as it might he, and with a2 full consideration for the Africa in the scheme of
things”: (vi}. When Lugard came to read Barth’s Narrative, both he and the text co’:-
existed within what Gadamer (1973)) calls a *“fusion ol horizons”. And if indced
racism had coloured “British attitudes towards other peoples across a whole

spectrum of thought, {rom the theory of history at one end to explicit provisions for

African educalion at the other” as Curtin claims (ix, 363 1), then Lugard would be
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the text’s ideal reader, who would not only place a new discursive wrapping around
it, but also be the insightful reader who would follow the author's every textual
move.

Lugard opens his The Dual Mandate (1922} with the image of Africa as the
“Dark Continent”. 1t is such, claims Lugard, bccause the continent has remained
undisclosed to the European cye, or what he calls “modern civilization”. His claim
is that Africa had to be discovered by explorers such Livingstone and Barth because
its people had Iell no civilization {monuments or buried cities) and also because it
was a “great blank space”.

The invocation of Barth’s name is significant. As we have seen above, Barth
constructs the Sudan as a lawless and chaotic land, “scene of the most frightful
desolation” (TDI: xxxi), and ruled by insecurity (TDI: 544-550). He inscribes the
Sokoto empire as ruled by “disorder and anarchy ... as il there were no government
at all “(TD3: 204). He {requently rccords the “state of anarchy’ which, he says,
rules much of the Sudan (TD3: 205). The local rulers, especially the Fulbe rulers of
the Empire, are “effeminate conqueroi‘s” or “ineffectual rulers”, whose degraded
state is conveyed by their Jack of “national honot” (TD3: 125} Barth even believes
that Aliyu, the Sultan of Sokoto, is “effeminate” because he was descended
maternally from a Hausa slave (TD3: 107). [n many cases, Barth attributes the
creeping decay of the “Fulani Empire” to the Fulbe rulers’ intermarriage with the
non-Fulbe “subject races” (TD3: 111-12). Barth also inscribes the Fulani as a
fanatical, conquering race, {ired by their zeal for Islam, e writes that their leader,

N

Othman bin Fudi, prcached mcreiless warfare  against both  pagans  and
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“Mohammedans”, and that he “cndéd his lifc in a sort of fanatical ecstasy or
madness™.

Barth also has a largely negative conception of [stam which he sees as a
deviant version of Christianity (TD3: 344,349,378,384) and a fanatical rcligion
whose “God lives in the east” (TD3: 409) and which also teaches children to recite
‘Arabic words whose meaning they do not understand (TD2: 222). Islam, says Barth,
also encourages slavery. He laments “the national well-being and humble happiness
of thesc pagan communities [being] trodden down so mercilessly by their
Mohammedan neighbours” (TD2: 109). Also, Islam, he writes, “gave the first
impulse to that conlinual struggle {the enslavement of pagans] which, always
extending further, seems destined to overpower the nations at the very equator, if

Christianity does not presently step in to dispute the ground with it” (TD1: 310; my

L} » 23
italics).

For Barth, therefore, the Sudan is a bastion of slavery and slave hunting. He
even says that slaves are the principal export of Bornu (TD2: 78) a\nd that there is no
free individuality in the Sudan: all are slaves or liberated slaves, cxcept the rulers,
Even the ruler’s wives are slaves (TD2: 79,80,186). In diction reminiscent 61‘ the
British Anti-slavery rhetoric, Barth writes:

slaves are the only articles which the conquerors want from the
subject tribes; by carrying into slavery greal numbers of them
they force them into subjection, and ¢ven the tribute which
they levy, after having subdued them, consists of slaves (TD2:
401),

In page after page of breathtaking hyperbole, Barth admittedly records
scenes of merciless slave hunts, fearful suffering by the enslaved, heartrending

scenes as when women and children are either separated or cut down (TD2: 304-5,
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364-67, 354-55, 386ff). Barth’s solution to all this chaos, slave hunting and
fanaticism is simple: legitimate trade and philanthropy (abolitionism):

All this will be changed as soon as a regular and legitimate
intercourse has beecn opened along the River Benue inlo the
heart of these regions, when the natural procedure of the sail
will be in constant request.., (TD2: 401),

This is not original, as this was the vicw held, since the' 183Cs, by
abolitionists such as Bﬁxlon, Richardson and the British Anti-Slavery movement as
a whole. Barth’s “solution” to Sudan’s tmimersion in chaos, slavery and suffering,
via the agency of European trade, humanitarianism and Christian philanthropy,
~ obscures the fact that it is a way of dissociating Europcan agency from the history of
the slave trade in Africa. Here at lasl is a discourse, in the form of Travels and
Discoveries, in which il is the Europeans who arc trying (o save the Africans from
the African slave-holder; and also, here at lust is a discourse of stavery and slave-
trade by a European who is not a slaver, or slave-hunter.

But before we look at ilOW Lugard appropriated, and in many cases
deepened, those Barthian discourses, we need to emphasize the aporias of Barth’s
typologics of the Suda:;, First, despite his condemnation of the Fulbe, Barth deeply
admires what he regards as their enterprising energy (TD3:419), their conquering
abilitics. I—le‘ finds them “the most intelligent of all the African tribes”, “the
conquering tribe --- sweeping over a wide expanse of provinces” (TD3: 110-11). In
an important passage in which he advocates the colonization by the European
powers of the central Sudan, Baith advises the future colonizers to rule throuéh the
agency ol the Fulbe, the cmpire buifders (TD2: 353). With regard to the expansion

of the Fulbe into the Adamawa or Fombina arca, he writes :
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the Fulbe are continually advancing, as they have not to do
with one strong enemy, but with a number of small tribes
without any bond of union. It remains to be seen whether it be
their destiny to colonize this fine country for themselves, or in
the course of time to be disturbed by the intrusion of
Europeans. 1t is difficult to decide how a Christian government
is 1o deal with these countries, where none but Mohammedans
maintain any sort of government. It can not be denied that they
alone here succeed in giving to distant regions a certain bond
of unity, and in making the land more accessible to trade and
intercourse (TD2: 196).

In this passage, Barth both undermines and reinforces his typology of the
Fulbe. They are superior to the pagans who lack the ability to form lasting unions.
Yet he laments the destruction of the pagans. The Fulbe are effeminate rulers, and
yet they alone are capable of central government which alone makes trade and
commerce possible. There is also an implicit racial/political hierarchy: the Fulbe are
supreme but not affer the “Christian government™ is established. The Christians
(Europeans) are superior to the Fulbe, the Fulbe to the pagans, the very pagans
Barth says suffer from “the miseries arising from slavery and the slave-trade”™
(TD:xxxii).

There is another aporia of Barth’s that is worth noting, and which is
reproduced wholesale by Lugard. Although Barth is an abolitionist and an enemy of
slavery, he does not find it decent to be in the company of slaves, or people of slave
origin:

1 did not find them sufficiently interesting to have much
intercourse with them, for they have very little of that noble
independent carriage which distinguishes, in such an eminent
degree, their southeastern countrymen; and their stature, as
well as their features, seemed to indicate plainly a very strong
intermixture with Mosi slaves ('T13: 440; my italics).

Again and again, Barth finds the suffering pagans forming “altogether a

most barbarous and savage spectacle™ (TD2: 353). The pagans are also ugly, dirty
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black, that is, an anti-aesthetic. Surcly,LBarl‘n deeply admires the very people,
among them aj Beshir and Sheik Omar, he holds responsible for the misery and
suffering produced by slave-hunting. In fact Bormu, whom he considers the foremost
slaver, scrves as the base for his mission, which also received a gencrous support
from the paramount ruler, Sheik Omar, Despite his description of the slave hunting,
burning, pillaging and terrorizing of the siave-pagans, Barth does not as express any
discomfort, any anguish or a sigh. For he repeatedly regrets the political decay of
the Fulbe’s enterprising or conquering spirit:

It is delightful for a [European] traveller to meet with these
[Fuibe] nomadic settlers, after the disgust he has felt at the
degraded character of their countrymen in Wurno (TD3: 199,
Also TD3: 84, 186). '

Lugard would reproduce thesc discourses, and all their aporias, in his single-
minded struggle to overthrow the sovercignly of the central Sudanese societics.
Even before he arrived in the central Sudan in 1894, Ltlgard had written, under the
influence of Barth and East African explorers such as Telekt and Livingstone, in
The Rise of our East African Empire (1893) that the “Dark Continent” needed to be
saved by Furope from fanati{r:aI Islam and slave-raiding and economic decline. Her.e
he makes explicit his  “debt to Eurcpean cxplorers, and other more modern
travellers” (vol.l: i, ix, 169-216).%¢
At the inception of his career as High Commissioncr of what would turn out to
be Northern Nige‘riéi in 1900, Lugard began by declaiming the alleged slave-raiding
propensities of the Fulani rulers, whom he saw as “incffectual rulers”, and their
towns as “great centres of the slave—tradc”.‘Accord:ing to Lugard:

There is, probably, no part of the ‘Dark Continent’ in what the
worst forms of slave-raiding still exist 1o so terrible an extent,
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and the slave raiders are nol even provident of their hunting
gronnds, {or those who are useless as slaves are killed in large
numbers, villages burnt, and the fugitives left to starve in the
bush... the country is depopulated, and hundreds of ruins attest
the former existence of a population and a prosperity which
have gone (Lugard 1912: 10-11).

The vocabulary of “slave raiding” “Mohammedan chiefs”, “depopulation” and
“ruins” and of “population and a prosperity” was lifted verbatim from Barth’s
preface, and passages describing the slave-raiding activities of the Bornu army
(TD2: 379, 386fY). Lugard would repcat this in his The Dual Mandate (pp.361-362).
Even here the authority invoked is Barth’s, for the reader is told, “Barth noted, as
we do to-day”. Lugard repeats Barth’s identification of slavery with Islam, calling it
“the most serious charge against Islam in Alfrica that it has encouraged and given
religious sanction to slavery” (1922:365). Lugard’s authority is not the Koran or any
authentically Muslim text but I leinrich Barth.

For cxample, L\‘ng'd writes that cven by 1902, the Muslim Emirs were
organizing “slave-raiding armies of 10,000 or 15,000 men [who] laid waste the
couniry, and wiped out its population annuaily in the quest for slaves. Hundreds of
square miles of rich well-vu;atcred land were depopulated” (1922:618). To giv_c
authenticity and eye witness authority to these claims Lugard writes:

Barth bore witness to a similar condition of things fifly years
ago. Mcen were impaled in the market place of Kano ...
Nowhere was there security for life and property (1922:618;
my italics).

Barth writes in the preface that the Sudan was an anarchic and warring interior
full of cowards (1D 1:xxv)}, and that his writing of it was an attempt to create order
out of chaos (ibid: xxviii). So Lugard calls, for example, Emir Muhammadu Kwasau

of Zazzay a coward, a slave-raider and “cruel and treacherous” and a “Munafiki”
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[hypocrite] (1912:71,72-73). He writes in his The Duul Mandate that his exertions
in the Sudan are intended to “bring order out of chaos” (607).

Lugard. also draws on Barth for his discourse of the fanatical Fulani, and of the
Fulani as an alicn réce. For example, Lugard notes how in the [9th century emerged
the figure of “Dan Fodio, the founder of Sokoto™, who, he continues, armed with “a
flag of conquest” and “inspired by a lanatical zcal” conquered the surrounding
country, the land of the “Habe dynasty™ (1912:77). Lugard then accuses the Fulani ”
rulers of depopulating the country:

When Barth reached Hausaland in 1851 he described it as the
most densely populated country in all Africa, and i
population was estimated at from thirty to fifty millions (77,
my italics).
It is clear that Lugard has no regard .{for factual accuracy on this issue. Barth
estimates the population of Kano, which by many accounts was the most populous

of the Hausa states, as follows:

In estimaling the population of the town at 30,000, | am
certainly not above the truth, Captain Clapperton estimated it
at from 30,000 to 40,000 (TD1:509-10).

Contrary (o the figures Lugard attributes (o Barth, Barth estimates the
population of the Kano emirate at iwo hundred thousand people, “besides an equa.I
number of slaves”, so that “whole population of the province amounts to half a
million, though it may great exceed this number” (TD1:523). This is not to suggest
that Barth is more accurate than Lugard, but to show that Lupgard docs not care a
hoot about reportorial accuracy on this question. [t should be asked, however,

whether forty million people could disappear or perish or sold off to slavers within a

span of [ifly years ([851-1902)?
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It seems, then, that Lugard is quotiﬁg Barth selcciivc]y, or, to put it in another
way, creating a new (fictional) text out of Barth’s narrative. For Lugard is cager to
demonize the Fulani rulers in order Lo justify their conquest by British power,
exactly as Barth has demanded in his Narrative, Notice thal the bulk of Lugard’s
Annual Reports {1912), written between 1900 and 1911, is devoted to detailing the
supposedly ¢vil deeds of the Fulani rulers. For Lugard, then, the Fulani and the
Devil are v.irluall.y synonymous. In passages reminiscent of Barth’s, Lugard says
that wherever “a Fulani army had been it lefl a depopulated desert” and that greed
was one of the chicl characteristics of Fulant rule. Once again, it is Barth that is
deployed to hold the argument together, or supply it with an authoritativé
authenticity:

Though only some eighty or ninety years have passed since the
Fulani conquest, the decadence which was already apparent in
the time of Barth had reached its extreme before the end of the
nineteenth century {(1912:78; my italics).

Like Barth before him, Lugard sees the Tulbe as an alien racc. In fact he
reproduces Barth's myth of the Fulbe as a conqucring, alien race writ large évcr the
non-Fulbe formation (TDB:. 110-117). According 10 Lugard, echoing Barth, the
“Fulahs or Fulani appear to havc been a pastoral race who spread themselves
throughout Northern Nigeria” (1912:77). Quoting Clapperton and Barth, Lugard
details what he considers the “Fulahs’ ” rise from *“ a mercly servile ... nomadic
position™ to victory (ibid: 77). Yet Lugard also notes, just as Barth does, that;

The Fulani never thoroughly conquered the country, and
succecded only in gaining the submission of the great towns fn
the plains where their horsemen were effective. The pagan
tribes in the hills and broken country and even in large areas of
the plains maintained their independence. They are constantly
raided for slaves ... This state of chronic war and unrest
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devastated the country. Caravans could only rcach the Niger
from the North if powerfully escorted, while the tribute in
slaves to Sokoto and the number retained for use in each
Emirate led to the depopulation of the country not merely by
reason of the numbers caplured - vast as they were - but by the
numbers killed in these raids or left (o starve in the bush
{1912:77-78),

In The Duul Mandate Lugard writes that the “writings of all African explorers
are full of evidence of the ruthless destruction of life and the human misery caused
by slave-raids” (p.356). Based on this so-called “evidence” from European travel or
exploration accounts, Lugard postulates that the “Fulani, therefore, held their
suzerainty by right of recent conquest”, and thus he can “sec no injustice in the
transfer of the suzerainty thus acquired to the British government by the same right
of conquest” (1912:83). Lugard has, in a single siroke appropriated and
domesticated Barth’s discourse of the “Dark Continent” as set out in his scattcred
references to the chaos and anarclhy in the Sudan, and the inability of its conquering
rulers to manage their affairs.

But just as Barth thinks the Fulbe intelligent and enterprising, so Lugard
would make a volte-face in.the aftermath of the conquest, and begin to resurrect the
image of the Fulani as a capable race that could serve British imperial intcrest, For
example, despite his demonization of the FFulbe, Lugard writes that he is anxious to
“utilize, if possible, {the Fulbe's] wonderful intelligence, for they are born rulers,
and incomparably above the negroid tribes in ability” (1912:13). This, too, is taken
straight from Barfh:

There is no doubt that, if any African tribe deserves the full
altention of the learned European, it is the Fulbe ...No doubt
they are the most intelligent of all thc African tribes,

(TD3:110).



When Lugard writes that “1 believe myéelf that the future of the virile races of
this protectorate lies largely in the regencration of the Fulani” (1912:84) he is re-
echoing Barth’s view of the Fulani as the most intelligent, the conquering, race of
the Sudan whose rule alone, Barth emphasizes, succeeds in “giving to distant
regions a certain bond of unity, in imaking the land more accessible to trade and
intercourse” (TD2: 196).

The preceding pages have documented how Lugard, as the ideal reader of
Barth’s Narrative, has consciously constiluted himself into a competent or even
official, perhaps even the necessary, reader. As a “reader formation” of some sort,
Lugard has preduced his own text from Barth’s Narrative, that is, he has read
Barth’s text into the context of early 20th century central Sudan, and the imperatives
of British colonial policies. We may thercfore say that Barth’s Narrative has
“invited” Lugard to rcad it as fact, as extra-textual reality, to the same degree
Lugard has rcad the Narrative productively. So here a social relationship of reading

between text and reader has given rise to what might bc called the “naturalization

cﬂ'ect“zs, a process where by a text, and a speciﬁc reading of it, bccome one, that is
naturalized within the cultural-political rhetorics or values held by both the text, and
the subsequent reading (s) of it at different periods or contexts.

It is instructive that Lugard thinks that the world, or the Sudan, that Barth’s
Narrative speaks of or about really existed, or that it stoed (note the past tense) in a
one-to-one relationship to something outside the Narrative, namely a transfactually
éxisting and historical.Sudan. Lugard, in other words, assumes a central Sudan, or

Northern Nigeria, which he thinks Barth’s Narrative has delivered in its pristine
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forms for his reading-interpretation. And Lugard does apparently think that he has
read correctly and authoritatively what Barth’s text bas semantically and graphically
“presented” before his gaze.

In truth, therefore, Lugard’s reﬁding of Barth is, despite its material and
practical consequences, the mediated product of a set of discursive and intertextual
determinations. For it is these, rather than Barlh’s Narrative, or text, that have
operated materially and institutionally upon Barth’s text externally by mobilizing its
“eflects” from lhc.: outside in, and internally by shaping and re-shaping the text in
the direction of a “desired end” which Barth himself has advocated, and would, if he
were to contemplate the results, applaud.

3.7 The Interested Reader; the Historians

- Yet it is not just Lugard’s reading of Barth’s Narrative that is a construct, the
product of historically specific discourse or discursive/epistemic frame, bul also the
kind of reading of Barth offered by academic historians. Despite the claims of
historians that they possess an awesomely critical method of interrogating “primary
source” (source criticism), as far as the issue of using Barth’s text as a “source” of
recounting the history of 19th century Sudan is concerned, they have tended to focus
wholly on the world that the Narrative has brought into (allegedly extra-discursive)
ltfe. It will be shown below that the historians who have “used” Barth as a historical
authority on the Sudan have cither read the Narrative as a straightforward eye-
witness report, or treated Barth not as an imaginative embellisher but as a reliable

witness. It will also be highlighted that Barth has cnjoyed the same prestige within
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both conservative and radical, expatriate and indigenous, colonialist and nationalist,
historical circles. |

We propose, in the context of this argument, to study the reception of Barth by
the German colonialist historian Shultze (1913), nationalist historian Adcleye
(1971}, and, not least, the supposcdly radical, or left wing, historian Usman (1981).
This choice is dictated by two key considerations. First, having discussed thg key
historical authoritics on Barth in detail in chapter two above, it now remains to
confront the uses of Barth as a historical source material within substantive
academic historical discourses, This accords us the opportunity to discuss Shultze,
and Adeleye, all of whom have not been discussed in chapter two. In addition to his
essay on Barth which has been reviewed in chapter two above, Usman hgs denloyed
Barth in his substantive historical research on Katsina (1400-1883). Perhaps this is
the place to test out Usman’s claim (1982/85:138) that belles lettres or literature is
gualitatively different from [istory, and that it is the meihod adopted for the
interrogation of the primary source that indicates the quality of a historical study,

Sccond, Both Ad.c{eyc and Usman have been influentiai figures in that they
have engendeted substantial rescarch through their students, as Saulawa (198‘9) and
Kapteijins (1977} corrcetly claim. Even Shultze is a veritable source within
secondary historical studies of the Sudanic past. Also, it will be interesting to show
that despite their anatytic, conceptual and political divergences, Schultze, Adcleye,
and Usman do not differ fundamentally in their appropriation of Barth as an
historical authority, for their asscssmonts or usage of Barth rest on the same

Hl

paradigmatic and institutional premises.
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Shultze’s work on the history of Bornu was stimulated by his career n
German colonial institutions in the Cameroons in 1903-4, where he served as a
member of the Anglo-German Yola-Chad Boundary Commission (Shultze 1913:7).
Qut of a desire to know more about his country’s newly acquired colonies, Shultze
read up works on the ceﬁtrnl and eastern Sudan, especially Bornu most of them
written by travellers such as Barth, Nachtigal, Rohlfs and Flegel. These he regards
as primary sources of the history of the Lake Chad area. As he writes, it was
“German travellers above all, and amongst them the most scientifically important
and autharitative of all African explorers, Heinrich Barth” who made known to
Europe the cxistence of “these remarkable countries” (11). Barth, Shultze
enthusiastically reports to his reader, especially brought news of the “unheard-of
atrocities of the slave trade in the hearl of Africa, and thus gave impetus to the anti-
slavery movement” (11). With an admirable honcsty, however, Shultze writcs:

Scarcely were the main avenues of exploration closed at the
end of the nineteenth century than events happened such that
these parts of Africa had never seen hitherto ... The end of
these events was the present political undersianding, which
brought large potential empires under the protection of the
three chief European powers. Thus Germany at the present day
again claims o share in those tunds in which the self~denying
and indefatigable activily of her great sonms, the explorers
Barth, Overweg, Vogel ... had been so valiantly displayed of
old, and in the great scientific and economic problems that
have still to be solved in the Sudan (1913:12; my italics).

With these prefatory remarks, Shultze proceeds to draw on Barth to show that
it was Barth, améng other German travellers, who made the Sudan to become
(intransitively) known. He credits Barth for his superior powers ol observation, and
an unrivalled historical account of ancient and pre-colonial Bornu (13-21). Barth is

said (o be the first European to tred on “land hitherto untrodden®™ (23); that his
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detailed descriptions “cannot be superseded in cssentials cven to-day™ (924); that in
his journeys across “the dark continent”, Barth reported the “thoroughly unsafe”
sitvation of the Sudan (23-28); and that as Barth correctly said, “slaves were still the
principal export of Bornu” (216).

There is hardly a page in Shultze without a reference to Barth. In his general
sketch of the eastern Sudan in the 19th century, even in his account of the climate,
flora, fauna, population and commerce of the Lake Chad arca, Barth is the
authoritative source. TFor cxample, Shultze writes that it is to Barth’s measurements
that we know that it was normally in the month of September that there were
periods of heavy dew on the banks of Lake Chad (72). 1t is also to Barth that the
modern reader owes the insight that the dum-palm was widely distributed in the -
Chad arca: “According to Barth the fruit may be used in large quantities  for food”
(84). Barth is also quoted as rcporting thal “Everywhere in the woods and fields is
to be heard the cooing and laughter of the many varictics of doves and pigcons both
large and small” (138).. Barth is also ciled to confirm tha! the central Sudan is the
ancestral home of the driver-ant (155). On all these and other trivial romanticist
issues, Barth is the leading light for Shultze.

It is to Barth that Shultze owes his racial geography of Bornu, namely that the
Kanuris were originally a mixed race of Arab tribcs and Hamitic Kanembu and
Tubu” (169); that the “extremely coquettish Kanuri lady” is the ugliest in Iall
“Negroland”. Shultze concludes his “historical account” with the supposition that
“according to Barth’s investigations [the Fulbe] were originally herdsmen ... from

the Senegal”; and that “Barth says of them with absolute truth” that the Fulbe are
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“the most intelligent of all African tribes”, who, although possessed of “mental
superiority” have been imbued by Islam with “special fanaticism” (199-200), whose
spititualism consists only i1 the “thoughtless repetition by rote of the first chapters
of the Koran” (172).

Thus Shultze’s  “history of the Lake Chad” or Bornu consists targely in
quotations Irom Barth’s narrative. From the issue of slave raiding, the fanaticism or
superiority of the Fulbe, 1o the commercial polential ol the central Sudan, Shultze
relics on Barth as the authoritative cye witness. Shulize does evidently firmly
believe that Barth’s Narrative is the mast compicte historical record, through which
one could have a full and unmediated access (o the Sudan.

Unfortunately, however, these problems arc. not mitigated even in the
Alricanist-nationalist tradition of history writing exemplified by R.A. Adcleye’s
influential text, Power and Diplomacy in Northern Nigeria (1971). Adeleye’s work
emerged in the context of what was then called “Ibadan History Series”, which
aimed at vindicating.lhe African Iistorical Consciousness, and the continent’s past
political achievements, that is prior to colonial history. The ambition was to create a

new African historiography by which the African past would be appraised by the

Africans themselves. * For example, Adeleye writes, in his study of the Sokoto
Caliphate in the 19th century, that, contrary to, for instance, Barth’s account of the
Caliphate, “the adequacy of the Caliphlale’s system for its ninetcenth-century needs
is stressed the overall picture that emerges is that ‘there was nothing particularly

weak or strong’ about the Caliphate. Albeit its remarkable unity and the intactness
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of its machinety of government up to the Curopean conquest are demonstrated”
(197 1:xv).

Yet Adeleye 15 I%lrgcly uncritical of one of the very sources of the idea of the
Caliphate’s weakness and impending collapsc --- Barth, Not only is Barth one of the
veritable sources of the study; he is also referred to as the authority on the Jihadists’
conquest of Katsina, and the rebel Bukhari’s routing of the combined army of
Sokoto, Katagum, Bauchi, Kano and Missau (28;62); and cited to fortify Adeleye’s
view of the Fulbe conquests of Adamawa as “undigesled conquests™:

Dr Barth’s picture of Adamawa in the mid-nineteenth century,
as a kingdom in which the conquerors possessed only detached
settlements with the intervening regions and mountainous
terrains in the hands of heathens, aptly summarizes Adamawa's
problems of consolidation.

And in his discussion of the sources for the book, Adeleye writes that the
explorers’ accounts arc of “chief value”, for they *provide contemporary
information” (346). As for Barth, his travels are said 1o be “outstanding”, and that
Barth in pariicular is a “close and penetrating observer”. And although Adeleye

Y il

insists that the explorers’ “judgments on the historical situation which they

observed” should not be uncritically accepted as “gospel truth”, he nevertheless is
prepared to credit their accounts at crucial parts of his historical account, as will be
shown below.

It is clear that Adeleye has credited Barth’s word because it is the writer’s
authoritative self, or presence as writer or traveller, which, for Adeleye, ultimately
certifics i, Adeleye is, apparently, not bothered by the ontologically incorrigible

claim of Bartli’s that Lawal's messenger reafly said that Adamawa was “a fresh,

unconsclidated conquest”. Adcleye is oblivious of Barth’s need 1o portray to his
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Audicnce in London that the Fulbe are on a career of conquest, much like Europcan
countrics were in the 19th century in India, South America and Africa.

Even in his account of the Caliphate’s struggle to beat back its encmies,
Adeleye relies on Barth’s account. For he agrees with the latter that there was a
feeling “of greal insecurily causcd by the pressure of the forces of the Caliphate’s
enemics” in Katsina; and that by 1854, the Gobirawa raiders were pressing hard. on
Wurnio, and thus rendering wnsafe the road from Sokoto to Timbuktu, These are
Barth’s views, and Adeleye indicates this by the bibliographical reference 1o Barth’s
text. Although Adcleye docs not accept Barth’s conclusions, he credits his phrasing
of the events: .

These revolts produced such a seemingly chronic state of
warfare that Dr Barth was led to the conclusion that they
indicated that the Caliphate was crumbling. But seen in their
proper historical setting, these revolts formed a mere passing
phase, a trying phase nevertheless, in Sokoto’s perennial
problem of consolidation during the first half of the nineteenth
century (69).

Now the disqualifying adverb “scemingly” conveys Adeleye’s ambivalence
6r undecidatle stance towards Barth’s postulate. Surely, Adeleye has credited Barth
with the “correct” (i.c. optical-rcalist) observation {(which is obvious) but is silent on
the latter’s dogmatic empiricist epistemology. That is, Barth, Adeleye is saying, did
see the obvious; the only problem is his inadequate “reading” of the “sccmingly.
chronic state of warfare™.

Also, in Adeleye’s text, Barth is repeatedly said (o have “reported that”, or
that he “records that” he met this or that (85), or that this or that incident had this or
that significance (70-71). For example, Adcleye questions, on the strength of his

intuition or inference, Barth’s estimation that Zaria sent, in March 1853, a tribute to
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Sokoto amounting to 2 million cowries, 500 gowns and 30 horses. Adeleye thinks
that this is an exaggeration “bascd on misinformation™ (86). Yet Adcleye does not
probe the source of Barth’s misinformation. Paradoxically, Adclcyc lakes away
what he had previously given when he writes in a note next to the bibliographical
reference to Barth that: “However, considering the large number of towns and
districts which were dopendent on Zaria, Barth’s cstimates may in facf not be far
out” (86 [n.36]; my ialics). The italicized declarative phrase “in fact™ is, in the last

analysis, a fictional device since 1t is not an explicit claim, but the declaration ol an

assumed “acsthetic proximity"ﬂ between Barth on the one hand and Adcleye on the
other, But “aesthetic proximity”, even'of the strongest version, can follow “acsthetic
distance”. This is indeed illustrated in Usman’s reception of Barth.

Usman is arguably largely critical of Barth. Yet he has an “interest”, nay an
epistemological investment, in Barth’s history wriling.lUsman‘s work shares much
with that of the historians of the “Ibadan History Series” because hic, too, is, as his
research on the history of Katsina shows, dedicated to the vindication of the pre-
colonial African past, His nationalist-Africanism means that he would place much
stress on the oral traditions of the pcople. As he writcs in the preface (o his text, he
is concerned with “the nature of the historical process which ... produced the
successive political systems” which have historically defined Katsina's identity as a
West African Sudanese society (1981:3). IFor Usman, the “historical process” means
“not the movements and conflicts of races and tribes and their armies, but the

changes in the nature and configuration of productive occupations, in the
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composition of settlements, in the structure of lineages, and the changes in beliefs
and the associat;:d poliiical ideology” (4).

Usman’s book, which emerged out of his Ph.D, Thesis which was submitted
in 1974 (Saulawa 1989:81), was an in‘terventilon into the debates engendered by the
relevance of historical studies in the vindication of the African past, and the
chailenges of contemporary development. This obscrvaﬁon might apply for much of
the Nigerian academic historical scene in the mid-1960s and late 1970s (Kafteijins
1977; less 1972; Saulawa 1989),

Early in his book, Usman discusses Barth’s recording of the early history of
Katsina, and the Iatlér’s attempt o reconstruct this history based on the oral
information he recorded while travelling in Katsina. Barth, Usman claims, has failed
to critically and properly examine the cevidence he uses. Usman is emphatic that
Barth’s attempt to use the oral sources o reconstruct the early history of Katsina
“suffers not only from ... methodological limitations [of faifing to properly examinc
the evidence uscdf, but also from a neglect of the actual social and political
conditions which enabled [the early dynastics] to aris:e” (912). For example, Usman

. says of Barth’s “hypothesis” that a new [{abe dynasty foliowed _the fall of Koray
about 1643 A.D., until early 19th century, that it is not “supported by any of the
evidence available” (63).

It should thuslbe noted that Barth is struck down on the basis of the lack of
evidence to support his “hypothesis”. This shows that Usman is committed to a
rationalist account of historical adequacy. That is, a “hypothesis” must be supported,

or corroborated, by the evidence. Usman never defines, in conceptual or ontological
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terms, whal evidence is, or axﬁounls (. Yet he credits Barth with an estimation of
the population of Katsina town as between 8,000 and 9.000, which the latter
obtained while he was travelling in Katsina in March 1853. Usman writcs that Barth
noted the town’s “special gates, the triple walls in front of them and the double
moat” {153). [t seems, then, that Usman excrcises no skepticism in regard to Barth's
presence in, or optical or textual apprehension of, Katsina at a particular time (that is
in March 1853, rather than, say, April 1865).

For example, Usman discounts Barth’s account of Mohammed Bello, the
governor {Barth’s word) of Katsina (see TD1: 456-469). Usman says that Barth’s
criticism of Bello as an “unjust man” and a “comedian” is unjustified owing to the
Barth’s “worrisome and sour tempcran;cnt” (158). Yet Usman does also agree with
Barth that Bello was “an actor”, “ a lively humorist”, and “the eccentric man”. It is
said by Usman that Barth does correctly perceive this aspect of Bello character”
fsic] (158). The point is that Usman rcgards Barth’s published observations as exact
represeniations of reality as Barth, the author-writer more or less correctly
eiper!enced it. This means, therefore, that Usman’s sharp focus is not on the author,
or the icon, the emir, but on the “world” which Barth has brought to (textual) ife.
This is the case because Usman seems, in general, to merge his “1” with Barth’s, He
finds justifications for doing this in the directives, injunctions and disputations of |
Barth’s text itself.

To illustrate the point above: Usman takes it as axiomatic that the reader
should believe that Barth met Saddiku, a chicltain, and ¢x-cinir, of Katsina on

February 3, 1853, not before or afler that precise date (60); or that he met, in
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Kaltsina, the Galadiman Gari of Sokoto, Umaru Dan Doshere in February 1851
(169); or that the Galadima had “20 mounted horscmen with him” when Barth
accompanicd him in March 1853 (171). Indeed Barth is said to have reported (or
reports in other verbal constructions) that in “Katsina the land tax was levied at the
rate of 2,500 cowrics annually on every head of family”; or that he “cstimated the
emirate’s population at 300,000” (187). In one particular case, Usman writes that
Barth “reports that each of the freeborn Abzinawa ... he accompanied to Katsina in
January 1851 paid one Kantu (block) of salt and 500 cowries” (189). It is significant
“that Usman’s book does not even discuss the “status” or “identity” of Barth’s
Narrative in the section dealing with “note on sources” (pp.26-223). Now Usman’s
use of the reporting clauses and the “fhat” subordinator (Bacth says that ... reports
that) is interesting. [irst, Usman’s use of the subordinator “thaf” implics a
consensual solidarity with Barth on the information being disseminated. Second,
Usman never pauses to ask: to whom is Barth reporting that particular picce of
information? In other words, if Barth is reporting, to whom is he reporting at that
particular time? It cannot be said that Barth was/is reporting to no one in particular,
as the discussion of his audience (s) and reading formations above makes clear.

More seriously, Usman directly and unconditionally (bibliographically and
referentially) attributes to Barth supposedly flactual statements (ol a specific or
general vatlidity). Examples of these are Usman's statements that the Galadiman
Gari of Sokoto, Umaru Dan Doshere, was “responsible for collecting that portion of
revenuc raised by the Katsina government, which was sent annually to the Caliph”

(170) and that some arcas of Katsina remained uncultivated in the wake of the
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rebellions and wars of the 19th eentury, up to the time “Barth passed through ... in
January 18517 (201; also 202, 217). Usman says, for instance, that “Barth'was told”
that a certain Abubakar “even aspired to the emirship when Saddiku was deposcd”
(174) yet lie does not mention the person who told Barth so.

In a revealing passage, Usman quotes Barth’s description of Saddiku:

Saddiku was a stately person, of tall figure, a serious
expression of countenance, and a high, powerful chest, such as
I have rarely seen in Negroland, and still less among the
Fulhe. However, he is not a pure Pullo, being the offspring of
a Bornu female xlave, He had something melancholy about
him; and this was very natutal, as he could not well be

sincerely beloved by those among whom he was obliged to live
(TD3:81; my italics).

The italicized lines are those ontitted by Usman (see p. 161). His response to
Barth’s description comes in the form of a defensive comment that “the rest of the
description tefls us more about Barth’s attitudes than about Saddiku™ (161). Yet

Usman writes immcdiately after the above sentence.

But Barth observed that he [Saddiku] undersiood Arabic
tolerably well and was quite pleased to get a copy of the
Linjilah [sic]. This fits in with what is remembered in Katsina
about his [Saddiku’s} personality --- serious, deeply religious,
but something of a ‘loner’  (161).

Why, it should be asked, is Usman willing to credit Barth’s positive
description of Saddiku and not the presumably “negative” one, namely Saddiku’s
ethnic origin? When Barth says that Saddiku does not exhibit the ethnic features of
the Fulbe, Usman says that is Barth’s attitude; and when, correspondingly, Barth
says Saddiku is pious and deeply religious, Usnlwn readily agrees. So one portion of
Barth’s discourse is accorded the status of “historical”, or evidential fact klhat is,

Barth is allowed the “last word”) irrespective of the plausible realization that
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Barth’s other, prcsun'lably negative, rcading of Saddiku is conditionally and
allegorically dependent on the first (positive) one. Indeed Usman does not notice

that Barth is deploying, in his discourse of Saddiku, the rhetorical trope of isocolon,

the allcgorical-metaphorical repetition of a grammatical structure: “Saddiku:

freeborn [stately person ... non-Fulbe ‘offspring of a Bornu female slave’]; powerful
... hot beloved”. Faced with this figural-chiasmic economy, Usman could only get

out, or allempt to get out, of it by factualizing Saddiku while also fictionalizing

28
Barth,

In other moments, it is Barth, as it has been demonstrated above, who is
factualized, or rather urned into an instance of the hyper-realist matter of fact, as is

the case in Usman’s use, or reading, of'the following passage from Barth:

The governor... about noon held a sort of review of several
horsemen, whose horses, i peneral, were in excellent
condition. They were armed with a straight sword hanging on
the lefl, a long licavy spear for thrusting, and a shield, cither of
the sume description as that of the Tawarek, of oblong shape,
made of the farge antelope ...or clse bullock's or clephant’s
hide, and forming an immense circular disk of about {ive feet
in diameter; some of them wore also the dagger at the left arm,
while ! counted not more than four or five muskets. Their dress
was picturesque, and not too flowing for warlike purposcs, the
Jarge shirt, or shirts (for they penerally wear two), being
fastened round the breast with an Egyprian shawl with a red
border; and cven those who were dressed in a bernus [Arab
cloak] had it wound round their breast, Most of them wore
black ‘rawani’ or shawls, round their faces, a custom which
the Fellani of Hausa have adopted from the Tawarck merely on
accounl of ils looking warlike... (TD1: 454; my i1alics).

The task here is to show how Usman handles, or rcads, this passage. In his
reading, the passage conveys the realily of the organizalional and military strength
or sophistication of the Katsina cavalry. Usman hardly notices the unimistakably

mctaphorical, metonymic and ironic mode of the inscription of the passage, for this

199



powerful and richly attired and equipped army is only a mass of co.lourl The army
of this passage is an aesthelic or aestheticized body of the exotic-savage. Yet Usman
procecds to build on {he semantic authority of Barth’s description, a huge
monument, so (o speak, of cn"lpirical, factual discourse on the “milttary
organization”, “judiciary”, “taxation” and the like of Katsina in the [9th century,
Usman bchaves as if it is tlus passage that conveys the onfology of Katsina as a
whole (that is, as cultural, material and historical spacc). This is conveyed by
Usman’s demonsirative clause which immediately follows the citation from Barth:

“This seems to huve been a condingent of light cavalry. . (Usman 1981 185, wy

- -

italics).

Sevceral conclusions can be drawn aboul the historians’ reception of Barth.
Although the historian is sometitmes eritical of Bavth, he is, still, unable to give up
his “interested” approach lo, or  “academic investment™ in, Barth. None of the
historians discussed above has been able to direet a sharp focus on Barth the writer,
s¢ as to cstablish more ceherently or adcquaﬂ:ly the nature of this writlen and
writing sell; its scll-divisions, hesitations and aporias.

In their reception of Barth, the historians have failed to investigate, m" offer an
adcquate account ol the status or identity ol the exploration text on which they have
so wholly depended i their reconstruction of the histories of a people oi a place.
Neither Shultze, Adeleye nor Usman has an account of the agential, transdictional,
indexical or bibliographical history of the composition of Travels and Discoveries,

not to speak of the critical examination of its real authorship, lictional narrative and
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writing strategies, including its use of the signs which, to quote McKenzie (1986:8),
“constitute texts and the materials on which they arc recorded”.

To read Barth’s Narrative siraightforwardly as an eyc-witness report rather
than as a complex response to mediated, idcational processes, as Adcleye and
Usman, not speak of Shultze, have done is (o deny that 19th century exploration
narratives “construct every bit as much as thcy bear witness” (MacLaren 1992:41).
It is the failure to conceive Travels and Discoveries as a lf!era}y text, with multiple
narrative voices, a real author and fictional narrator, and inscribed within the “genrc
expectations” of 19th century reporto:l)rial strategies, circumscribed, as the novel, by
a specific Post-Enlighteniment Audience and Recading Formation, that has misled the
historians in question to ascribe, or atiribute, to Barth’s Narrative a textual integrity,
or a referential presence it clearly lacks, and will never possess, or at least it cannot
itself sustain.

In the case of Usman, his reading of Travels and Discoveries oscillates
between the factual (that it was Barth who wrote the text), the factitious (that he
travelied in the Katsina arca between 1850 and 1853) and the fictional (that Barth
was describing himself when he described Saddiku). These arc entangled in‘ his
reading or reception of the text. The peculiar way in which Usman’s insightful
aporetic rcadings are knotted and woven together should indicate what he has made
of the past (the historical process, incll-lding Bﬁrth’s Narrative), and to what extent
he is responsible for the enduring presence of Barlh’s legacy within Nigerian

historical studies.
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One striking point that emerges from our study of the reception of Barth by
the historians is that although they might deprecate litcrature, the literary text or
literary criticism, as Usman does in his article on Barth (1982/85:138), for them,
Barth’s text has greater authority and use than the very !Jlaces, people or cxpericnces
it purportedly describes. In Usman, Shulize, and Adeleye one finds that it is Barth’s
text (and other tbxts) rather than the extra-textual Sudan, or the Sudan as it really
was in itself, which possesses discursive or linguistic or semantic authority and
presence. This is what Said (1978:93) has called the “textual attitude”, a process
whereby a “book (or text) acquires greater authority and use, even than the actualiﬁty
it describes”. Paradoxically, it is the historians, rather than the literary critics, who
have proved to be the unproblematic textualists.

Although Adeleye, Shultze and Usman may differ here and there in their
readings of Barth, in the final analysis they are all readings in the same manner, For
it does not matter that they claim that th‘eir approach is distinctively historical: they
are virtually oblivious of the semiotic dimension of textual analysis, especially when
dealing with a book which gives the illusion of the (analogical) unity of reference
and referent, rcal author and (fictional) narrator, word and referent. Yet whet’her
historical or otherwise, the historians’ method must come to grips with what may be
ca.!lcd the frame of the “symbolic”. For it is the frame of the symbolic which makes
a text appear “real” or “imaginative”, that is, deceptively organized. as either the
“factual” or the “fictional”.

It is thus peintess elaborately to altempt Lo prove ot verity the truth-claims of

Travels and Discoverfes. The text was wrilten for an audience, or a set of reading
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publics, which did not require, as far as the Sudan was concerned, corrigible,
matter-of-fact statements. That precisely is why it is the case that when Barth writes
that Kano is a rich commercial centre, that the Mossi are savages, that the Fulbe are
a conquering race, that Saddiku is well-built and pious, that A]iy.u is nol a noble
Pullo, that the Bmpire is crumbling, that he met the Galadiman Gari of Soketo, or,
finally, that Kano emirate has a population of 500,000 half of whom are slaves, this
is not historical informalion, nor will it ever be. It is immune to any external test or
corroboration by any other text or account. Barth's statements are, on the whole,
unverifiable outside his text. Yel even Barth himsclf, as far as the ongoing reading
of his Narrative is concerned, is a fext, and a fictional narrator, not a matter-of{-fact
person or entity. This is the implication of Ong’s entirely correct postulate that
“extratextual contex! is missing not only for readers but also forl writers”
(1982:102).

This does to a great extent explain the crisis in the reception of Barth within,
especially empiricist, or what might be called the hyper-realist, historical circles,
Either Barth's premises arc fully endorsed, or half-heartedly, but nevertheless
ultimately, assimilated as a set of incorrigible statements. But, to quote Lang on the
issue of the corrigibility or otherwise of written accounts, “whatever engages the
reader about such stalements, it cannof be due to any external assurance of their -
correspondence (o the facts or events” (1990:176). Rather, it is the historians’
confidence, as readers of Barth’s Narrative, in the description of the “facts” or
“events” he encodes than the Narrative's matter-ol-fact authority, which prevails, of

is raiscd by the historian to academic or documentary respectability.
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However, our analysis of the historians® reception of Barth is not meant to
reveal the fruth or falsity of their reading; it is to highlight that a text such as Travels

and Discoveries is, and can only be, rhetorically constituted by its location and

- activity within an intertextual space of political and cultural rhetoric which binds

author and reader together. The point of this is to emphasize that the reading of
Barth’s Narrative, whether by the historian or the literary critic, can only consist in
the creation of a {new) reading formation around the Narrative, and that all such
readings are, and can only be, textual stralegics or conventions normally considered
the traditional domain of Literary Criticism. Of course, the historians’ rcaldings
frequently fail to be adequaltcly or properly fiterary critical.
3.8 The Meaning-Effects of Reading

Ilowever, to say that a particular “reading” of Barth's Narrative is, or fails to
be, hiterary critical is not to divorce it from “knowledge” altogether. On the
contrary: any reading ol Barth must account for the (reading) cffects of Illis text. For
Barth himsel[ wrote for a specific audience in order to convey to them, or to say 1o
them, what the Sudan was/is like, and what could be done with her. And among the

“technology” at his disposal is the lechnology of writing. This is the truth of

.Peckham’s suggestion that travel or exploration be scen as “prompted by readings”

which, in any case, not only determined the places (o be visited, but also constructed
the far-away place as an artifact, which in turn was defined “in terms of its
legibility, while the traveller was cast in the role of the reader who activated the

meanings of the manuscript” (1999:172).
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In the last paragraphs of his Narrative, Barth’s narrator informs the reader that
he alone has “opencd to the view of the scientific public of Europe” the “ secluded
African world”, that is, has ma(ie it, as he says, “tolerably known” (TD3: 631; my
italics). Here Barth the narrator, indced Barth the real author, becomes, or is, In
textual reality, the ideal or competent or neccssary reader of the Sudan. He has lifted
her veil by reading, by penetrating, her.‘ Writing is the mechanism for this reading,
this unveiling, which, in turn, enacts Barth’s desire for “transparcnt” knowledge of,
and about, the Sudan. Yet this knowledge is a form of reading of the object that
“pacifies” it, which in turn has the Sudan-object reduced to its reader’s “colonizing”
knowledge. To borrow a metaphor from Fanon (1967:143), in unveiling the Sudan,
Barth revcals “her” beauty, bares her secret, and makcs her available for
(European) adventure.

This, surely, is one effect of the rcading-exploring practice: in reading the
Travels and Discoveries, the reader is invited to read, to experience, to command
the Sudan as a series of spaces, icons, bodies, and scenes. Hence Barth’s frequent
use of the metaphor of the thcatrc, musical intermezzo, and the opera in his reading-
scripting of the Sudanese “scenes”. That is, he puts her on display-play, maps her as
a space of/for Ais Curopean knowledge. Barth’s anxiety in this respect is towards his
audience: he secks to convince the members of his audience, to seek their
commitment 1o his, and his Natrative’s, fundamental terms, 1t has been argued, with
justice, that all narrative, of whatever kind, has 1o seek to impinge on the world of
the (or its) reader: "

Narrative meaning exists dialectically in the tension between
its world and that of the reader. We must not be mesmerized
by the fact that onty the former of these appears 10 be there on
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the page. The narrative is itsell inscribed in a language alrcady
inhabited by the rcader (Bell [990:197; my italics).

Ultimately, then, the rcader is implicated in the very project Barth’s Narrative
has set for itself, and which also, as thc quotation above implies, defines it. Yet
while Travels and Discoveries is meant to persuade or initiate its audicnce into an
interpretive closure, the truth is that its own interpretive community, the
Geographical Societies, the abotitionists, colonial officials, and the {9th century
imperial readers and, since then, its present ideal and imterested readers, have,
paradoxically, been brought into existence by their very experience of the Narrative
itself, whose “very last line” is an tavilation to the reader-audience Lo join the
project by reading the text.

But by soldoing, the Narrative lcaves the reader-audicnce with a project of
their own, namely (o join the rcading community or the interpretive audience. By
doing so, they would see, or project into, Travels and Discoveries as, the belicf that
it is the sign that speaks to the high Post-Enlightenment categorical imperative
which declares that the Sudan must be rescued from chaos, slavery and slave-
hunting for the benefit of the Sudan, or mankind. This, precisely, is what Lugard,
the ideal rcader of Travels and Discoveries, insists the point of Barth's travels
was/is all about: |

1

[n all these cases a higher civilisation was brought into contact
with barbarism ... in the cffort to protect the weak (rom the
1yranny of the strong (o extend the rule of justice and liberty, to
protect traders, settlers, and missions, and to check anarchy
and bloodshed ... Nor must we ignore the very real desire of
the people of [the Sudan] to assist in the suppression of slavery
and barbarous practices (Lugard 1922:613),
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There is no doubt that Barth saw beyond the mere writing of a
“philanthropic” narrative, or a historical book, on the Sudan. He was, in this sense,
paradigmatically conscious of the wider significance of his writing. As Rodgers
(1997) has found in a study of the contribution of mid-Victorian writers such as [1.
Haggard to imperial disooursc, Barth’s text not anly helped to condition Britain's,
even Europeans’, own developing imperial and racial identity, but also reflected
imperialist-Victorian attitudes towards the Sudan in an age of imperial cxpansion.

It has been emphasized by McLynn {1993:312) that European explorers have
always been the handmaidens to imperialism because they carriéd out “economic
surveys of the lands through which they travelied”. Nearly all of them, Barth
included, stressed, in the fashion of Lugard’s “dual mandate”, the two-way “benefits
of a partnership between Afvican labour and European capital and technology”. Yet
it is also true that they did this--- and Barth’s distinctive contribution in 1his should
be noted--~ first and foremost through writing. As an imperialist, Barth constructed
the image of the Sudan by turning her into a “heart of darkness” racked by
insecurity, tribal wars, the slave-hunts, cruelty, religious superstition and fanaticism,
and cultural inferiority. It was this which discursively and ideologically enabled
Lugard to speak of his special role as a “trustee, charged with bringing the
benighted primitive to light” (McLynn 1993:312). Thus the fictive, factitious and
cultural power which Barth's Narrative possesses is not unrelated to the literary,
- imaginative and discursive demands of his Audience for the very documentary
model of non-European ldentity and Otherness which Lugard and others like him

found in Fravels and Discoveries.
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To that extent, Barth himself is the ideal reader for imperial audiences, for he
not only entertained and informed his reading publics but also delivered the Sudan
in distinctive literary form; symbolic-fictitious images, and reified and reifying
discourses for the imperial policymakers, the domestic reader, and for colonial
adventurers. Yet this has been lost on both the nationalist and radical historians.
There is no attempt whatever on their part to sce the text or the narrative that they
study, or from which they derive “factual knowledge”, or “first-hand information™
as part of the 19th century imperiatist effort to hold on 1o and plan for Africa.

As Barkindo suggests {1984:32), the “writings of Barth [were] the theoretical
Justification for Curopean colonisation” ol the Lake Chad arca, and that “colonial
agents and adventurers all scemed to have worked towards the implementation of
his tdeas”. 1‘l1i§ shows that Barth's text was not, nor is it, a rarefied text, a mere
space of writing, but a veritable sign of social representation:

Through the writings of Barth .. Adamawa scemed the El

BDorado for European colonialism. This was why there was a .
race to Adamawa by the three Furopcan powers Britain, ‘
France and Germany (Barkinde 1984:33),

It is in this sense that the reception of a text such as Travels and Discoveries is
inseparable from its existence as an accentuation, displacement and condensation of
arguably “insidious” meaning effects. This, in truth, is why the Travels and
Discoveries which the modern, or more precisely, post-1857 (post-publication)
reader encounters is the recursively embedded result of a series of rcadings' by a host
of reading formations which have, to the same degree, overworked, over-coded, or

productively activated the text through the generations, Yet thesc reading
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formations are, or have been, in their turns, social, ideological, material and
institutional relationships.

A good illustration is Barth’s “chaos thesis” within which he cncodes the
Sudan. 1t should not be surprising for Barth to find “chaos™ everywhere in the Sudan
because his career was devoted to finding one, as has been demonstrated above.
Boahen’s argument that Barth “painted the [Sokoto Lmpire] as a Hobbesian statc of
nature” is 1o the point, Yet he does not attempt to explain the durable reasons for
Barth’s mislcading conceptions. Interestingly, Barth himsell in 1850-55 left behind
literally chaotic German provinces. Thus if Barth finds “chaos” all over the Sudan,
that must be the meaning-effect which both he and his inscribed audience and
reading publics have recursively cmbedded within his narrativizations. [t is little
surprise then that Barth's transpositional inscription of the Sudan as a plot struciure
of his own heroic deeds and superhuman accomplishments should picase and
delight his readers. It is therefore pointless to arcue, as Boahen does, that although
there were uprisings and revolts within the Sudan, it was not “chaos” or slave
raiding as Barth conceives it, but occasional disturbances which Barth mis-
interpreted or mis-described. In the final analysis, then, Barth’s text has no meaning
effects that can be constituted or realized omiside of such relationships or 'reading
formations which both his text and his readers have semiotically and intertextually
brought inte being.

This, it should again be emphasized, is the same process that governs the
production or reception of literary texts such as poems, novels and plays. As

Bennctt (1992:219) might put it, Travels and Discoveries has no meanings, only
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meaning-effects, that is, “has no meanings that can be traduced”. And so, like any
novel or play, Travels and Discoveries is the result of Barth’s impressions of his
reading public and audicnce, interacting creatively and interfextually with the
mquiretneﬁts of textual composition. His text is therclore not a given but an instance
of wider social and literary processes of representation, As such, it is both the first
and the lasi thing we should speak about since the text has no existence outside the
reading relations which have historically and analytically constituted its audiences,
reading formations and ils literary-informational or aesthetic-documentary value.

However, to raise the question of the literary-documentary value of 7Travels
and Di.ecoVerie§ is 1o move, analytically at least, from the consumers and receptors
of its representations to the objects and lechniqués of the representation itself.

NOTES : *

1. For the literaturc on reception theory, sce Holub (1984), Suleiman and Crosman
(1980) and Tompkins {1980).

2. Eze (1997:6) has highlighted the “intertextuality” which binds together, so o
speak, these philosophers: “There is ... quite a promiscuous theorctical as well as

stylistic dependence of one writer on ancther”.

3. 1t should be noted that Barth, in a pre-photographic era, had had to convey to his

readers an almost “pictorial” representation within a graphic one.
4. See the account in Newbury (1992:1-45) and McLynn (1993: 13-38).
5. According Moorhouse, Buxton’s solution to Africa’s alleped miscries was

“legitimate trade”, which Buxton remarked, “should carry away the supcrﬂliities of

Aftica [and] above all, to establish [the Christian] rcligioh in Africa” (1973:28).
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6. When Barth brought back these two African lads, he presented them to Queen
Victoria and the Kaiser in Berlin. Yet it is very likely that Barth was more intercsted
in their conversion to Christianity, as part of the then effort by missionaries and
colonialists to plan for the Sudan. On this point, sce Kirk-Greene and Newman
" (1971:1-25), Suleiman (1997:37-51). I have benefited from reading an unpublished
paper on this by Sani Abba Aliyu (forthcoming in Kano Studies).

7. The eminent geographer, and Barth’s former teacher, Carl Ritter asked Barth to

explore the eastern part of the Lake Chad area. On this sece Boahen (1964:181-1 96).

8. There is a text of the draft trealy in Boahen (1964:237) and a copy of the trcaty
between Great Britain and Umar the Sheik of Bomu in 1851 and the treaty between
Great Britain and the Sultan of Sokoto, Aliyu Babba (1853) in Adeleye (1971:331-
334).

9. See the communication between Richardson and Bidwell {Foreign Office Papers
in the British Public Record Office, or F.O. 101/23, Qct. 11, 1849. 1t is also cited in
Boahen (1964:182). |

10, The ecngravings, woodcuts, and other illustrations do not contain captions. These
are clearly meant for the rcaders’ ocular penetration, that is, in silence,
Allegorically, this is an invitation to the reader to fill in. “Space here”, writes Ong

“Is the equivalent of silence (1982:128)".

11. Ong (1982:102) has argued that there is no extra-textual context cither for
readers or for the author (writer):

“Lack of veritable context is what makes writing normally

so much more agonizing an activity than oral presentation

to a real audicnce ... The writer’s audicnce is always a

k]
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fiction. The writer must set up a role in which absent and

often unknown readers can cast themselves”.

12. “Fiction” is not synonymous with “falsification”, or unreality. Sce the debate on
this in Lang (1990:189), and sections of chapter six below. ‘

13. In 1849, Barth published a narrative of his Journeys in the Mediterranean arca
and Asia Minor, his Wanderungen durch dic Kustenlander des Mittel Meeres,
ausgefuhrt in den Jahren 1845 [846 and 1847 (vol. 1).

4. Afler intermittent quarrels with the Foreign Office, and the London Royal
Geographical Society, Barth returncd to Germany, travelled again to Spain, (1861),
the Balkan Peninsula {1862), and Western Tuckey (1865). It was in 1864 that he
published the Essay which he had read to the Royal Geographical Society in 1857.

For a dctailed treatment, see Kirk-Greene (1965: ix- xviii).

15. For example, Spittler (1995) and Lange (1995). Lange’s text is particularly
instructive since he apparcntly wrote the text in German, and then translated it into

English for the English-speaking German Journal Saeculum,

16. For the text of these nsfructions and other relevant texts on the exploration of
Africa, see Newbury (1995:44-79).

17. 1t might have been the realization of this by Barth that spurred him to produce a
German translation which appeared together with the English original in 1857-58.
Urvoy (1936} has claimed that the English and the German texts are identical,
except the dedication in the German edition, which was to Kaiser Williams, rather
than Lord Clarendon. Benton (1913:5), the translator of Arnold Shultze (1913) says
that e has been informed by J. Arthur that “the English and German editions {of
Barth's Narcative] vary considerably, and whole paragraphs are missing [in the

German edition]”,
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18. True cnough, Barth’s text was read in 1857-58 n the immediate context of
abolitionist and imperialist rhetorics, for it was, above all, privileged in terms of its
wealth of abolitionist, commercial and political “information”, These rhetorics
functioned as allegories not only for Barth’s scicntific meticulousness but also for

his audience’s “humanitariar’™ values.

19. Subsequent cditions of the Narrative, especially the 3-volume cdition of 1965,
have the black and white illustrations engraved by Loosing-Barritt, His cngravings

are also based on Barth’s pencil sketches.

20, Thus far from conveying Barth’s realistic method, or pre-occupation with the
matter of fact, the drawing of sketches is one way by which the alien explorer sceks
to authenticate his presence at thc scene, which is also ancther way of conferring
representational authority on his writing, which, naturally, should wish to give the

impression that it has truly disclosed the “real”,
21. For the text of thesc reviews, see Kirk-Greene (1962:48-52).

22. Yet lagleton alse finds that periodicals such as the Spectator sold only about
three thousand copies, in a population of between {ive and six million; and that the
periodicals were aimed at the literate middle-class and bourgeois, not farm labourers

or domestic scrvants (1984:14).

23. In a passage in TDIl: 310, Barth speaks sarcastically of “Mohammedan
tearning”. o |
24, I am indebted to Umar (1997) for some of the points in my readings of Lugard,
although 1 find his argument about a specilically Europcan or Lugardian discourse’
of the “Dark Continent”, as distinet from imperialist ideology in general,

unconvincing. For example, Umar docs not probe the “psychological™ aspects of
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Lugard’s upbringing (as a boy he wroic adulatory essays about Livingstone and
same of the other explorers; had a failed love affair, thought of suicide or death in
action) and his impecrialist dispositions (wanted to join the lalian army which was

preparing 10 invade Ethiopia). On this, seec Mclynn (1993:344),

25. Culler (1975:135) has argued that “writing” (arguably both “fictional” and “non-
fictional™) “depends on [the] readers’ ability 1o naturalize it and to recognize the
common world which serves as point of refecrence”. Perhaps this partly explaing the
propensity of historians to “naturalize” Barth’s narrativizations, or o assume

implicitly the “world”™ brought (o (textual) lifc by Barth’s texL.

26. Sec the introduction to the series written by K.Q. Dike, appended to many books
in the sertes, such as Adeleye (1971), and Last (1967). Professor Dike writes:

“... In the nincteenth century, when Rurope occupied Africa, her
scholars did not attempt 1o undersiand or to build on the
historical traditions in existcnce there; they sought instead to
challenge and supplant them. The history of European traders,
missionaries, cxplorers, conquerors and rulers constituted, in
their views, the sum of total African history”.

1t is debatable whether this ambition has been realized, given the heavy reliance on

the European explorers by indigenous historians in recounting Sudanese history.

27. In Lang’s formulation of the issue, there is “aesthetic proximity” between the
author and the reader where the latter’s discourse is privileged by the reader in such
a way that his stalemenis arc rendered incorrigible. This, argucs Lang,

“accompanies cven the strongest versions of the concept of “aesthetic distance”
(1990:190).

28. Here is an illustration of this. Usman reviews Barth’s view on the commercial
decline of Katsina on account of the wars and upheavals of the 19th;ccntury. Usn\{an
cites Bovill, and other authorities on the issuve. In the end, Usman reqchcs the
conclusion that “the fragmentary cvidence available does not conclusively support

Barth’s view of the commercial decline [of Katsina] afier the Jihad™ (211, my
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italics). Usman’s next sentence is as follows: “There are certainly indications which
point lowards a decline...” (211). After the initial evasive maneuvers, Usman
certifies the very notions of Barth’s that he had earlier questioned, That is, at onc
pole Barth is seen as deploying what might be called “fiction of authority”™; and at

another the “authority of fac(”.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
WRITING, VISUALISM, AND PRESENCE

The image cannot re-present and add the representer to the
represented, except in so far as the presence of the re-presented
is already folded back upon itself in the world, in so far as life
refers to its own wish for a supplement ). Derrida (1976:184).

4.1 The Mobile Significd

In his account of his journey in the Sudan, Barth inscribes himself, much
like Columbus before him, as the protagonist, the authorial narrator, of the very
story he tells of his exploration of an alien and exotic land. He also claims for
himself the intentionality of direct address. In the preface to his narrative of this
journey, the reader is informed that Barth-- the hero and real author, the inscribing
agent and narrator ego-- is an explorer on a journey of discovery" (TDI: xxviii), and
that he is an "African explorer” who secks to "penetrate into the interior” (TDI:
xxiv; my italics). Yet this journey into the interior of the Sudan is undertaken not by
a disembodied mind, or a serial consciousness, but by the subject ol exploration,
who has had boyish thoughts of visiting the blank or little known regions in the
interior of Africa. The protagonist says that he had, before his journey, often cast a
wishful look towards those unknown or little known regions in the interior” (xxiii).

Barth's text thus takes the form of the inscription of this "wishful look
towards" the other, now veiled, now inscrutable. But this story is also the narrative
of the protagonist’s high “humanitarian™ ideals, the "progressive civilization of the
neglected races [of the Sudan"] (xxiv). This is what Pratt calls the "male discovery

rhetoric” (1992:104) which inscribes the Other within the narrative of desire, the
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protagonist’s desire, to expand his imagination into new and exotic areas so as o
affect himsel{ with his own re-presenmtation. Yet as desire, Barth’s impending
journey is a signifter for his nced for fulfillment in which his full presence would be
registered, or rather repeated as a working system supported not only by an
institutionalized audience-reading formation but als;) by the literary powers of
visualism, writing, and representation. As Derrida writes, “Desire desires the
exteriority of presence and absence” (1976: 167). For example, the narrator says that
his endeavor Lo explore the Sudan consisted in a "desire to know something more
about [those regions, and it] acted on me like a charm" (TDI: xxiv). But this desire
is presented as a signifier for knowledge: to know morc about the exotic other, to
get a "clearer insight into the customs and the polity” of the Other; to "represent”
them, and 1o place before the European reader "a new and animale picture” of "those
apparently savage and degraded tribes” (xxviii).

But because this enterprise reqtiires, and is itself a, representation, it would
consist in an ocular penctration of the other space that would seek to conquer the
anxiety of rcpresentalion.' For this, the traveller must be several things all at once:
investing eye, which must remain mobile and active; a writing and written suh‘rjcct,
which transforms the visual imagc into the signified content of experience; and an
originary presen#:e, which invests perception with the symbolic resources of
textuality for the cdification, instruction, and entertainment of the inscribed
audience and the reading subject at home. This is why the hero is on a search for
knowledge, knowledge that is driven by the desire to represent both the journey and

the activity of the journey as meaning and as fext. For not only would Barth’s
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journey to the Sudan afford him a situation of seeing but also the representation of
the seeing  in the form of a symbolic act of mastery and control in which the Sudan
would not only be visually inspected but also re-inscribed, written over. It is little
ﬁonder, then, that the hero complains about a native’s karem which is so sccured
from visual apprchension that “the dark passages cading to the interior could not be
penetrated by a stranger’s eye” (D1 459; my italics).

This Baconian hunger for travel, discovery, and visual appropriafion
transforms the narcator of the text into the demiuvrgic subject who would explore,
that is, re-tracc hidden reality so as to discover, lo "trace the historical
thread.. through this labyrinth of tribes and overthrown Kingdoms [and reflect] on
their possible progress and restoration, through the intercourse with more civilized
parts ol the world” (xxxii). All this is designed to make legible what is obscure, or
conslitute presence out of absence. In this way, the narrator of Travels and
Discoveries secures  the legitimacy and the activity of his presence in the Sudan.
This consists in the restoration, or better still inscrtion, of the secluded Sudan into
History through the tellinér, of her exolic presence, so that:

a lively intercst is awakened by reflection of [her] possible
progress and restoration, through the intercoursc with more
civilized parts of the world [Europe] (TDI: xxxii; my italics).

To this extent, "discovery” is the lifting, as it were, of the Sudan from its
materiality and relationships into the universalizing visionary/visual field of the
explorer-observer. Thus the new interest in the Sudan would be a re-description, "a
scheme” (TD3: 144), analogous to the predestined authority of the hero in Baconian

narrative of discovery (142). This is why exploration implies the "discovery “of the

Other as a story, as a semantically productive matrice, as a discursive "event”, and
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as the subject of articulation. However, this subject of articulation is also a visual
subject, or rather the subject that represents and “constructs™ the visual scene itself.

4.2 Writing and the Visual Scene

In his travels through the Sahara, Katsina, Kano, Bornu, Bagirmi, Sokoto,
and Timbuktu, the narrator-hero of Travels and Discoveries has, and rclies on, one
thing: sceing ot visuality. He strives to "obtain a glance” at things, and to make
things “become visible™ (TD1: 387). Villages, trees, bodies and landscapes "greet
the cye" (TD1: 399). He sces the "seen”, that is, objects "favorable for observation”
(Ibid: 443). He burns, hc says, “with impatience to see” every piece of the Sudan
(TD2: 155), especially its landscape. The narrator is thus a seeing-man who brings
visual order onto the landscape: he relies on the authority of (his) optical vision.
Indeed he frequently constitutes objects, or authors images, by beholding them ("]
was so anxious Lo behold..." [TD2: 158]). That is why discovery, [or the natrator,
consists in screening objects, or in optically conferriag on them signiﬁcancc (as
screened objects):

[1] looked from the bank over the scenery before me, 1 was quite
enchanted, although the whole country bore the character of a
desolate wilderness (TD2: 164).

Note here that it is the locking, or the act of seeing, which has led to both the
enchantment and the ensuing disenchantment. Yet at other occasions seeing or
looking is a transcendental moment, a moment of sudden illumination, the ideal
site/sight for a religious epiphany and delirious triumph of the spiritual sentiment of
the soul. Yet all this must also lead to naming, claiming, and discursive possession

of the object of visuality:
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