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mous stretches of wasteland and waste-time, the West could benefit frg
Some more spontaneous confusion between labor and leisure, between
ture and culture, berween doing and not doing, between efficiency
contemplacion. .

Transculture is an experience of dwelling in the neutral spaces and la .
cunas between cultural demareations. Transculture is not simply a mode @ik G&&ER\ 7
of integrating cultural differences but a mode of creating something di
ferent from difference itself, and one form of it is the ordinary, the form
less, the random, the indiscriminate, The ordinary is this excess g
existence that does not fit into any existing cultural model, including the 4
opposition of culture and nature, which is also modeled and assimilar ¢ ._
by culture. The ordinary is what cannot be assimilated, the “trans-" cul
tural, “extra-“cultural, che surplus of “just being,” something that can
conveyed by such words as “just,” “merely,” “simply.”

Thus we can generalize about at least three transcultural modes: O ]
is exchange, interaction, or integration among existing cultures; anoth
is the creation of imagined or the exploration of potential cultures; and
the third is the experience of the ordinary that is extracultural: neither§
opposed to culture (as nature is) nor inscribed into it.

The Rehumanization of the Humanities

Mikbail Epstein

ikhail Bakhtin's late writings assume that the fundamental charac-
teristic of the human is its capacity to be other to its own self. To
ut it as simply as possible, it is a self-consciousness that splits us into
; bject and object, and thus makes us other to ourselves. If on_.m.a:nwm
grows from the very foundation of what it means to be human, this al-
ws us to reinterpret the postmodern paradox of the debumanization of vhe
pumanities from Bakhtin’s point of view, as a necessary stage of human
{f-awareness.
One of the general tenets of poststructuralism has been to ascribe the
urce of our activity to some non-human, impersonal structures speak-
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manization becomes possible. The previous emphasis on dehumanized
knowledge, including psychoanalysis, Marxism, semiotics, structuralism,
and poststructuralism, may be reinterpreted in new terms as signs of a
man self-objectifying or self-othering capacity.

How can .we rehumanize formerly humanistic disciplines without
rinscribing the limitations of traditional humanism as exposed in the
tconstructive critique of metaphysics? How can we get beyond this cri-
ique? Which interpretive modes or new epistemologies can form the
is of rehumanization?
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Bakhtin’s ultimate project (never implemented) was the construc ;

of a philosophical anthropology that would focus on the phenomenon;
humanity in a much broader sense than is usually considered by the «
temporary humanities. According to Bakhtin, the human being is

sible to state one’s non-knowledge without knowledge of this non-
knowledge. If Kant developed a critique of knowledge, Bakhtin’s remark
suggests a critique of ignorance as a humanly produced form of knowl-
edge. We suppose that the world is what it is insofar as we do not know

it, do not intrude and transform it with our perceptions and instruments
the witness and judge. When consciousness appeared in the world (in exis: /i ' of knowledge. But this non-knowledge derives from the very possibility
tence) and, perhaps, when biological life appeared {perhaps not only animals

of knowledge, which therefore makes the world different from what it
but trees and grass also witness and judge), the world (existence) changed rad- would be in the absence of the CD_ADOSmDm person.
ically. A stone is still stony and the sun stil} sunny,

) ) X Our knowledge always transcends our non-knowledge, because we
asa i:oﬁ.?:ﬂ:»_an& becomes completely @R@RE because a new and major | know that we do not know. The s tatement “I know that I know nothing”
character in this event appears for the first rime on the scene of earthly exis-

i i 1d call optimistic epistemology. How could we
tence—the witness and the judge. And the sun, while remaining physically is the axiom of whar I would ca optimt P 8Y

v - i ject of
the same, has changed because it has begun to be cognized by the witness and v know that we do not know unless our non W:oﬂ.m&%a is an object o

the judge. It has stopped simply being and has started being in itself and for knowledge? Even if we do not know ..nr_nm.m-_su.nrnamemm, &:mw asser-
itself (these categories appear for the first time here) as well as for the other, g tion presupposes that we do know that nrhnmm-_n-.nwnnwmm?nm exist and
because it has been reflected in the consciousness of the other (the wirness and; 4 *

the judge): this has caused it to change radically,

to be enriched and trans- )
formed. (This has nothing to do with ‘other existence.")' )

yond our knowledge
alled “things-in-themselves.” The non-knowable is actually an object of
egative knowledge.

All knowledge can be divided into positive and negative knowledge,

s well as positive and negative non-knowledge; hence the four care-
ories:

but the event of existence

At this point, Bakhtin’s position seems to be directly wnnrnovggm
presuming that the meaning of the world depends on its human cog
tion and reflection. But what about the world beyond our cognitio
Bakhtin further suggests that the existence of human conscious
transforms the entire meaning of the world even if this world is neve
be reflected and interiorized by consciousness. This is not the tradition il 1. I know that I know (positive knowledge)
category of humanizing the world, its appropriation and transformat 2.1 know that I do not know (Socratic knowledge)
for and by human subjectivity. Rather, the world is radically changy@ . 3. I do not know what I know (Platonic knowledge)

precisely because it remains wnénown and untouched, because now thy 4.1 do not know what I do not know (absence of knowledge)
being unknown and untouched acquires a principally different mean

in the presence of a “witness” capable of knowing and touching.

The first two categories need no further comment; we will discuss the
third and the fourth.
. - That we do not know what we know (unconscious knowledge) is the
| Platonic principle: Knowledge is anamnesis, or recollection of the forms
g that we knew before our birth, before any experience, and not through
our senses. We know not less but much more than we hope and claim to
® know because the larger part of our knowledge is hidden from us. “Learn-
; ng" is recollection of what I know without being aware of my knowl-
f edge. Thus, in the Platonic dialogue “Meno,” Socrates elicits geometrical
knowledge from a slave boy who never had studied geometry.
Itis only the fourth statement that can be characterized as the position
f.non-knowledge in a strict sense. We cannot discuss what we do not

Let the witness see and know only an insignificant corner of existence, and all
existence that is not cognized and not seen by him changes its quality (sense),
becoming uncognized, unseen existence, and not simply existence as it was be
fore, that is, without any relationship to the witness.?

In other words, unknown existence is as related to humans and
meaningful in human terms as known existence. Non-knowledge and thy
non-knowable are humanistic categories related to and derived fio
knowledge. The Socratic thesis “I know that I know nothing” make]
clear that ignorance is the product and object of knowledge: It is im
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know in this last instance since it is beyond our knowledge and neve
emerges in our thoughes and discourses, even in quotation marks

under a question mark. Number 4 is truly unknown, whereas 3 is uncos
sciously known and 2 is consciously unknown (is present in our cop.}
sciousness as an unknown, and we have evidence of its existence, thoug|
not of its essence). The place of the unknown is within our knowledge,
“x” is present within algebraic formulations and makes the science of al
gebra possible. Limitations on knowledge belong to the structure ]
knowledge, which is the transition between the known and the ufi

known, and therefore includes both of these domains, as a sign includ
both the signifier and the signified. Knowledge is the relationship be;
tween the known and the unknown, and therefore the unknown belongs

to the very condition of knowledge. The field of knowledge consists of §
three layers, 1, 2, and 3; it is only 4, the unknowable, that is beyond it

is the genuine subject of twentieth-century humanities: the world as
non-known to human beings and human beings as non-known to them-
selves. Now we may recognize that this non-knowledge constitutes part
of the very essence and aim of human knowledge, its otherness to itself.

Humanness, as Bakhtin defines this phenomenon, presupposes its
otherness to itself. “Nos-I in me, that is, existence in me; something
larger than me in me.” There are two different me’s: one is “me” in the
--narrow sense, separate from the other in me; and another is Me who em-
braces both me and the other. The other, “not-I in me,” includes lan-
guage and the unconscious that are speaking through us, not spoken by
us.

This “not-I" is the major theme and stronghold of twentieth-century
 humanities that explains their anti-humanistic and anti-personal stance.
Bakhtin reminds us, however, that this “not-I” is “in me,” though it is
larger than me in me” (me in Me). All of these superpersonal entities are
manities as impenetrable to human knowledge, such as the realm of the larger than “me,” but they still belong to the structure of Me in its self-
division, self-consciousness, and therefore non-knowledge of itself. This
- opens for the dehumanized humanities the prospect of rehumanization.
It is remarkable that for Bakhtin, the other, not-I, is more susceptible
~and open to consciousness than Me. “My temporal and spatial boundaries
e not given to me, but the other is entirely given.” Therefore, Me is a
mote complex object for the humanities than “me” or “other.” The radi-
i cal fallacy of the dehumanized humanities was the reduction of Me to me
and the belief that “the other” is beyond cognition, in distinction from
“me” that is “immediately given to itself,” as the sphere of transparence
and introspection. Bakhtin paradoxically shifts the perspective: it is “Me”
that cannot be fully cognized and objectified, in distinction from the
other that “is entirely given.” Thus the sphere of the “non-known” in the
¢ humanities belongs to their own human subject, to “Me.” Humanness, in
its capacity of permanent “self-othering,” dividing into “me” and the
‘other,” comprises the ultimate concern and enigma of all humanistic
disciplines.

The distinction berween the three stages in the development of the
humanities may now be formulated in the following way. In the first
stage, when the very concept of “humanitas” emerged in Renaissance
Italy, the humanities were mostly occupied with me in Me, that is, with
humanness that separated and distinguished the human from everything
fclse in the world. In the second stage, the phenomenon of humanity was
objectified and analyzed as the other in Me. This otherness was inter-
:preted by Marx as the totality of social relationships, as the generic other

tion? They are quite meaningful and even more dependent on humag
knowledge precisely because they are transcendent and extetior to this
knowledge. Twentieth-century humanities exalted in the discovery of
these superhuman or extra-human determinants that set limitations on
human activity, in contrast to the post-Renaissance exaltation of humag
subjectivity. Now it is time to revise this paradigm of dehumanizatio

through nineteenth centuries, but in order to extend the meaning of thig
humanistic project and incorporate dehumanization as only one of its i
dispensable dimensions and unavoidable stages. The human manifests i
humanness by positing and transcending its limits and becoming no
human. Non-knowledge is no less a human quality than knowledge.

We may designate a specific prefix in order to display the principal
difference between existence as it is in itself and existence as i is in the
state of being non-known. This would suggest that being unknown an
being non-known are quite different states of being. The “unknown”
expressed in statement four is what has no relationship to knowledg
thus we cannot posit the existence of the unknown in principle because’
by positing it we still acknowledge it, bring it into negative relationshi
with the known. The unknown cannot be discussed, indicated, or pre-#
sented in connection with any human concern—we do not even kno
whether it exiscs.

It is the “non-known,” as expressed in statements two and three, thg
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of alienated material production and economic conditions. Freud inte
preted this otherness as the psychological id, as the unconscious, spon
neously determining and mastering the human ego. Saussurian
post-Saussurian developments in semiotics interpreted this otherness
those linguistic mechanisms that predetermine the form and meaning
my speech acts. Tolstoy in War and Peace presented Napoleon, who b
lieves in the infinite possibilities of his individual will, as a mere toy ig
the play of myriads of historical factors and objective conditions. If R
naissance humanists believed that the human being was himself direct:d
ing the course of his historical destination, then Tolstoy, one of the great
historical fatalists, viewed the human being as a child who presses hi
hands against the carriage and imagines that it is he who pushes it ahe
European humanism, born in the Renaissance, was like this child full g
zonfidence in its creative forces and unbounded activity, whereas Marr
Tolstoy, and Freud looked at this child with the knowing smile of ap
idult who understands that the carriage is moved by forces that are §
rom obedient to human will and can easily bring the human to the bri
of self-destruction.

Now that this paradigm of otherness has been sufficiently explored an
laborated in the humanities of the twentieth century, we can also locate it
n the near past as still another aspect of what constitutes the unity of Mg
0 a human being. The stage “me” coincides with the realm of the tradi
ional humanities, and the stage of the “other” with the “dehumanities” of
he late nineteenth through the twentieth century (to suggest a term fo
bat approach to the humanities whose principal message was their dehy
1anization). This rise of the dehumanities was not a mistake or deviatioy
ut a necessary stage of exploration of “otherness” as constitutive
umanness in its capacity of self-transcendence and self-awareness,
atire thrust of Marxist, Freudian, Saussurian, structuralist and post:3
tucturalist thought can be described in Bakhtinian terms as follows]
The I hides in the other and in others, it wants to be only an other fof
thers, to enter completely into the world of others as an other, and to cas
om itself the burden of being the only I (I-for-myself ) in the world.”

Now that the “other” in its opposition to “me” has been theoretically

its narrow, Renaissance sense (“me”) and non-human as it was postulated
- by the dehumanities of the twentieth century (“other”). Trans-humanis-
tic knowledge is addressed both to intra-human capacities and extra-
~ human forces as inherent in the human capacity for self-transcendence,
- dividing Me into “me” and “other,” into “personal” and “impersonal.”
Me itself, according to Bakhtin, is the “supraperson,” or, to follow his
“original expression, it is “nadchelovek,” “transhuman.” Bakhtin con-
nects this discovery of “otherness” in a human being with Me’s “transhu-
man” capacity for self-transcendence and self-awareness. “This is
analogous to the problem of man’s self-awareness. Does the cognizer co-
incide with the cognized? . . . Something absolutely new appears here:
the supraperson {nadchelovek], the supra-I, that is, the witness and the
judge of the whole human being, of the whole 1, and consequently some-
one who is no longer the person, no longer the I, but the otber.”’ Supra-I,
or Me, is posited here precisely as the open space of non-coincidence be-
tween “the cognizer” and “the cognized” (“me” and “other”) and thus as
. the sphere of humanly creative and responsible “self-awareness” that in-
cludes the possibility of self-deception and “non-knowledge.”
Semiotic, genetic, economic, and other “unconscious” and “inhuman”
- structural forces are constitutive of the phenomenon of humanness and
- comprise the potential field of the transhumanities. Therefore, the other-
- ness that was previously apprehended as a dehumanizing factor can now
be reappropriated as the self-transcendence of humanity. In Bakhtin’s
view, which is maintained here, “this {transcendence} has nothing to do
with ‘other existence’” ; rather it has ro do with the existence of the other,
- Self-transcendence does not postulate any separate transcendental realm
‘because such an assertion would be a self-contradictory involvement of
- knowledge in the sphere of the unknown.
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Chapter 8

Nomadic Desires and Transcultural Becomings

Ellen E. Berry

:

n-his essay “Transculture and Society,” Epstein delineates three modes
A within which transcultural dynamics operate: an integrative mode (as a
means of unifying existing cultures), an imaginative mode (as a means of
inventing new cultural expressions), and an extracultural mode (as a site
 for the emergence of the ordinary). This chapter explores a fourth, migra-
fory ‘modality that emphasizes both the movement of cultural materials
tween and within cultures (a migratory empbhasis suggested by the pre-
L fix rans-), as well as the nomadic nature of critical thought itself in a
. %om::o%n: moment. It frames this exploration in relation to some mod-
 els of the contemporary global system whose radically mobile and inter-
tive nature has definitively altered processes of cultural production and
Ereception.
¢ A number of contemporary scholars have worked on mapping the con-
ours of this still-emerging global system and to specify its multiple ef-
ects on cultural production and reception, on social relations, on
E political processes, and on national economies, among other sites (see, for
ple, Appaduari, Buell, Featherstone, Harvey, Jameson). There is no
idespread agreement on the distinctive features of this global land-
ape—in part because of its rapidly changing nature and fundamentally
obile character; in part because of the enormity and complexity of any
ttempts to map its contours; in part because of the range of theoretical
and disciplinary perspectives through which various global relations have
en conceived. Nonetheless, some specific characteristics might include




