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PREFACE

BAMBANG SUGIHARTO

The post-Cold War situation has given way to a aed unprecedented
constellation of global interrelations. The powenstellation today is not
only multi-polar, but rather, ‘chaotic’: its cogfiration keeps shifting and
it is determined not simply by new emerging supengrs (such as China,
India or Brazil), but also by any seemingly smalleets (such as
Wikileaks or the bankruptcy of the Lehman Brothénshon-linear modes
of interaction. The interdependency between comtiasithrough
networks of communication somehow makes significiwainges more and
more unpredictable.

Such interdependent, yet chaotic, world order, um.t raises new
philosophical questions. Identity, culture and Iciation cannot be
understood anymore simply in terms of traditionategories. Indeed,
these categories are called into question througtuah interrogation and
mutual enlargement of horizons among different camities in the
world. And this inevitably entails hybridization drpluralization, even
within every traditional system, be it a culturabcial, philosophical or
religious system.

The Asian voices included in this book speak ofogmition of and
respect for the ‘otherness’, the other outside @l ag inside of traditions.
The writers mostly see globalization as well asrtben cultural positions
through dialogical imagination in which a Westerrilgsophical
framework is deployed to find out their Asian pmsis, and the reverse,
the Asian reality is used to problematize the Westeamework. Thereby
this book attempts to shed light on the questionhofv we are to
understand anew culture and civilization in todagsmopolitan world.






INTRODUCTION

ROY VORAGEN

Cultures and civilizations are as old as humarohjisthowever, in the
last two decades or so culture and civilization cascepts have been
extensively discussed and questioned in all corofetise (academic) world.
Politicians, journalists, political scientists, &ogists, anthropologists,
economists, philosophers and laypeople have crowhisdBabylon with
virulent energy.

The fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9, 1989 ased enormous
euphoria and not only in that particular part ofdpe. In this post-Cold
War excitement some thought that the West provtdesonly model for
modernization. Other parts of the world shoulddwdlithe social, political
and economic models that have brought prosperitiggdNest. And these
models focus on free market capitalism; scienahyrtelogy and innovation;
meritocracy through the market based on equal appities and access to
education; pragmatism in politics; democracy andcpéul negotiations;
and the rule of law. Pragmatism in politics suppibgéeads to an absence
of ideological conflict and Francis Fukuyama cowed that history came
to an end (history is then defined as ideologigatflict in a Hegelian
fashion)® This overlooks the diversity all around our woeldd it is clear
by now that not all countries are ‘progressing’ &mtks Western liberal
democracy nor are they willing to do so in the fatThe term ‘progress’
implies that people should only be satisfied ifythige in a country like
Western countries).

The end of the Cold War, however, posed many nesstipns. A bi-
polar world was rather easy to understand afterentioan forty years of
phony war between the United States and the for8wriet Union.
Samuel Huntington designed a concept for the npaliir world order: the

! Francis Fukuyamalhe End of History and the Last M@New York: The Free
Press, 1992). This could be regarded as a forpolificide, an extreme form of
depoliticization as a crisisf and notin democracy when governance is only seen
in terms of policy-making.
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clash of civilizations. “People use politics notstuto advance their
interests but also to define their identifyAnd international politics,
according to Huntington, is characterized by idgngolitics in the era
after the Cold War. To define the West as Christihaugh, overlooks the
fact that the United States is very different frdhe European Union
countries (almost five hundred million citizens)edwo the secularization in
many European countries. Moreover, it overlooksféioe that while many
Asian countries are predominantly Buddhist, Hin@anfucian or Islamic,
there are also many Christians living in these toesm (It also remains a
question, for example, how significant an impactnfoianism has on
communist China or whether only lip service is paids tenets).

The terrorist attacks on New York and WashingtonSgptember 11,
2001 ended the joyous nineties. Some saw a newlai-prorld emerging:
Islam versus the rest, particularly the West. Tpecavith the anxiety
induced by terror, non-Muslims started to read €eran. However,
civilizations cannot clash, people can, and a periso never only a
Muslim, nor is one Muslim a representation of Islasnsuch. By seeing an
individual person merely through the perspectiveafmunity, culture,
religion or civilization, is to reduce that persimna single dimension. Well
before civilizations can clash, we have alreadyitéth the scope to a
single perspective. Then we fall into the trap efaotypes — sometimes
with good intention. That all Muslims are (potehtigrrorists is as much
nonsense as claiming that all Muslims are by deédimi peace lovers.
Amartya Sen says that we have “to distinguish beiwgl) the various
affiliations and loyalties a person who happenisé@ Muslim has, and (2)
his or her Islamic identity in particulaf.We will miss the whole picture if
we only focus on the second. To read war throughptism of religion is
to overlook other reasons and causes. For exathgléiddle East cannot
be understood if we only look at Islam and Judaisime; conflict also
concerns access to land and drinkable water asadfftenost of this area is
desert.

The cheerful nineties became even farther away wien bank
Lehman Brothers went bankrupt on September 15, 2868his bankruptcy

2 Samuel P. HuntingtorThe Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of \Worl
Order (New York: Simon&Schuster, 1996), 21. Also SamBeHuntingtonWho
are We? America’s Great Debat@ondon: Free Press, 2004). In this book
Huntington claims that Americans should refocugtm WASP culture, tradition,
religion, language and values again as a respams@ass immigration from
Latinos.

3 Amartya SenJdentity and Violence, The lllusion of DestiBrinceton: W.W.
Norton, 2007), 61.
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ignited a global financial crisis. This financial crisis is also a political
crisis, because global market capitalism could only be established through
political decisions. Now questions are raised whether the United States can
still remain the sole super power in the world of emerging powers. This
has less to do with the power of the United States declining and more to
do with other powers emerging, for example: China (a country that lent
huge amounts to the United States, partly to pay for the war-on-terror),
India and Brazil have to be reckoned with today and in the future.* These
historical changesin (global) society, politics and the economy raise many
new philosophical questions. How to understand identity, culture and
civilization in our globalized world (especially from an Asian perspective)?

Overlappingterritoriesin a globalized world

Globalization is not something abstract, it is concrete and its
conseguences are real. Globalization is not out there, it is here and now.
Globalization is not metaphysical; it is political (because its multiple
causes and conseguences are real and public). While the consequences of
globalization are obviously uneven, that, on the other hand, does not mean
that people have merely to accept these consegquences passively without
any ability to alter, appropriate and acculturate. Fatalism, after al, is the
end of the power to change.

There is nothing teleological about globalization. History has no
purpose and the future is not inevitable. We are not progressing toward a
situation where we will all be members of a single civilization, where all
peoples of the world will embrace liberal-secular democracy and free
market capitalism as the end of ideological conflict. Not only is
globalization not a given, its consequences are unequal and not benign
(and can be bellicose).

Modernity in the era of globalization is not linear and not singular. The
Enlightenment hope for progress and historical inevitability is utopian.
Moreover, the Enlightenment dream of a universal civilization is
Eurocentric.® A growing interconnectedness and interdependence does not
necessarily lead to peaceful cooperation; globalization does not mean an
end to al international political conflicts, interstate war remains an

4 Fareed Zakaria, The Post American World (Princeton: W. W. Norton, 2008); and
Kishore Mahbubani, The New Asian Hemisphere, The Irresistible Shift of Global
Power to the East (New Y ork: Public Affairs, 2008).

5 John Gray, False Dawn, The Delusions of Global Capitalism (London: Granta,
2002), 170.
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imminent possibility. While nation-states might se® have lost steam, it
does not mean an end to state sovereignty. Glalializ has impacts on
everyone, but not equally. Globalization, writesritH Beck, are “the
processegshrough which sovereign national states are assed and
undermined by transnational actors with varying spexts of power,
orientation, identities and network®.Globalization, Anthony Giddens
writes, is a “[g]rowing interdependence betweelfiedént peoples, regions
and countries in the world as social and econoelationships come to
stretch worldwide.” Giddens sees modernity spreading across the gbe
globalization progressésModernization in the era of globalization is not
the same as Westernization or homogenization (tigation, though, is
the keyword). Modernization, on the other hand,obees pluralized;
globalization thus means a move away from univensef’

Space and time are being compressed; we can gesaspace within
no time. Activities — from war to entertainment -ancoccur or be
experienced simultaneously around the globe. Thissdhot mean that
space is no longer of significance, how could weahd act without it?
Space is the precondition to all existence, actind interaction. We, to
state the obvious, live spatially. Territory idlstnportant and we can see
a dialectic between the local and the global, iglocalization.
Globalization is thus still spatially constitutedpwever, the meaning of
distance and proximity changes in a world wherepfegovalues, goods
and money are mobile. | can be socially near toesom, but that person
can be spatially distant (or the other way around).

5 Ulrich Beck,What is Globalization?Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003), 11.

" Anthony GiddensSociology(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), 690.

8 Anthony GiddensThe Consequences of Modern{fambridge: Polity Press,
1990), 63, 177. Giddens defines modernity as “ferr® institutions and modes of
behavior established first of all in post-feudalr&pe, but which in the twentieth
century increasingly have become world-historicalmpact. ‘Modernity’ can be
understood as roughly equivalent to ‘the indusiéa world’, so long as it be
recognized that industrialism is not its only ingibnal dimension. [...] A second
dimension is capitalism [...]. Each of these can iséirjuished analytically from
the institutions of surveillance [...]. This dimensioan in turn be separated from
control of the means of violence in the contextraf ‘industrialization of war’.”
Anthony GiddensModernity and Self-IdentityCambridge: Polity Press, 1991),
14-5.

® Ulrich Beck,World Risk SocietyCambridge: Polity Press, 2003), 3.

10 Géran Therborn, “At the birth of second centurgistngy: times of reflexivity,
spaces of identity, and nodes of knowleddijtish Journal of Sociolog$1, no.1
(January/March 2000), 14, 19.
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Globalization is not a one-way process people haveundergo
passively, but, of course, not everyone has theespower to alter,
appropriate and acculturate these changes. We aamgected in many
ways, and economics is only one way. Globalizaslbbouldnot be seen as
something ‘out there’, it ialsoan ‘in here’ matter. Globalization “affects,
or rather is dialectically related to, even the trinemate aspects of our
lives.”™! Globalization restructures space, what Giddents cattion at
distance’ is the possibility to act without beingegent. ‘Action at
distance’ is a two-way process, globalization ithaiit ‘direction’ and we
can no longer speak of globalization as WesterioizaNo one is outside,
and while for a long time, the ‘conversation’ wemly from the West to
the ‘other’ now “mutual interrogation is possibfé.”With ‘mutual
interrogation’ (for example the ongoing debate astgrolonialism and
neo-imperialism) not only comes all sorts of forafigviolent) resistance,
but also possibilities for all sides to change.

One such interrogation to resist is the three-decdd bookOrientalism
by the Palestinian-American Edward Said. The itlegate invasion of
Irag by the United States — by ignoring the Unitddtions and the
territorial integrity of the people of Iraq (as ansequence the United
States has lost standing in the international conityand therefore the
(soft) power to get things done) — proves that ltltisk has not lost any of
its persuasive power.

What Said calls Orientalism is an Orient basedhenexperiences of
Westerners. Orientalism is a discourse to makevalidg line between
‘us’ and ‘them’, between those who are includedhie making of history
and civilization and those who are not. For thigd®errows from Michel
Foucault and Antonio Gramsci. From Foucault he dasr the term
discourse and from Gramsci the term hegemony. @ilism is an
academic, intellectual and cultural discourse thalps to sustain the
economic, political and military hegemony of amouthers the United
States.

According to Said, borrowing from Giovanni Battistaco, “the Orient
is not an inert fact of nature. It is not meréhere just as the Occident
itself is not justthere either. [...M]en make their own history, that what
they can know is what they have made, and extetodgiéography: as both

1 Anthony Giddens, “Living in a Post-Traditional S$ety,” in Reflexive
Modernization, Politics, Tradition, and Aestheticsthe Modern Social Order,
Ulrich Beck, Anthony Giddens and Scott Lash (StaifdStanford University
Press, 1994), 95. Also Anthony Giddemke Transformation of Intimacy, Sexuality,
Love, and Eroticism in Modern Societi{gambridge: Polity Press, 2002).

2 Giddens, “Living in a Post-Traditional Society8-9.
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geographical and cultural entities — to say nothifighistorical entities
[such as nation-states] — such locales, regionsgrgphical sectors as
‘Orient’ and ‘Occident’ are man-madé>"However, Said continues, these
ideas on space have real consequences for povegionsl in our global
society.

Through Orientalisnthe Orient becomes ‘Orientalized’, so that the
Occident can dominate the Orient. Orientalism ismerely a set of myths
that can be removed by revealing the truth. Orlemtais a hegemonic
discourse about the Orient to hold power over thier® “Orientalism
depends for its strategy on this flexilgesitional superiority, which puts
the Westerner in a whole series of possible ralatipps with the Orient
without ever losing him the relative upper hant.”

Said is not saying that only women can write abmoinen (men can
be feminists, John Stuart Mill and Amartya Sen examples), or only
homosexuals about homosexuals, blacks about blagkgns about
Asians, Muslims about Islam. Said writes that “thés a difference
between knowledge of other peoples and other tifmatsis the result of
understanding, compassion, careful study and asdiystheir own sakes
[Said calls this form of knowledge humanism], and the other hand
knowledge — if that is what it is — that is partaf overall campaign of
self-affirmation, belligerency, and out-right warhere is, after all, a
profound difference between the will to understaiod purposes of
coexistence and humanistic enlargement of horizams] the will to
dominate for the purposes of control and externkrgement of horizons,
and the will to dominate for the purposes of cdntamd external
domination.*®

Said’s bookOrientalismis about how Westerners perceive the Orient
and how this body of knowledge is used in poweuncstires. His book is
not about the Orient in general or about the Aratl Bslamic world in
particular. This book is also not an anti-Westeook In the Islamic
world, so says Said, this book is read as suchd Saills this
‘Occidentosis’, which means that Muslims claim that the evils in the
world come from the west®

The Dutch-British lan Buruma and the Israeli Avisktargalit wrote a
book about ‘Occidentosis’. They write in the corsitun of Occidentalism,

13 Edward W. SaidQrientalism(New York: Vintage Books, 1994), 4-5.

¥ said, 7.

15 5aid, xix; Said calls Bernard Lewis a modern-daigalist.

16 Edward W. Said, “Orientalism and After,” iRower, Politics and Culture,
Interviews with Edward W. Saigd. Gauri Viswanathan (London: Bloomsbury,
2004), 221.
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The West in the Eyes of its Enemi@he story we have told in this book
is not a Manichaeistic one of a civilization at waith another. On the
contrary, it is a tale of cross-contamination, sipeead of bad ideas. This
could happen to us now, if we fall for the temptatto fight fire with fire,
Islamism with our own forms of intolerance. [...] Wannot afford to
close our societies as a defense against thosehawm closed theirs. For
then we would all become Occidentalists, and therald be nothing left
to defend.*’ Shortly after the 9/11 attacks, George W. Bushiguzated
the war-on-terror by saying that who is not witimhis against him. Bush
as the commander-in-chief of this war only createdre enemies.
(Friedrich Nietzsche could have warned hifh).

Orientalismby Edward Said and lan Buruma and Avishai Margalit
Occidentalism are about those people who divide the world anto'us’
and a ‘them’, who see the other as different, enlils’, less than human,
i.e. these are dehumanizing ideologies, which redwenan individuals to
sub-human classes, which, in turn, can lead todéstruction of human
lives.

The Orientalist sees the other as the ‘lazy nata®'the ‘exotic savant’
(often pictured in erotic and feminized terms). Tigtive is backward
because of his irrationality, and this justifiesorgalism and imperialism.
Colonialism and imperialism are justified as cgiitig forces, so the
argument goes.

Orientalism is as one-dimensional as Occidentalifmt now it
dehumanizes not the peoples of the Orient but ¢oples of the Occident.
Both ideologies have real and violent consequer@sima and Margalit's
book is an attempt to understand those who hijackeglanes that
destroyed the WTC in New York on an early Septenmh@ming that reset
the mood for this new millennium.

It is the spiritual and profound East versus thé&dlgomechanical,
shallow, rootless, destructive, sex-obsessed, arderialistic West.
Today, Occidentalists often focus on the UnitedteStahowever, “anti-
Americanism is sometimes the result of specific Aoan policies [...].
But whatever the U.S. government does or does mas dften beside the
point. [... Occidentalism refers] not to American ip@s, but to the idea

17 Jan Buruma and Avishai Margalifccidentalism, The West in the Eyes of its
EnemiegqNew York: Penguin Books, 2004), 149.

8 Friedrich Nietzsche, “The wanderer and its shatiamw,0On the Genealogy of
Morals and Ecce HomoWalter Kaufmann and R.J. Hollingdale (New York:
Vintage Books, 1969), section 208. Also Matthewdf2and Luke 11:23.
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of America itself, as a rootless, cosmopolitan, esfipial, trivial,
materialistic, racially-mixed, fashion-addicteditaation.”*°

How to deal with contingency, disagreement, indeteacy,
inconsistency, incoherence, incongruity, ambivatendeterogeneity,
opacity, paradox, risk and uncertainty in our gladeal era? Friedrich
Nietzsche is the philosopher that warned us théblogical uncertainty
causes anxiety, and possibly violence againstgtrariger’, against what
is ‘alien’.?° According to Zygmunt Bauman the task of philosopitay is
to teach us how to deal with uncertainty and cgatiity. No matter how
much we need common ground, the search for absalute universal
values, though, is the existential need for segdtitn a traditional society
the stranger would live on the other side of a nminnor sea (the Greeks
called those strangers barbarians), today we rgelomave that luxury.

Some long to return to a traditional society, fogives ontological
security a society in present-day modernity carprovide, with all the
consequent anxiety. In a pre-modern society thstgqreof what a society
is remains unasked. Within a tradition, a perswesliin a pre-established
order. In present-day modernity the individual hasask the questions
how (global) society should be ordered. We canarmér rely on pre-
established answers for these questions.

Modernity held the promise that we can find segunit rationality.
However, modernity is now primarily characterizey imsecurity and
instability. Radical doubt is turned against itsélbw can radical doubt
lead to certain and stable knowledge with which ce@ colonize the
future? What we do not know — or: cannot know prisbably as large as
what we do know now. Many dangers we face in thigrldv are
manufactured by ourselves (for example: global viagnor the economic
crises of 1997 and 2008). Many factors cannot lvergi which makes
calculating the probable consequences of risks ssipte.

We can know how to act if we are able to understansituation.
Indeterminacy makes global society a risk-proneirenment. The more
complex society is — i.e. the complexity of thewmtk of interactions —
the more insecure and instable. A high-risk envitent can lead to
anxiety and alienation. We live in an ambivalentitery, as Bauman
writes: “life is carried on by strangers among isgfers.“*> How to decide

19 Buruma and MargaliQccidentalism8.

20 Tony DaviesHumanism(New York: Routledge, 1997), 32-3.

21 zygmunt BaumanModernity and Ambivaleng€ambridge: Polity Press, 1991),
81-2.

22 zygmunt Baumanl.ife in Fragments, Essays in Postmodern Morali®xford:
Blackwell Publishers, 1995), 125.
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how to act if the actions of others are unpredietgbecause who the other
is, is unknown)? This can make life fragmentaryuiBan states that there
is a gap between what we need to know to know lwact and what we
can know about how to act among people we percaéstrange’.
Civilization and the freedom to sustain and creatkural values are no
longer feasible when fear takes over (see for elatyge European Union
captured in the image of a fortress).

The individual has to negotiate the proximity offfeliences. The
stranger is near but socially distant. The high ifitgbin present-day
modernity makes this situation even more complelie Tanger is a
renewed longing for community-hood — a communityhagk relations of
care — to exclude the stranger.

That brings us to the moral problem of culturahtieism. There is an
old saying: “In Rome do as the Romans do.” Does tivan there is no
room for universal values that cross the boundariepace and time? One
such universal value could be the respect for hulifanHowever, the
debates concerning abortion, euthanasia and thin gemalty seem to
show that we do not have a consensus on the queasftiwhat constitutes
man. What is then the normative source of morafityur moral values
and norms merely reflect the cultural conventioha particular space and
time?

The anthropologist Clifford Geertz defines cult@® “an historically
transmitted pattern of meanings embodied in symisotystem of inherited
conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by meanswbich men
communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowdedgput and attitudes
toward life.”®® Geertz is thus a relativist. And indeed, differenltures do
have different values and norms. What can be censilas right in one
culture can be perceived as wrong in another, and then naive to
assume that our norms have universal validity.

Cultural relativists assume that there are no usaletruths in ethics,
i.e. that every normative standard is only validhwi a culture. Cultural
relativists conclude from the fact that there arkucal differences that we
cannot find any agreement on morality. Rachelssciils the ‘cultural
difference argument’. “The premise concerns whaippebelieve]...].
The conclusion, however, concermghat really is the cas&* This
argument is therefore logically fallacious. Aslietsimple point that we
disagree means that no true position can be folancekample, for a long

2 Clifford Geertz,The Interpretation of Culture@New York: Basic Books, 1973),
89.

24 James Rachel§he Elements of Moral Philosoplflew York: McGraw-Hill,
1995), 19.
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time most were convinced that the earth was flat #re center of the
universe). Cultural relativism overestimates otfedénces.

But what if we would take cultural relativism sargly? What are the
consequences if we do not have a normative pointes¥ from outside a
certain culture? The first consequence is that ame o longer perceive
cultural practices as morally inferior to our ownagtices, i.e. we no
longer have a tool for moral criticism (in the d&saon human rights and
Asian values this position is often taken, criticiss then not seen as
enlightened but as a new tool of imperialism). $&lcave can only judge
our society by the standards of our own society.even when we know
that our society is not perfect, we have no toolsorally improve it. And
third, moral relativism not only makes criticismpossible, it also makes
moral progress infeasible. Relativism does not gise standard to judge
something as being better or improved, which magesial reform
impossible.

Many of our values are indeed products of our calt@gonventions
and it is mere arrogance to assume that our mataks are based on an
absolute rational standard and therefore ultimdbelyer than other moral
systems. We should be wary of prejudices. Cultteldtivism criticizes
the dogmatism of universalism. However, culturdhtieists go a step
further, a step that leads back to universal migrafinti-dogmatism, so
claim relativists, could lead to the virtues ofet@nce and respectfulness;
these are, though, moral values, which accordingelativism cannot be
independent from culture.

Multiculturalism, the theory that is often connettéo cultural
relativism, has two major flaws (beside the onesussed above). First,
just as the world cannot be divided into homogenciugizations, so a
society cannot be divided into homogenous blocksegfarate cultures.
Global society is one of overlapping territoriesdamterdependent
histories, according to Said. And second, multioalism locks
individuals up in separate cultures by reducingrtigentity to a singular
identity.

Amartya Sen wants to make clear in his bad&ntity and Violence
that nations are not diverse because they aredtdes of peoples, each
nation, on the other hand, is a collection of iidlinal citizens and each
individual inhabits a wide range of identities.dépends on the context,
according to Sen, which part of our identity getsus. No matter how
constrained we are by circumstances, we still h@avehoose and for
making choices we need to reason, i.e. to giveraegis and justifications.

Identity is a complicated matter. And identity neast Identity matters
for the way we are, think and act. “When we shiift attention from the
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notion of being identical to oneself to that ofsharing an identity with
others of a particular group [...], the complexity increasturther.®
Huntington is right to claim that there are diffieces between the East and
the West, but he makes those differences too prareal there exists
considerable overlap. “Civilizational or religiopartitioning of the world
population yields a ‘solitarist’ approach to humdentity.”?®

We all have plural identities according to Sen dedclaims that it
depends on a particular context which part getsontapce. “When the
prospects of good relations among different humainds are seen [...]
primarily in terms of ‘amity among civilizationsgr ‘dialogue between
religious groups’, or ‘friendly relations betweeifferent communities’
[...], a serious miniaturization of human beings paes the devised
programs of peacé&”

Society is a ‘collection’ of strangers; acknowleagithis fact is an
important step to the cosmopolitanization of sgci€tosmopolitanization
entails pluralization and hybridization instead lidmogenization. The
wider world becomes a part of society. Resistingiguity can lead to
violence: “someone who affirms and elevates ‘hisnowill almost
inevitably rejects and despises the foreifhPrejudices are reflections of
fear.

Asian voices on culture and civilization

The Asian voices included in this book speak ofogition and
respect for the otherness of the particular otfidnis recognition and
respect is a universalism without uniformity. Theggters claim that we
have to recognize differences without falling bamk sameness and a
single value order. The writers, therefore, catldoquestioning of power.
The voice of the stranger should no longer be s#dn Global power
needs to be scrutinized so that our societies emorbe more just and
democratic, and can develop values, cultures awtizaetions, and can
peacefully coexist in our globalized era. For ttaswork, we have to
realize that the identity of the self, a culturecdrilization can never be
fixed; we have to live with the uncertainty thatras with this dynamism
and we have to keep the cosmopolitan dialogues.open

25 gen,ldentity and Violence, xii.

26 sen.

27 3en, xiii.

28 Ulrich Beck, “The Cosmopolitan Society and its Emes,” Theory, Culture and
Society 19, no.1-2 (2002), 38.
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In the opening chapter “Of Borders, Death and FootR” the poet
and journalist Goenawan Mohamad claims that unifigile identities
are transformed into foreigners by rejecting tharsgieness of strangers.
Through metaphoric space, borders function to ellthe alien. These
borders change time into space. ldentity should rémdable and is
therefore shaped by fixed demarcations. Howevenntaries do in fact
shift. From time to time, different interpretatioase ossified by the logic
of difference, i.e. borders are volatile. This \ilily signifies contingency
with a never fulfilled desire: a desire for claritgjthout surprises. Borders
signify a philosophy of difference as a movemenirfrthe same to the
other. And ‘we’ represent ourselves in public, s representation is a
misrepresentation, because we have to use a syrdrdér embodied in
language, law, community and/or the state. We aprourselves by pre-
existing significations that reduce our identitiaso fixed abstractions.
The ‘we’ is defined by a ‘them’ — the gaze of thth€. This gaze can be
experienced as a violation, because it signifiessggoand not choice.
However, identity is a never-ending search, an ang) formation, and
always tentative. A frontier can therefore alsosken as an invitation to
other, unknown places.

In the next chapter, “Cosmopolitanism, Between Gmsolis and
Chaosmopolis,” the philosopher and art critic Banmth&ugiharto rethinks
cosmopolitanism in the era of globalization frotistorical perspective to
reconsider its ethical principles. He claims thdtas always been a part of
the Western utopian imagination, however, it wasoabh part of
colonializational forces. Modernity is then alséewvilizational’ force: to
emancipate and liberate through the use of reasuhthis ‘civilizational’
force became centered in the nation-state. Thisnopslitan utopia is
Eurocentric in that Europe sees itself as the hofr@vilization and as a
consequence it sees itself as having the duty oddm) to ‘civilize’, if
necessary by force. The nation-state, though, leas lzontested in the
post-colonial period. Questions emerge whethernditégon-state remains
the adequate entity to respond to the new conditi@lobalization is
becoming part of our everyday life: cosmopolis. i@opolis takes shape
in a ‘dialogical’ and not in the previous Eurocémtrmonological’
imagination. The dialogical imagination searches #&ternatives and
recognizes the otherness of the other. The cositapsin of the era of
globalization comes with a consciousness of a shareire but without
the institutionalized answers to respond to the mpugstions. A new
infrastructure needs to be created, but not ond wite panoramic
perspective from a central point. There are as npaiyts of view as there
are cosmopolites, this is characterized by moliéntres’ to (re-)invent
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the world. This reinvention has yet to take shape aould take a
dystopian turn: the disembedding and dissolvingpodlities, an increase
in global inequalities. Cosmopolis could thus vemell turn into
chaosmopolis. This calls for a rethinking of theamiegs of hospitality,
responsibility and reflexivity, which have to benstive to pluralism and
pluralization, contradictions, risk, uncertaintydamstability. However,
openness to the world as cosmopolitan virtues regsi far from easy.
Cosmopolitan virtues can only work realisticallyvie can imagine the
emergence of a global polity.

Tran Van Doan claims in “The Claim of Truth and t@éaim of
Freedom in Religion” that standards of ‘truth’ apgstice’ are set by the
powers-that-be. Knowledge and power are two Sifi¢ise same currency
owned by the rulers and truth is then only a toakeimain in power, which
contradicts the spirit of the Enlightenment, beeauthis use of
knowledge/power is not for the benefit of humaratylarge. Morality is
now used to consolidate the power of the rulersieTintellectuals voice
their criticism against this abuse of power, knalgle and morality.
Therefore, we should be critical of colonialism ando-imperialism
disguised as benevolence. Absolute truth is theingaabsolute power,
and vice versa, to change the world by force and th called
unconditional freedom to force one’s truth on thebelievers, which
results in human rights violations and oppresdiwaedom is then also un-
freedom and truth is then also anti-truth. We sthdgbkerefore re-examine
the meaning of truth in connection to freedom. Ppheblem lies with a
lust for power expressed in truth-claims and claionfreedom to express
and enforce truths. Through this lust for powaeuttrin life is twisted to
truth as life. Freedom should be properly undestoom within our life,
with its finitude and dependency; therefore trutloidd be understood as
truth in life. Then the question should not be wbanstitutes truth, but
what constitutes life and how to be faithful teelghould be the objective
of philosophers. Truthfulness means a loyalty fe &nd to be faithful.
Freedom means then liberation with a recognitiodegfendency.

In “A Case for Pluralism in a Relativistic Enviroemt” Andrea
Bonazzi states that pluralism can be a bad thingan take the form of
conflicts. Therefore there is a need for a recedcpluralism: a symphony
instead of cacophony presupposes a unitary preatliat is commensurable
through the appeal to experience. If one claimsttiere are no criteria to
decide what is good then one is a relativist. &ism is a fact of life,
however, pluralism does not necessarily imply refsin. Rules that guide
our co-existence are needed, i.e. a need for a édramiversalism which
faith can provide. If this universalism is not fieées i.e. incommensurability
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governs our social world, then we fall into solgmi because we have
nothing in common, which could result in conflicBolipsism means that
we are stuck in our own private universe, becatisssumes that we are
absolutely different and thus isolated from eacheqt and mutual
understanding, let alone the creation of culturas @vilizations, becomes
impossible. The plea of relativists for absolutietance is a contradiction,
for it means that we ought to tolerate the intalerand their cruelty.
Dialogue is only possible if and only if we acceptommon ground with
certain universal truths. This common ground igastubjective and the
universal truths are accessible to all partiesabse they transcend them,
so truths need to be mutually respected and affirfoe them not to be
partial. In turn, the truth makes us truly free a®inocratic in a civilized
way to set common goals. For this to work, inteliats should speak
freely and openly.

Preciosa de Joya sees history in “History as thel@&uof Inheritance
and Opportunity for Justice” as crucial to civilima. The memory of our
history shapes the identity of nations as wellrabviduals. Memory can
also prevent future cruelty occurring again, buheenbering is mostly a
selective process, therefore history can alwayaurer suspicion. The
unity of historical narratives goes with ‘silencirand thus exclusion. So
we need a representation of the past within theegmteto link the present
to past injustices so we can avoid those in theréuand so that history is
not merely the victors’ perspective. The past igendinished and will
remain relevant to us today and in the future. Wlitrsuch understanding
of the past we remain ignorant of its implicatioesen if we claim the
truth of our historical narrative, such forms ostbry only teach us to
forget instead of truly remembering. The failurer@fembrance makes it
impossible to rectify past injustices and actsararity will continue. We
have a moral duty to avert forgetfulness. The pastto be experienced
politically based on respect and retroactive jestdd/e owe this debt to
our past.

“The Beautiful Difference” by Eunjoong Kim criticks Western
prejudices against Asia. Cultures can be full onmieg without us being
able to tell what culture is more significant. Haxee, Westerners believe
that their cultures are superior to Asian cultuwgthout providing any
reasonable grounds. This sense of superiority sanbe seen within Asia.
Feeling superior denies valuable differences amdiead to violence (and
the justification of violence). The otherness of tither is denied when it
is considered different from or inferior to logdsgos does not allow for
differences and logos is a central part of modgrnherefore it leads to
exclusion, suppression or conquest. However, diffee is the nature of
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our existence and not hidden under sameness. Tinialipation of the
living world is not a form of nihilism, but a starg point of civilized co-
existence in which a creative cultural convergaagmssible with an open
attitude to heterogeneity. Freedom is then opentoetf®e otherness of the
other and self, the other exists in the self. Algguphy of difference
should be developed so we can co-exist freely imudti-dimensional
world.

Jove Jim S. Aguas defines civilization in “Cultur@luralism and
Cultural Dialogue” as a distinctive, complex andvatted society.
Cultures are different in the ways they define hnngperfection and
cultures evolve through human interaction on arviddal and collective
scale. Therefore, cultures are dynamic. It is caltinat makes us human
and we express ourselves to the world through eltidentity and
difference are connected, because we define oesehrough contrasts.
These intercultural interactions are not necessacharacterized by
equality. There is then an inherent danger to eéefuiture and civilization
from the perspective of those who have power — @aets — who define
what is and what is not cultured and civilized. Become cultured or
civilized is then to follow the ways of the West Bstead of diversity, the
dichotomies of cultured/uncultured and civilizedfivilized remain,
imposing a single order. No matter what, pluraligravails and to make
co-existence peaceful, recognition of this empirifzect is mandatory.
Cultures are not parts of one single, universdiuoe we can access
through the use of reason and rationality. A dimogan work if the
different parties bring in their particularities. r&spect for the other as a
unique, individual other with a genuine concern ddferences can open
dialogues. We should not objectify the other to ererabstract being, but
respect the other as the bearer of values andtgigrirough intercultural
dialogues we can mutually change if these dialogiresconducted in a
just manner. No one has a monopoly over valuesghiery universalism
should not lead to uniformity.

Christal Huang in “Tracing a Cultural Fold in an i&s Context”
reinterprets Asia. To interpret Asia in a new way ¢ead to a situation in
which Asians can make better use of their multigiferences as a
powerful identity. This requires a cultural fusiaf horizons, and this
requires ‘tracing’ the ‘folds’ of Asia to createngaw Asia for a new era.
This new fold Asia becomes then the new totalihe hew wholeness
within which we can reinterpret differences andreate collaborations
between different but interlinked cultures. Colledt@mns within the Asian
fold can lead to mutual change. The togetherneskeofAsian fold might
even lead to a decrease of intercultural confli€teat means that the sign
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‘Asia’ has to become newly signified and througé trewly signified sign
‘Asian’ links can be created between folds withie fold Asia.

In “Exposing the Hidden Dimension of Gender in Digtses on
Civilization and Culture” Natividad Dominique G. Mauat links culture
and civilization to privilege and exclusion, esgdlyi if these concepts are
overly moralized. Competing claims institutionalizalues in different
ways. The danger is that a ‘choice’ for one clagads to exclusion (and
an enlargement of the West). However, exclusiodaéxed by geography,
class or race is gender insensitive. Justice, frmednd autonomy are
forms of false universalism when not extended tonen, as can also be
said of anti-colonial writings. The universal stoublso reflect the
particular of subjectivities, particularly of woménThird World countries.
The links between space, race, class and gendéuréiner complicated if
sexual orientation is added, because the norm terdsexuality. Non-
heterosexual subjectivities are considered dewaadt immoral, in some
countries these are even criminalized. To fight s¢heforms of
marginalization, the private has to be brought itlie public without
commoadification, however, in a conservative settntgacklash is possible
and public recognition is therefore necessary.

John T. Giordano writes in “Garuda Indonesia — distered trademark”
that in our globalized era we undertake projectd #Hre eclectic and not
unified. These projects are characterized by usaletensions, struggles
and uncertainty. The dynamic of cultural transnoigsiis therefore
different from the law, e.g. intellectual properights. Culture is a public
good, whereas intellectual property rights are eoted to private
interests. However, global impacts are absorbed @nttretized into
localities, and these impacts are never fixed, gbhiid, because they are
always fragile. If power becomes destructive byngeone-sided, then
philosophers have a role to mediate and to addnelsslances of power
and conflicts.

In “Javanese-Islam Value Consensus, Remarks oneVRluralism”
Donny Gahral Adian states that political liberalismcognizes value
pluralism through the use of the concept of an lapging consensus, i.e.
everyone must agree with this consensus to dewelefs thick conception
of the good life. Donny Gahral Adian, however, ilaithat most societies
are monopolized by a single comprehensive ethigstem. Religion can
be regarded as such a comprehensive doctrine, whichbe regarded as
ethical monism. An overlapping consensus then besoutifficult to
attain, yet it is needed to make democracy and sitiety function
peacefully. However, Donny Gahral Adian asks whetthés view of
religion is fair. He claims that this view is nadreect in regard to Islam on
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Java. Islam and Javanese mysticism have been ablerdate an
overlapping consensus and live peacefully sideithg-s

The political scientist and philosopher Roy Voragdaims in the
concluding chapter “Civil Society and Democracy Rost-Soeharto
Indonesia” that diversity, as a fact of life, amdigion, particularly Islam,
do not necessarily endanger the prospects of dewiwation. For
democracy to function properly the state should btin opposition to
society. What is needed is mutual reinforcementwéen a liberal
democratic state and civilized civil society. Afit, democracy does not
just mean to vote once in a while, but also to destrate respect and
tolerance towards one'’s fellow citizens.

Obviously, the Asian voices presented in this bdoknot write — and
should not be read — as one voice.






OF BORDERS DEATH AND FOOTPRINTS

GOENAWAN MOHAMAD

In the streets of the world, there is always angtea. She is the one
whom we meet, who walks with us and probably lime®ng us, or even
lives within us, since, as the Book of LeviticusySave were once
strangers.

A stranger is by definition an unidentifiable eytiAt a crucial moment,
however, a stranger is transformed into somethisg; eshe becomes a
foreigner. It is the moment of inclusion and exw@us it is the moment
when the border is pronounced.

Border is a concept, or a metaphor, generated fradigm of space.
In practice, borders are made as markers. As msgke signs, geography
becomes sites or/and communities where spacedgvimbed with time,
practices, and power. After all, “places are markected, named,” as
Lefebvre puts it in his magisterial woflhe Production of Space

Border as a narrative of ossification and death

In the beginning was the body. Space, as Lefebvirpout, may then
be marked physically. Animals use smells the wayndn groups use
visual or auditory indicators to rediscover a pldogthe very earliest stage
of organized society, people marked particular tiooa and indicated
routes by means of fires. Ultimately, space may rbarked with
abstraction, ‘by means of discourse, by means ghssi One of
modernity’s achievements is the birth of intelligilsocial zones.

The drive for intelligibility, or better, readalili has its own history.
In Lefebvre’s thesid,it is “the intense onslaught of visualization” tine
production of social space that impels it. Thiseklace when a space is
produced in which ‘the eye of God’, or the ‘Fathext ‘the Leader’ lays

! Henri Lefebvre, The Production of Spacerans. Donald Nicholson-Smith
(Oxford and Cambridge: Blackwell, 1977), 118.
2 Lefebvre, 261.
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hold of whatever serves its purpose, bringing allaugpace of force, of
violence, of power restrained by nothing but theitiations of its means®”

Parallel to it, the pronouncement of borders, bikleer main thrusts of
modernity, entails the conversion of time into spalt stabilizes and
regulates difference on, as it were, a flat surfdicenakes difference no
longer something radically exterior to any représton, no longer a
quality that is always yet to come and whose alsesunditions the
possibility of meaning.

Border thus assumes a certain degree of constaimlishes the
dynamics of difference, and rejects the strangewéshe stranger, by
making her a ‘foreigner’ — as well as fortifyingeds identity.

As such, it embodies a peculiar role. It is analegto the ‘mirror
stage’ in Lacan’s thesis on the birth of the subjas a child, one (mis-
Jrecognizes in his/her mirror image a stable, cehigmwhole self. It is ‘this
G%stalt’, as Lacan puts it, that “symbolizes thentaepermanence of the
I

The production of ‘the mental permanence of thes Icomparable to
the act of naming. It is interesting that the Billescribes naming as a
decisive moment of creation. God sets man freeutiitolanguage and
gives man the power to name the animals. Adam ass@ntreative role,
just as God did, through words.

But naming turns out to be an ambivalent undertaki@n the one
hand, it attempts to grasp the enigma of the sargut tries to prevent
things from being transposed into mere conceptsuonbers or items of
classification. On the other hand, to name is wugurate an identity; it
ossifies things out of difference, which is essaltia movement of, in
Adorno’s word, ‘non-identity’. In entering the sywiiz order, naming
betrays our desire for presence or any kind ofifyna

This is because a name, like my name when | wasld, ¢s always
given under a set of certain linguistic and cultssestems. This is the core
of Lacan’s argument: an identity, so conferredioisned by others. One
may believe him/herself to be a sovereign individbat an individual is
determined by a symbolic order structured arolendhom du pérgthe
name of the father) — words indistinguishable friemon du pergthe
father’s no).

3 Lefebvre, 262. ]
4 Jacques Lacarkcrits, A selectiontrans. Alan Sheridan (London: Routledge,
1977), 2.



