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Chapter 5

From 1dentitylOpposition to Difference g |

identity and opposition. Opposition was the most powerful theoret-
cal instrument of Hegelian and Marxist theory as based on the dialecti-
cal relationship berween thesis and antithesis. The Marxist “class
itruggle” was che exemplification of this logical opposition in the history !
14. “Truch and Power” (interview), in Michel Foucault, Power/Knowledge: Seleted of society. H.Jn. principle of Ennmmn%.wm deeply noza._anamm ﬁmnv.mvm P n inci- | ‘
Interviews and Other Writings, 1972-1977, ed. Colin Gordon (New York: Pan: le of opposition s.nm nm.ason be m_<o_...nnm from ic. If OPP o.m:uoz. 15 Hr.m
theon Books, 1982): 132, ] ic model of relationship between social groups then each individual is
und to identify with one of these groups. If the meaning of history lies
the opposition (struggle, antagonism) of exploited and exploiters, or
rth and South, or East and West, or imperialist and colonized, then

H.rn concept of difference stands between two related categories of . ﬁ

- However, the categories of opposition and identity, though comple-

menting each other, do not preclude the significance of the third cate-
which is difference. In fact, both identity and opposition are only
ideational or ideological projections of difference. We can, for example,
gppose black and white because these are not real entities but abstract
ities; however, we cannot oppose real things, such as rain and table or
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lake and lion, because these entities are composed of many qualities ﬂm._m_”cmﬂmm“jmmcm goes mmmmﬁ as to Mn:m_ﬁm these two woao:m. .o_m_u_uomm-

Though each of these qualities can be opposed to the corresponding qual ;uon and ‘ciflerence,” and to use them as Synonyms: .?@ overall pro-

ity of other entities (liquid rain—solid table, black coal—white sugas fct - BIECmpEs to create a space for oppositional politics that can also
3 . < .. . 3 :b

etc.), the very fact that each entity is endowed with many qualities makes be described as a ‘politics of difference . ..

them different from but never opposite to each other. For example, two Itapp cars that a “politics of difference,” by mn.m very n.*nmsmaﬁ.uov cannot
people, A and B, can be opposed by the color of their skin, but each o be oppositional, but should vn. 85;85?. differential, .ér_n: means
these individuals still possesses many other qualities: one is thirty-seves ,méa_.nm both extremes of am::n.w and ow postion. ‘va differential” in-
years old, the other is twenty-one; one likes cinema, the other likes b tetaction between people emphasizes their personal differences, prevent-
ketball; one is Republican, the other is not a member of any party; one _nm E.mB from :.EWEW a group im.n.s? .g: m_m.o stopping mwo:. of
prefers meat, the other is a vegetarian. Each of these qualities in their ab- stiffening chese differences into oppositions (ideological, cultural, social,

stractness can be opposed to each other: black and whi te, meat and ve ¢tc.). The differences complement each other and create a new interper-

etables, mature and young; but the specific bearers of these qualities, A} nal nom“_Q o é.wm_nr people belong, not because they are similar, buc m
and B, do not comprise opposites—they are simply different. In the same: becanse they are di erent. we . ~
way, a person can never fully identify herself with any one of her qual 4 Certainly, a “politics of difference,” in this particular sense, as a truly |
ties; to say “I am black” or “I am white” is a way of partial identificatio differential politics, will have to differentiate itself, first of all, from pol- , ,
that becomes false when it claims to be full and exhaustive. “I” has o 4 , jtics understood exclusively as the nmnzsﬁ.v_omw of power. The latter hardly g ﬁ
color, like the eyes into which we are looking have no color. The ptinc ] (an _un &_ﬂnngﬂ& racher than oppositional, because power, by its very ;
ple of difference can be formulated in this way: to oppose oneself to not definition, is power of one group of people over on.ran group(s) wzm. there- , ;
body, to identify oneself wich no thing. As soon as we elimina J °€ Presumes the opposition vnnén.m: the subject and the object of |
oppositional components in our self-definition, the component of identi po sn.n. In n_:.m n.ma.ﬁ mt QE:...; of politics to Va. differential” are purely

fication will also be abandoned, and vice versa ‘ yropian. But if it is still possible to define politics, or at least 2 branch of |

Meanwhile, “opposition” and “identity” not only come from the sam t, as a creative organization of public life or constructive participation in e |
’ E . . . . . .
categorial nest, but in the contemporary humanities they tend to conflate public affairs, then, outside the domain of inherently oppositional power

again, which confirms their interdependent nature. For example, in Honi: ﬂ_%”uam. mv_v o_:_n.m% f m_wm.:.ﬁ_ﬁn M.mc U.m P M_.wc.mmrn_: :mrmmmmnww ely. lav of
Fern Haber’s elaboration of “the politics of difference,” which she uncrit. E .a pro mB wie _.d: .:n: tura _.mB s that it ha a. the 3 . €ss play o

ically idenifies as “oppositional” politics, we can find such oxymoroni self-differentiation, with its potential for new creative unities, for the
expressions as the call “to achieve oppositional identities.” The goal sake of extensive production of self-enclosed and highly oppositional

postmodern theory, as set by this author, is “oppositional identity form %:.::8. O:..@ cannot vc.ﬁ agree s_nr W»_._ Kroeber, who wrices in his
tion.” This is quite a coherent conclusion, based on her assumption tha $§_m88 for “ecological licerary criticism’

“the subject must be seen as being formed within communities—many
communities and changing communities.” Such is the theoretical limit
of social determinism: It is ready to acknowledge the variety of commu-
nities, bur still insists on the entirely communal nature of the subject.
Whac is the driving force of “changing communities,” then, if che ind;-
vidual as such is recognized only as a member of the community, of, ac-
cording to Haber’s words, if “our interests are always the interests of,
some community or another?” 3

No wonder such an emphasis on collective identity reinforces the op- S . . e )

positions among communities and leaves no space for difference as a cat ,.x\r»n HA._.oovan calls onoh.om_nm_ criticism e mnEnw: I atcempe to
egoty that is itself different from both i dentity and opposition. Thj oid the dilemma of old-fashioned modernist “universals” and postmod-

The importance of diversity, and ultimarely of uniqueness, has been threat-

ened by recent separatist critics as seriously as by earlier modernist proponents

of ‘universals'~—which in fact turn out to be no more than the generalizations

of Western European modes of thoughe. Ecological criticism, rejecting the
 popular reductionism that goes no farther than ‘otherness,’ specifies the signif-

icance of concrete distinctions—thereby making possible a dynamically com-
. plex cosmopolitan vision capable of liberating criticism from endlessly
. subdividing itself into defensive parochialisms of spirit.’
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the basis of quite concrete material realities, the struggle itself, as the en-
gagement of an entire human being into an opposition to another human
being, is an abstract relationship in the sense that it reduces all human
differences to one particular issue that divides them. Both power and
person with several ethnic _uwn_n_WHOED&w or an maammn&zﬁ would try to : n—dmm_m ng——% insist anth—OCE% on some very mmunnmmh demands and
substantiate his/her new identity through the synthesis of two or threc 3 tend to produce their detailed lists, but the type of relationship they in-
cultural traditions. What is important, however, is to form new mixeq ugurate, that of opposition, renders people only schematic illustrations
identities in a way that differs from the way traditional mono-identities SR : of come abstract principles: “good and bad,” “rich and poor,” “oppressors
and revolutionaries.”

mnmuﬁn&.ﬁm& MHOB the mnmn or the second zone while nhm_bmﬁc.—ﬁcnn @Cﬂwnmoa : mnmm— asserted that the world makes permanent progress MHOE the ab-
tract to the concrete state of the Absolute Idea, and the same law oper-
ates in the history of human consciousness. He called this faw “the
ascension from the abstract to the concrete.” On the abstract level, gen-
eral properties determine the telationship between people. These gener-
alities operate, on the one hand, as struggle or violent opposition; on the
ther hand, as power or enforced unity. Struggle is the social manifesta-
tion of abstract opposition, while power manifests the pretension to ab-
stract unity. Both struggle and power are abstract because people are
opposed or united on the basis of one general quality that is alienated
from them and dominates them, such as their national identity, class ori-
gin, or ideological commitment. The more concrete the relationships be-
tween people, the more they abandon both abstract oppositions and
abstract identities and base their interactions on difference.

The evolution from the unity-opposition mode to the difference mode
and mutation, even if these categories are taken as metaphors i ollows this course of ascension from the abstract to the concrete that was
laborated by Hegel. Not surprisingly, however, this process of “ascen-
ion” finally cranscends Hegel’s own philosophical system, which logi-
cally is still based on the dialectics of opposition and unity, on the
struggle and unity of opposites,” as the first and main law of dialectics is
“called. Marxism was an attempt to concretize this dialectics not only the-
retically but practically and to integrate it into the variety of earthly so-
cial relationships among people. Marxist intervention in history,
‘however, did not lead to the concretization of the dialectical law but to
‘the increasing abstraction of history itself, which resulted in the absolute
,%oeﬁ of the totalitarian state and its antagonistic opposition to the rest
of the world. .

Presumably this paradoxical experiment in historical implementation
of dialectics was useful in order to perceive the abstractness of dialectics
itself that can never be concretized but renders abstract any living histor-
jgal situation and reconfigures it along the lines of opposition and unity,

zones” and “segments” by dividing and multiplying this category rath
than transcending it. If a person says that he is no longer simply ag
American but instead wants to be called an Asian American or a Russiag
American, he nonetheless still remains trapped within identity-base
thinking, .
Transcultural thinking does not add new categories to the existing li

of identities but moves beyond the notion of identity, whether it is a sin
gle, or double, or multiple (hybridized) identity. The question is not who
I'am but who I might become and how I am different from myself. Th
category of identity is essentialist and naturalistic, derived from th

nature.

power, empowerment, and political struggle. “There is no sign of
thought of a sign that is not about power and of power,” writes Jean-
Frangois Lyotard.¢ “Truth is linked in.a circular relation with systems of
power which produce and sustain it, and to effects of power which it ig:
duces and which extend it,” says Michel Foucault.? v

Power and struggle are based on abstrac relationships among people,
using the term “abstract” in a Hegelian sense, as both “devoid of ri ;
specifications” and “historically immature.” Although the call for strug- 4
gles to overcome inequitable power relationships is most often made op
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struggle and powert. Such an outcome, the greatest historical surprise of
the twentieth century, could be predicted from the very premise thatt
both unity and opposition, as basic categories of Hegelian and Marxi
dialectics, operate only with general qualities, such as “thesis and an
tithesis,” “antagonistic classes,” “progressive and reactionary parties
etc., abstracted from individuals who in reality are neither identical no
opposite to each other but merely different. Dialectics, born from th
logical plays of generalities, reproduced the same generalities on the leve
of historical forces at play: on the one hand, the most unified state in his
tory, solidified by the terror and dictatorship of one party; on the othe
hand, the most stark and irreconcilable opposition between two world |
systems and superpowers, between “communist” and “capitalist” camps

That is why the failure of the Marxist experiment requires the recon
sideration of dialectics as such and its fundamental categories, “unity*
and “opposition.” Instead of concretization of dialectical laws, what ap-
pears on the intellectual agenda is the removal or “sublation” of dialectics §
itself and the search for the principle that would escape the abstractness
of unity and opposition. This “third” principle, which provides for
more concrete approach to individuals and totalities than dialectics does,
can be formulated as “difference.” Difference does not operate with ab-
stract qualities of people and objects but relates to the totality of various
qualities, in such a way that this totality cannot be opposed to or ident
fied with any other totality buc is only different from them.

What is Different from Difference?

Now that Soviet totalitarianism has receded into the past, the desire and
dream for new, nonviolent totalities intervenes into poststructuralist the-
- ory. The concept of difference worked successfully and progressively in
the 1970s and 1980s, so far as political totalitarianism dominated jn the
- East and a monolithic cultural canon dominated in the West. But in
. the 1990s, since the fall of the iron curtain, theory has had to respond to
+ the radical changes in 2 world that is now more multicultural than ever,
--and more pluralized than polarized.

Transculture is the next stage of multicultural development, when the
tendency for unification does not oppose itself to the divertsity of cultures
but issues from this diversity. The kind of pluralism that prevailed in
multiculturalism can be called “passive” or “quantitative” since it recog-
nized the pure, unqualified multiplicity of cultures without positing any
ways for them to interact meaningfully and constructively. This plural-
ism was based on the ethical impulses of pride—in telation to one’s one
identity, and tolerance—in relation to other cultures.

What is at stake now is not whether different cultures can tolerate one
another but whether they can be creatively involved with one another.
‘From the multicultural perspective, each culture is perfect in its own
way, as a self-enclosed and self-sufficient entity; from the transcultural
perspective, each culture has some basic incompleteness that opens it for
encounters with other cultures. The value of “pride” may be reconsidered
it does not bring with it the potential for further internal differentiatio - in the light of another ethical disposition, “humility,” which recognizes
If opposition and unity as abstract principles have led in their historical: one’s own deficiencies and the advantages of other(s). Consequently, “tol-

erance” gives way to active engagement and involvement with other cul-
principle of difference, applied abstractly, can lead to complete mutual “tures.

isolation and self-containment of the differentiated entities and their fix- Transcultural theory is far from undermining the principle of differ-
ation in the state of indjfference to each other. The principle of differenc ence; on the contrary, it pushes difference to the next stage of “differenti-
such as it is, opens only a possibility for concrete thinking and concret ation from difference.” As the principle of difference is accepted and
historical action, but in its first, most abstract application that is charac shared by the major trends of poststructuralist thought, we can now as-
teristic of postmodernist theory and practice, it generates “indifferent sume the ensuing perspectives of self-differentiation as the foundation of
multiplicity,” the pure “diversity” of those racial, ethnic, and gender S a new, interferential model. Difference should not freeze into a one-
groups that in a contemporary pluralistic society tend to ignore or be. il dimensional state of self-identity, as a plain difference, or, as it does in
come estranged from each other. , “many cases, as a catchy label for a simple opposition, like “black and
Therefore the next step of transition from the abstract to the concrete @l white,” or “culture and nature.”
can lead to the fourth principle proceeding from difference but not lim- 1 Even the classic works of Jacques Derrida on différance evidence the
ited to it. This principle that we call “interference,” or “nontotalitarian permanent danger of relapsing from a differential to an oppositional
totality,” lies at the foundation of the transcultural project. mode, as many of his favorite illustrations indicate. In discussing the
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effects of différance Derrida invariably cites the examples of the most tra- fotalitarian totalities that would embrace rather than eliminate the dif- |
ditional oppositions: intelligible/sensible, concept/intuition, etc. “Thus ferences among cultures? | |
one could reconsider all the pairs of opposites on which philosophy is - We call “interference” this type of relationship between different enti- 7
constructed and on which our discourse lives, not in order to see opposi- ties that is different from their difference. As difference has the potential

tion erase icself but to see what indicates that each of the terms must ap- of maturation, it grows into interference, the “wavy” and “fuzzy” inter- 7
pear as the djfférance of the other, as the other different and deferred in the ‘@l sections and overlappings of two or more cultural entities, mentalities, |
economy of the same (the intelligible as differing-deferrin g the sensible, principles, intuitions. It is a kind of wholeness that acknowledges differ- : ,
as the sensible different and deferred; the concept as different and de- ence but can be reduced neither to external differences between entities, ! !
ferred, different and deferring intuition; culture as nature different and - tor to their predifferential unity. “Interference” leads to the construction ; ,
deferred, different and deferring . . . )# Or: “. . . the trace whereof I speak of a “non-totalitarian totality” that is produced by the second order of

is not more natural . . . than cultural, no more physical than psychic, bio- difference—its differentiation from itself.

logical than spiritual. It is that starting from which a becoming-unmoti- If we look at some of the most beautiful cultural Patterns, such as the ”

vated of the sign, and with it all the ulterior oppositions between physis architecture of St. Petersburg or Russian literature of the nineteenth cen- . |
and its other, is possible.” Why does “something and its other” fall here tury (I take familiar examples), we find the intersection of several cultural 7
under the category of “ulterior opposition,” not that of difference; and flows, such as the Russian communal spirit, Western individualism and |
why are the well-established binary oppositions of “natural and cultural, - fationalism, Byzantine formalism and ritualism, and Oriental spiritual

“physical and psychic” chosen to illustrate the play of the trace, the mark resignation. It is interference rather than merely difference (or an all- ,;
of difference? |

embracing and unifying “synthesis”) that defined for two centuries the

Thus even the differential model, though highly acclaimed and prior- @ “Wavy” patterns of Russian-Eastern-Western cultural interaction. And 7
itized in the contemporary humanities, still needs to be delimited more i even the Cold War can be seen as a period of “destructive interference” | 7‘
clearly from the oppositional model. The point is that difference, when between the two worlds when the collectivist impulses coming from one
relying on its own “selfness” and stability, on the value of difference as M pole extinguished the impulses of individualism coming from the other. ;
such, is easily susceptible to oppositional adaptations, as evidenced by We know from physics that interference can go through constructive and
the advancement of pure oppositions, like “male/female,” “black/white,” destructive stages marked by the alternation of light and dark bands on a
“heterosexual/homosexual,” under the banners of cultural difference and - colored surface or by alternation of increased sounds and silent intervals."
diversity. That is why recently Jacques Derrida found it timely to warn -3 Perhaps the same alternation occurs in the Em:.uQ of cultural interfer-
against the reduction of difference to the model of opposition-identity. It ence, with its periods of light and dark, excessive brightness and em-
is not sufficient to theorize the difference between certain identities; phatic silence, mutual reinforcement or neutralization of cultures.
rather, one must explore their capacity for self-differentiation, which will . The new totalities, or transcultural ensembles, that can be envisioned
provide their common ground with other identities. “[Iln the case of cul- in the near future in the place of “collective identities” issue from the
ture, person, nation, language, identity is a self-differentiating identity, Sl processes of self-differentiation maturing into interferences. In this case
an identity different from itself, having an opening or gap within it- ‘@ differences strengthen our need for each other. Some of our differences are
self. . . . It is because I am not one with myself that I can speak with the Jl teutralized (in order not to become oppositional), others are intensified
other and address the other.”* in order to avoid group identification). Interference is what we perceive

In order to confirm and expand its intrinsic value, difference must dif- 4 the joy and play of communication that reinforces some of our differ-
fer from itself, which means to posit new creative totalities in the act of ences and neutralizes others in the play of non-totalitarian totalities.
progressive self-differentiation. The question, therefore, could be put in il Generally, totality can be developed in two Ennnao:m“ (1) as opposed
this way: How can the value of difference be reinscribed into the en- S to difference and therefore eliminating all particular differences, as in a

hanced framework of a new wholeness? Is there any prospect for non-.j otalitarian state; (2) as truly differens from difference and therefore
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preserving and nourishin

. g all particular differences, as in an interdiscj
plinary community.

ences, &m construction of trans-differential cultural, social, epistemologi
cal totalities. ;..

eties of metaphysics (or racher metaphysic
ate precisely on the basis of their incons;
same relates to utopias criticized as metap.
ent into the future. As soon as utopias a
their partial realization has passed away,
no more obliged to be realizable, consiste

Here is what contemporary Moscow ar
about the subject: *

=S, in the plural) may prolifer-
1
hysical projections of the pres-
re demystified and the shock of
they will proliferate as utopias
nt, or even progressive.

1

Consci yes, utopia is dead, so long live utopia. Utopid
endows the individual with a more significant and wider horizon” (Vik
tor Miziano). “The future of contemporary art is in the will to utopia, in
the breakthrough into reality cthrough a membrane of .
sincerity and pathos” (Anatoly Osmolovsky).
urrection of utopia after the death of utopia,
with claims of transforming the world, but
tual vision and a broader horizon for the in
This type of mentality can be called “trans-utopian” and “trans-meta-
physical,” in agreement with the general vector of the transculcural
movement. These “trans-utopias” will not be visionary or conceptual 8
unities in the traditional sense. They will not reduce the variety of facts
and possibilities to one basic principle or one predominant desire; rather,
they will demonstrate the diversity of desires and principles, each om
which is sufficient to ground one of possible worlds.!s

completely consciously,

quotations, it is in
** The subject here is the res. |
no longer as a social project

1
dividual.

1
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