noareepXgaerTca YMCTO 3IMMUPUYECKHA YCTAHOBAEHHLIMK hakTaMu
M3 MCTOPUU XYROMECTHEHHOW nuTepatyps!l. Hanpumep, secnma
nokasarterbHbin akT — HeraTMBHOE OTHOWEHME MOPanUcTOB M
MCUXUATPOB K fAeKafewTam, «POKMATEIM MO3TaM», Mapkusy ne
Capy n 1.n. Takxe yMecTHO BCMOMHUTL B AaHHOW CBA3M akT
pe3ko otrpuuatensHoro oTHoWeHWA Bonbtepa Kk Pabne wu
Liekcnmpy. Takoro poga oTpyuarenHbie MOpanbLHO-NpaBoBLIe (a,
COTAACHO KanoKaraTMM, W 3CTETMYECKM TOXEe OTpHUATenbHble)
OUCHKM He cny4andel u He cyGrekTMBHBI. CornacHo o6cyxpnaeMon
MaTeMaTHYeCKOH MOAENH, OHN COBEPIUEHHO HeobxoauMbl. IT0 —
HOpMa CepbLEe3HCE MOPanU3aTCRCKOW 2CTATUKW  KNAcCMLMaMa,
HeyaueutencHo, noatoMy, 4to 6binu  BpemeHa, Korga
TAMHa3McTaM He paspewanock uYwuTaTe LlHekcnupa, gamam u3
npunuynoro obwecTsa Henwb3A 6bINO 4YuTaTh PaGne. Uenaypa
UEPKBH W rocyAapcTBa He TONLKC MOPanbHO OCyXaana, HO M
pUAXYECKH sanpewana nyOMUKALWKG M YTEHUE MHOrMX
KapPHABaNbHO-POMAHTHYECKMX NPOM3BEIeHHIA,

CornacHo maTeMaTH4eckoW Mofenu aGcTpakTHOW dropMbl
ANOHUCHHMCKOMW HP2BCTBEHHO-3CTETHYECKON KYNbTYypkt, B
KPpUMHHANBEHOM MUpe (T.e. B Mupe 3na) AOMKHO GLITb Tak, uTO
KpacoTa __ (TapMOHMA,  NCPAAOK,  YKUCTOTA,  BOIBLIWEHHOE)
OUeHMBaeTCA __ KaK HEYTO _OTPUUATENLHOE, HeXenaTenbkHoe,
HeMpHemiiEMO8 C© HEABCTESHUON TOUKM 2pSHMA ¥ B cHOW
ovepenb, AOSIKHO GLITL TakK, YTO QUCIapMOHNA, HECOBEPIIEHCTRO,
Gecnopsaok, rPoTeck, rpAskL, HUIMEHHOE OLEHWBAETCA KAk HEYTO
MONoOXWTenbHOe (8 HpPaBCTBEHHOM oTHowenuwM). Kpacota B
KPMMWHANBHOM MUpe NOONeXUT pa3pyWeHHio, W3HACHNOBaHMIO,
nigesaTenbcTBy, OcKopBneHnio, ouvepHeHuw. Ee cTpemsaTcs
3anavkatb, OCKBepHWTb, 33apa3uTb, OKNeBeTaTk, NPoAaTh, YHN3UTL
M T.n. MUp KpvmuHana OTHOCHUTCA K Kpacote TONLKO Kak K
cpegcTBY, T.e. MNOX0, CTPEeMACH MCNONb3oBaTk ee [nsA
AOCTWHKEHUA KPUMHHANLHLIX LUened (B 3TOM OTHOWEHMKW «KpacoTa
— CTpawHan, ALABOMbCKaA cunan).

PaccmoTtpeHHble UEeHHOCTHO~DYHKUNOHaMNbHbIE
3aKOHOMEPHOCTH W 3IMNupuveckne gakTbl MOKHC OkiNO Okl
Ha3BaTb «aHTHKaArioKaraTveW», HO B HEKOTOPOM CMbICNe Takoe
HazBaHue He O4eHb yAauHO, [leno 8 TOM, YTO U B aHOMAfbLHLIX, C
anonnoOHKYEeCKOW TOYKHM  3peHuda, CNyvasx MMmeeT MecTo
kanokaratua. [lpocTo mareMaTHuyeckas CaMOABOHCTBEHHOCTh
KalloKaratun  HeoBXQAMMO  NPUBOOUT K TOMY, NYTO B
ANOJIIOHMYECKOM ¥ NUOHUCHMHCKOM MHpax DyHKIMA
«KANnoKaraTMa» MNpUHUMaeT _NpoTHBONMOMOXHbLIE 3CTeTHYECKUE M
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There is a fascinating intimacy between the philosophy of Mikhail
Bakhtin (1895-1975, born in Russia, worked in Russian context) and
that of Emmanuel Levinas (1906-1995, born in Lithuania, worked in
French context); and yet, perhaps more interesting, almost alarmingly,
is the fact that only very littie and almost no specific attention has been
paid so far to Bakhtin's intellectual affinities with Levinas, a relatively
recent figure :mmi-.ﬁmm_ in the contemperary pool of ideas, whose
unique place in the late 20th century post-Heideggerian philosophical
scene has already been marked by an unwavering act of dwelling on
one question: how to think Being «ethically», It is in this context that |
set out to envisage, in some concrete terms and on some specifically
textual level, a Levinasian encourter with Bakhtin, with this elhicai
thinker whose philosophical writings themselves perform, movingly, an
ethical ove of Being - a love, to be more precise, of «sobytiz sobytia»,
the event of co-being.

«Ethics» being, notably, the key concern for both Bakhtin and
Levinas, the proximity of their philosophical ideas may well be readily
apparent, perhaps so to an extent that does not require any justificatory
analysis. An implicit scholarly agreement on the intellectual affinities
between the two thinkers, left unstated as such, may explain the
absence of substantial elaboration; Levinas does not appear even in
extensive studies offered by well-informed, authoritative readers of
Bakhtin [e.g. Todorov 1981, Emerson & Morson 1990; Holoquist 1991;
Emerson 1997]. And this, of course, is apart from the more obvious
reason that Levinasianism is a relatively new trend in Continental

" the year his first book, Tofalité et Infini, was published



philosophy.

An Hlustrative case in point is the following remark Pau! de Man
[1983] made, casually, regarding a philosophical «proximity» between
Bakhtin and Levinas:

Itis [...] by ways of exotopy that, finally, a larger
philosophical claim can be made for Bakhtin as not just
a lechinician of literary discourse but as a thinker or
metaphysician whose name can be considered next to
those of Husserl, Heidegger or [...] Levinas. The radical
experience of voiced otherness as a way to a regained
proximity can indeed be found as a dominant theme in
Levinas and to have at least a submerged existence in
Heidegger. [110]

The background to this comment, as indicated above, is de Man's
reading [109-110] of Bakhtin's «exotopy ?:m:mx:og_...:omm?_ a
narratological concept of authorial «outsidedness» that highlights the
constitutive exteriority of «the self's workshop [Hologuist 1990: 30]»:

(Flar from aspiring to the telos of a synthesis or a
resolution, as could be said to be the case in dialectical
system, the function of dialogism is to sustain and think
through the radical exteriority or heterogeneity of one
voice with regard to any other, including that of the
novelist himself. She or he is not, in this regard, in any
privileged situation with respect to his characters. The
seif-reflexive, autotelic or, if vou wish, narcissistic
structure of form, as a definitional description enciosed
within specific borderiines, is hereby replaced by an
assertion of the otherness of the other, preliminary to
even the possibility of a recognition of his otherness.

[de Man, 109]

Bakhtin's anti-dialectic, dialogic thesis can be summarised in the
following way: (1) there is something in the text that remains outside the
dialecticai system of a synthesising narrative, which nevertheless
«voices» its radical otherness through the work, and therefore in this
sense (2) «nothing» in the text «is in itself [Holoquist 1990: 41]». This is
an idea, various other expressions of which can also be found, as de

? «Bakhtin's Russian coinage: vnenakhodimost, literally «finding oneself
outside» which | shail transiate, again literally, but with a Greek root, as mxomo_ov\
(exotopie) [Todorov 1881: 153/99]»

Man suggests [110], in the works of contemporary western European
phenomenologists such as Husserl, Heidegger and most notably
Levinas. Then, why is it that Levinas looks particularly closer to Bakhtin
than other anti-Hegelian or post-Hegelian phencmenologists such as
Husserl and Heidegger?

Naturally, the reason is to be found in that Levinas’s anfi-
Hegelianism [see also Derrida 1967 146-147/98-99] has a particular
and particularly precise, «ethical» angle to it, «an angle», to borrow
Holoquist's diction, «of refraction [1990: 30j», not of reflection:
according {o Levinas, «the face of the Other [T] 161-261/187-247]», an
embediment of the absolutely infinite transcendence or exteriority of the
Other, is not an object of theoretical speculation:

The knowledge that absorbs the Other is forthwith
situated within the discourse | address to him.
Speaking [...] solicits the Cther. Speech cuis across
vision. [...] In discourse the divergence that inevitably
opens between the Other as my theme and the Other
as my interlocutor, emancipated from the theme that
seemed a moment to hold him, forthwith contests the
meaning | ascribe to my interlocutor. The formal
m:coEﬁm of language thereby announces the ethical

inviclability of the Other [..]. The fact that the face
Bm_:ﬁm_:m a relation with me by discourse does not
range pim in the same; he remains absolute within the
relation. The solipsist dialectic of consciousness always
suspicious of being in captivity in the same breaks off,
For the ethical relationship which subtends discourse is
not a species of consciousness whose ray emanaies
from the | {part du Moi}, it puts the | in question. This
putling in question emanates from the other (part de
Jautre). [TI 169/195, emphases added]

The Levinasian face of the Other, the ontological singuiarity and
significance of which remains beyond the scopic - that is, theoretically
controlled -- range of the self-conscious |, is then that which «solicits
[Levinas]» a Bakhtinian ecstatic (non-)vision of «exit from the self
[Todorov 1981: 153/99]», i.e. exofopy. Note how close Levinas in the
above is to Bakhtin in the below: how closely their thoughts sit together
in terms of the conslitutive «otherness» of self-conscious thoughts
highlighted as such;

In the interior being of another person, when |



experience that being actively in the category of
otherness, «is» and «ought» (being and obligation) are
not severed and are not hostile o each other, but are
organically interconnected and exist on one and the
same axiological plane; the other grows organically in
reaning. [AH 120] [...} Both of them -- hero and author
{in a biographical narrative) -- are others and belong to
one and the same authoritative axiological world of
others. [...] They are not the / and the other, but - two
others. [AH 164] [...] Every line written, every step
the narrator's fundamental and essential excess of
seeing, for the hero is in need of a transgredient
justification; the author's gaze and self-activity will
encompass and shape essentially what constitutes in
principle the hero's limits with respect to meaning at the
point where the hero's life is furned outside jtself. [AH
166] [...] The other, penetrating inside the outwardly
solitary hero, deflects him from his axiological seif-
relationship and does naot allow this relationship to
become the sole power (to repent, implore, and go
beyond himself) that orders and shapes his inner life.
[AH 169} [emphases added]

it is with an initial interest in this amazing intimacy, bath
philosophical and rhetorical, between Levinas's line of thinking and
Bakhtin's, that | suggest a further twofold exploration of Bakhlinian
Levinas and Levinasian Bakhtin. Easily locatable as they may be, some
specific, crucial points of connection between Bakhtin and Levinas, as |
pointed out earlier, seem to have been buried under the arch of nominal
resemblance easily conducive, rather paradoxically, of justified
indifference to the details of togetherness. A closely thematic
explication of such implicit link between the two thinkers will lead us, |
believe, beyond the level of understanding that may otherwise remain
nominally impressicnistic. Such a twofold exploration of Bakhtinian-
Levinasian ethico-aesthetics of the Other will, | hope, deepen and
enrich our sustained appreciation of their thoughts, specifically of their
shared, «ethical» stance that remain ituminating particularly in this
post-Hegelian, post-Nietzschean, post-Heideggerian era of post-
postmodern anxiety, where the authority of the absolute -- e.g. the
Absolute Spirit or God or Dasein’s ontological concern with its utmost
possibility - cannot any longer be «invoked [TOPA x, Hologuist]»
without first being radically questioned in itself. With this broad
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framework of reading in mind, what | wish to do in the rest of the pages
is only to «solicit» or simulate rather, an intimate conversation between
the two thinkers on the question of the Other, more specificaliy, of the
Other qua other, e.g. «a non-alibi in Being (Bakhtin)», a Levinasian
equivalent of which would be something like «without reason for being
(sans raison d’étre) or saying [TBQO 184/119; Dialogue 229/150]».

The specific task of the present article is to read the first two of
Bakhtin’s early philosophical writings on aesthetics and ethics, Toward
a Philosophy of the Act [TOPA] and its immediate «offshoot [TOPA,
xxiii, Bocharov]», ‘Author and Hero (character) in Aesthetic Activity
[AH]", in conjunction with some other writings of Levinas deemed
closely relevant. some passages from his key text on the limits of
metaphysics and a possibility of ethics, Totalité et infini [T1], and some
of his essays coliected in De Dieu qui vient 4 lideé, e.g. ‘The Thinking
of Being and the Question of the Other [TBQOJ, ‘Dialogue: Self-
consciousness and Proximity of the Neighbour [Dialogue] and ‘Manner
of Speaking [MS]'. The central question guiding my twofold reading of
Bakhtin and Levinas will be: how a critique of or rather, an aesthetic
«recognition [de Man]» of, empty ontology of the theoretical self leads
not only to an «emancipation [Levinas]» of the claustrophobic self but to
a «stepping {Bakhtin]» into a poesis for the Other. If the following point
can be shown at the end of this essay, albeit only in an ilustrative
manner, my immediate aim will have been fulfilled: Levinas’s working
«toward a philosophy [...] disposed to wanting itself wholly otherwise
said® (se vouloir tout autrement dite)]MS 270/180)» can be read as
another, incomplete project leading «toward a» Bakhtinian «philosophy
of the act». ’

§2. A Non-alibi in Being: to Be, to Say, Without Reason to Be,

to Say
There is, as a matter of course, a difference between the
philosophical paradigm of early Bakhtin and that of Levinas: notably,
the early Bakhtin’s central interest lies in exploring the relationship
between aesthetics and ethics, and Levinas’s, between metaphysics
and ethics. However, in view of a much deeper concern that they share,
the nominal difference between aesthetics and metaphysics seems to
become rather superficial: Bakhtin and Levinas share the same
existential pathos for life, i.e. an ontological concern of and for the
Other. The gquestion of Being, of being connatural or in tune with fugitive
-~ «once-occurrent» -~ events in Being, runs through Bakhtin's

*This is the last sentence with which Levinas concludes the book, De
Diew/Of God.



impassioned meditations on what it means to live a life performatively
as well as aesihetically, in other words, through a unified act of living.
Hence, the famous opening line of Toward a Philosophy of the Act,
famously fragmented, famously challenging: «[...] Aesthetic activity as
well is powerless {o take possession of that moment of Being which is
constituted by the transitiveness and open event-ness of Being [TOPA
1].» The same kind of concern with fugitive and open-ended Being, a
«rupture» or «chasm» within Being, is a driving force behind Levinas's
sustained attempts to subvert the metaphysical —- which he sees as
fundamentally Hellenistic [TBQO 173-175/111-113] -- order of properiy
«grounded» Being.

There is, as a matler of fact, a larger background to both Bakhtinian
and Levinasian articulations of ontological concerns with life, which is a
critique [TOPA 19-20, 27-30} of what Bakhtian calls «fatal theoreticism

[27}» of philosophical madernism, «a domain of the emptiest and least:

productive form of what is universal [27]",

[...] (Theoretical philosophy cannot pretend to
being a first philosophy, that is, a teaching not about
unitary. cultural creation, but about unitary and once-
occurrent Being-as-event. Such a first philosephy does
not exist, and even the paths leading to #ts creation
seem to be forgotten. Hence, the profound
dissatisfaction with modern philosophy on the part of
those who think participatively [...] [20]

One of the «falai» consequences of such an empty theoreticism
that is «unfounded and essentially hopeless {27]» in itself, observes
Bakhtin, is the production of the following type of thinker: «the one who
is thinking theoretically, contemplating aesthetically, and acting ethically
[28]». Hence, the Bakhtian suggestion: «It is only from within the
actually performed act, which is once-occurrent, integral, and unitary in
its answerability, that we can find an approach to unitary and once-
occurrent Being in its concrete actuslity.» Hence, again, Bakhtin's
proposal for «first philosophy [...] another kind of moral philosophy
[27]», «the philosophy of unitary and once-occurrent Being-as-event»,
to which Levinas’s can be annexed, almost seamiessly: «prior to the
unveiling of Being in general, as the basis of knowledge and meaning of
Being, there is a relationship with the existent which is expressed;
before the ontological level, the ethical level. [..] Morality is not a
branch of philosophy, but first philosophy. [TI 17-18/47-48, emphases
added]» Both in Bakhtinian and Levinasian discourses, «first»
philosophy that is calied for «urgenlly [Diglogue 229/150]» is not some
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kind of more sophisticated or updated version of theoretical ontology.
First philosophy, for Levinas, is an ethics that «precedes» metaphysics,
and for Bakhtin, an ethics understood as a «philosophy of the
answerable act or deed», sensitive, in a «participative» rather than
detached manner, to «every particular act and [...} continuous moment
of life [...] taken an integral who'e [TOPA 3]». Both thinkers undertake a
project that «transforms an empty possibility into an actual answerable
act or deed [TOPA 42, emphasis addedj», an ethical project that
fransforms -- not «fillsn-- «the hollowness of a theoretical
metaphysician's need [TBQO 186/119]» into the «very mode of
questioning, searching and desiring the relationship with the Other, with
the uncontainable». And particuiariy in the case of Bakhtin, such a
project was pursued in a suitably and movingiy participative manner: «|
have to answer with my own life for what | have experienced and
understood in art [AA 1].»

Levinas’s tenacious problematisation of the theorelical objectification
of the world -- a theoretical «neutralisation [Derrida 1967: 133-147/89-
99]» of the object of thinking, as Derrida describes it -- can be viewed
as Bakhtinian in its ethos. Levinas's «appeal» to «a new rationality [..],
a vigilance that, before serving knowledge, is a rupture of limits and a
bursting of finitude [TBQO 180/115]» is an example. It is in this vein that
Levinas issues a philosophicai waining against the «completeness
[TBQOI» or self-contained «sufficiency [Dialogue)» of ontological
«knowledge» of Being. Here, Levinas invokes an image of irreducible
«proximity» of the Other, a proximity better than a completion, e.g. «
proximily of God»,

where saciality is sketched out in its irreducibility of
knowledge [sgvoir], belter than fusion and the
completion of being in self-consciousness; a proximity
where, in this «better than», the good begins to signify.
A proximity that already cenfers a meaning to duration,
to the patience of living: a meaning of the life Uc‘mm_b\

lived, withoul reason for being. A rationality more
ancient than the revelation of being. [TBQO 184/118-

119, emphasis added]

«The proximity of the Other» that Levinas is speaking about - is
this not close to the Bakhtinian proximity?, i.e., the «immediate
proximity (of my active deed) to the borders of the whole of Being
[TOPA 411»? For Levinas, to know means to be complete, to render
one's self-consciousness aoSU_mﬁm in itself; and the ncau_mroz is nol
riecessaiily a «good» thing. To know the reason for living a life, for




existing in this waorld, for inslance, is not as good as notf to know it, in
the sense that «not knowing» in this case, i.e. acknowledging the state
of cognitive incompleteness or inadequacy, opens up a whole new
possibility of encountering a different kind of rationality, a different crder
of thinking Being, «more ancient than» the Hellenic rationality content
wilh its revelation of Being; «In the human, there is an intelligibility older
than what is manifested as a comprehension of being, embraceable,
[..} older than what governs esse [TBQO 187/121, emphases added)».
The point, put otherwise, is that the full knowledge of Parmenidean
plenitude or some «sufficient» Leibnizian reason precludes a «new»
possibility of being otherwise, another possibility of engaging with Being
otherwise, which has been left untouched or in a sense prematurely
squandered by the self-satisfaction of theoretical reason; «after all» as
Bakhtin observes likewise, «it is only the other who can be embraced,
clasped all around, it is only the other's boundaries that can all be
touched and fell lovingly. The other's fragile finiteness,
consummatedness, his here-and-now being - all are inwardly grasped
by me and shaped, as it were, by me [{AH 41].» Borders can never be
possessed; it can only be touched - «embraced», that is.

Read against the background of the Levinasian mantra, «Thinking
Being Otherwise than Being», Levinas’'s description of «the patience of
living», quoted above, seems to carry a certain ethical injunction in
itsclf: ocne must keep on living, bound nct by scme neutral, ontological
constraints but by ethical obligations, each time singular and urgent,
and each moment, more primordiai than ontoiogical. The Levinasian
demand here, in other words, is that we increase our philosophical
capacity to be without any reason to be, that is to say, without a
theoretical need for a «sufficient {Dialogue 229/150]» reason to be.
Now, the same idea can be put in Bakhtinian diction: «to be without
reason to be» is lo «acknowledge» -- rather than to know, as we noted
this point earlier -- that there is «na alibi in Being [TOFPA 40-49, 57)»:
ne-alibi v bytir:

This fact of my non-alibi in Being, which underlies
the concrete and once-cccurrent ought of the
answerably performed act, is not something | come to
know of and to cognise but is something | acknowledge
and affirm in a unigue or once-cccurrent manner. The

u_omm_ocmm_j_m fundamental a priori’: «Nothing is in itself. Existence is
sobytie sobytiva, the event of co-being; it is a vast web of interconnections each
and all of which are linked as participants in an event whose totality is so
immense that no single one of us can ever know it [Holoquist 1990: 41]».

simple cognition of that fact is a reduclion of it to the

jowesl emotional-velitional level of possibility. [40,
emphasis added]
And again,
What underlies the unity of an answerable

conscicusness is not a principle as a starting point, but
the fact of an actual acknowledgement of one's own
participation in unitary Being-as-event, and this fact
cannot adequately expressed in theoretical terms, but
can only be described and participatively experienced.
Here lies the point of origin of the answerable deed and
of all the categories of the concrete, once-occurrent,
and competllent ought. |, too, exist [ef ego sum] actually
- in the whole and assume the obligation to say this
word. [TOPA 40, emphases added]

One is obliged not only to exist, but to «say» this word, «(l, too,)
exist» - this nee for saying, emphasises Bakhtin, is the imperative origin
of all the once-occurrent acts of a human being. This, again, is an
amazing insight into a primordially «action-performing
(postupainuschchee)» or «participative or unindifferent (uchastnoe)»
dimension of Being, arguably more amazing than the Greek revelation
of Being. What is remarkable is the originality and vigour with which
Bakhtin draws the riveting ethical force from the irreducible «emotional-
volitionai tone [TOPA 41]» of language of originary experience; as
Bakhtin himseli goes on lo point out acutely, a «nonparticipative»
theoretical articulation remains unresponsive to such tone, such force in
the language of and for the Other. Here therefore, we are given the
second meaning of «non-alibi in Being»:

A human being has no right to an alibi - to an
evasion of that unique answerability which s
constituted by his actualisation of his own unique,
never-repeatable «place» in Being [TOPA xxii,
Bocharov, emphases added].

| have «no right to an alibi», as long as my «place» in Being is
anever-repeatable», in other words, as iong as there is an unavoidable
obligation to say that 1 exist, an immediate obligation that is neither
theoretical not ontological yet ethical in view of its concrete, face-to-face
urgency. Here, | am also reminded of one of Levinas's tenacious



guestions: «why should there being saying? [Dialogue 229/150}»

Would it be because the thinking being has
something lo say? But why should he have to say it?
Why would it not suffice him to think about this thing
which he thinks? Does he not say what he thinks
precisely because it goes beyond that which suffices
him and because language carries this deep
movement? Beyond sufficiency, in the discretion of
saying «you» [tutoiemen{] and of the vocative case, a
demand for responsibility and an allegiance are
signified simultaneously.

Pourquoi y aurait-il dire? - why? because | have no reason to say
unless for you, because | have no reason to be unless being in relation
to you, because «the very opening of the dialogue [Dialogue 229/150]»
is «already a way for the I to uncover itself, to deliver itself, a way for
the I to place itself at the disposition of the Youn. I, an «once-
occurrent»,  «never-repeatable», «emotional-volitional  tone»  of
postupck, am not free: | am not free from the insatiable «hunger [TBQO
187/120]» for you.

§3. Stepping into an Ethical Milieu of Thinking: My postupok
of Wanting to Say
It is the originary and criginarily goed «hunger» for the Other that
springs the responsive | into action. The ethical hunger is that which
makes the responsible | not only responsive to the Other, but more
specifically, «answerable for» it. It is with such an insatiable and
irreducible hunger that the | that says «I exist» steps into an ethical
milieu of thinking. And the answerable I's stepping into an ethical space
of thinking precedes the cogitative I's stepping into a theoretical space
of speculation. When the latter takes place, the former is already lost:
the answerabie | vnenakhodimosts, i.e. finds itself «outside»;

Insofar as | think of my uniqueness or singularity
as a moment of my being that is shared in common by
all Being, | have glready stepped oulside my once-
occurrent uniqueness, | have assumed a position
oulside its bounds, and think Being thecretically, i.e., |
am not in communion with the content of my own
thought. [TOPA 41, emphases added].

Postupok, «my own individually answerable act or deed [TOFA 3}»

or «an action | myself chocse to perform [TOFPA 33n81, Liapunov)»,
carries an ancient insight within it: «etymologically, the noun means «a
step taken» or «the taking of a step», in distinction to the more general
akt (the Russian equivalent of the Latin actus and actum [TOPA xix,
Liapunovj». In taking such an inaugura! step, the sayer, the narrator,
will be given a chance to have a face-to-face encounter with the
primordial and primordially unigue, once-occurrent, never- repeatable,
event of co-being; such a step taken, Being will, however, have already
been desiccated in the eyes of the sayer, the elaborate consumer of air
- «every line written, every step taken by the narrator, will strive [..] to
utilise the narrator's fundamental and essential excess of seeing [AH
166]». This «excess» is the Bakhiin-Levinasian hunger, a hunger that
manifests itself not in the form of a lack or insufficiency, but in the
unmasterable physiology of the uncontainable.

An ethical hope for the future of saying is to be found in such
irreducible excess implicated and protected in the event of Being, of co-
being, to be more precise; my postupok of wanting to say what | see
remains supple and moist, insofar as the «excess» of seeing remains
inexhaustible, insofar as the «once-occurrent, never-repeatable,
participative» fluidity of my eventual act remains unfreezable. It is in this
regard that | have been wanting to say that Levinas, the philosopher
desiring a «philosophy disposed to wanting itself wholly otherwise said»
can be seen as an intimate, imaginary friend of Bakhtin's, the
philosopher working «toward a philosophy of the act.» And also in this
regard, what | have been saying with Levinas, | will allow myself to see
as a collaborative step taken «to belatedly find a place for the very early
Bakhtin [Emerson 1997: 208-220]» after more than (The) First Hundred
Years of Mikhail Bakhtin.

E. I Kuny,

AokTop HUNOCOMDCKUX Hayk,
BupkGek, YhupepcuteT floHaoHa
nepesog [A.A. OnblidaHCKoTo

BCTPEYA KOHTEKCTOB: HEKOTOPBIE 3AMEYAHUSA
OTHOCUTENDBHO
B3AUMOCBA3N oUNOCOPUN BAXTUHA U NEBUHACA

Cywlecrsyer sBHas cBasb Mexay dunocopurer Muxawna
Baxtuna (1895-1975, poagwncs B Poccud, nucan no-pyccku) u
OmMaHysna Neeuwnraca (1906-1995, pogwncs B Jlutee, nucan no-
(bpaHUy3Ckn), OBHAKO MOKa MouTW He YAERAeTCs  CheyuanbHor



BHUM@HUA 3TUM WIelHbIM nepecedeHuam baxtuna u NesuHaca, ybé
yHUKaneHoE  MeCTO B COBPEMEeHHOM  MpocTpaHcTse  NoCT-
xalgerrepunckov ounocoduu XX Beka [8 A@mi;@@m_ B6IN0 oTMEYeHD
NOCTaHOBKOW BONPOCA. KaK MOXHO NOHATb BuiTue “atuveckn’? Kak s
yX¥e roBOpuNa, 3To AOBONLHO WHTEpPEecHas Tema ANA WCCNnefoBanun
KOHKTEPHBIX  TEPMUHOB W CneuwduYecknx  YpOBHER  TekcTa,
nepeceverne JlesuHaca G baxTUHBIM, 3TUM 3TUYECKAM MbICTUTENEM,
4b€ unocodickoe TBOPYECTBO NpeacTaBnaer coBoW  STUYECKYH
nioboBb BLITUA, ecnv BbiTL Gonee ToUYHON, NE0BL CO-BbITVS.

Opwako, aaHHble Teawck! NpescTaBnsaT cOBOR TONMBKG BEOAHOE
onpefeneHue  rpaHvll U HanpaeneHwid uvccnegosamus, Bonee
OCHOBaTeNbHOE WUCCIIEAOBAHME ITON TEMbI MOXHO HaWTW B Apyrux
MOWX vm@oquw. JT0 kpatkoe acCe WMeeT uenbl cneayollee; Bo-
nepebiX, yCTaHOBWUTL DPAaMKW, B KOTOPLIX MOMET ObiTk PaccMOTpeH
BONPOC MAERHBIX B3AWMOOTHOWEHWUA BaxTuHa v NesuHaca, BO-BTOPLIX,
B036yauTe WHTepec wccneposareneid GaxTuHa W fleBuHaca Kk 3Tod
npobneme. CriegcteneM yero cTan nofoGHbIX 3aronoBOoK, Kak ‘BCTpeya
KOHTEKCTOB".

‘Otudeckoe”  ObiTMe  RBNSETCA  KWIOYEBLIM  NPEAMETOM
paccMoTpeHWs Kak ans baxtuHa Tak v gna JlesuHaca, BnuU30cTb KX
thunccoorux 1ael B 9ToR 0ONaCTY HACTONMLKG OYEBWIHE, YTO OHa He
TpeByeT  nogTeepwAEHMA  chneuuanbHbiM - aHanv3oM  TEKCTOB.
EAVHOAYLUHBIM - COTNacuem YuéHblX NG NOBOAY WHTENNeKTvankHou
GnuaocTn Mexay ABYMS 3TVMM MbICRUTENAMY, KOTOPas NPUHUMEETCA
Deanokasartensio,  MOMHO  ODBACHWTL  OTCYTCTEBME  JeTanbHow
pa3paboTanHHOCTU 3TOK TeMbl; JleBUHac He YNOMUHaETCA B Cepbe3HbIX
paGoTax 3HaWMUX U aBTOPUTETHLIX uaTareneit baxTuha, Takwx Kak
Tognopos, MopcoH, JmepcoH, XonokucT. 3ToT e (hakT, KpoMe BCero
Mpoqero, ABNAETCA OYEeBWAHOW NPUYMHOW Toro, 4To GUnocodus
JleBHaCA CYUTAGTCH OTHOCUTEREHO HOBOHW BOMHOW KOHTWHEHTANLHOM
tunocogu. 3T0 xopowo unmocTpupyeT Tlonb e Maw, KOTOpbIil
nonyTHo oTMmedaet Bnu3ocTs Mexay Baxtubbim W flesuHacom. [5, p.
110]

Mpepnockinko! 3TOro paccyxaeHna sBnsetcs obpallenne fge
Mawa [5, p. 109-110] k npoyTeHuo BaxTUHCKON “BHEHaxXOaUMOCTW’,
noBecTBOBATENLHOMO acnekTa aBTOPCKOW BHENOMOMEHHOCTH, KoTopas

' roa Beixoga nepeo# kunrn 3, NesuHaca.

2
Bonee nogpobHo cm. MO cTatero “An Interesting Non-Alibi in Being: A
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ABMOHCTPVPYET €ro yCTAHGBMEHRYIO “BHEWHOCTb NO CTHOWICHWIO K
Tekcty” [9, p. 30}

BaxruHckas anmavanektka W ero  Avanordyeckuin  npuHLmMn
MOFYT BbiTb coefinHeHbl cneayouwmmn cnocobamu: (1) KHOrAA B TeKcTe
eCTb TO, YTO OCTAETCA BHE [OUANeKTUYecKOW CUCTEMbl CUHTE3a
HappaTuea, TeM He MeHee, 3a\BNAET O pafWuKkantHOM paznuune Ha
NnpoTshenny Bcel paboTbl, CNeAcBaTenbHO, B 3TOM CMbicne (2)
“Hudero” B Texcre He cywectsyet “camo no cebe” [9, p. 41]. Opyrve
thopmynupoBku 3ToM e ugen, no MHeHuo ge Mana [9, p. 110], moxHo
HaiTy B8 paborax COBPEMEHHbIX 3anagHoeBpPoONeACKnX
beHOMEHONOTOB, TakWx kak [lyccepns, Xaigerrep © ocoBeHHO
Nesurac. Ho novemy umenHo fleBuHac okasbisaeTtcs Orivke BCEro K
BaxtuHy, 4em gapyrue EHOMEHOMOMM aHTW-FerenbaHlbl WNU NocT-
rerenbsHs Takue Kak lNeccepns w Xangerrep?

KoneyHo npuqmHa 3TOro KpoeTcs B aHTu-rerenbsHcTee JleBnHaca
[6, pp. 146-147, 98-99], a ToyHee B ero “3aTMYECKOW™ CTOpOHE, ecnu
Bbipaxarbest cnoeamu Xonkucta [9, p. 30], a He B pednexcuu no
nosogy [erena: cornacHo JleBuHacy nuk [pyroro ecTb BOMMOWeHwe
abconoTHo BGECKOHEYHOH TpaacueHAeHUMn Unu BHELHOCTL [pyroro,
CNnefoBaTentHo He ABNAETCH O0bLEKTOM TEOPETUYECKOW CREKY ALK,

Nk [Opyroro JleBvHaca, OHTOAOIMYECKas QPUIMHENLHOCTL W
3HE@4YEHNe KOTOPOro OCTAKTCH 3a pamMKaMi CamocOo3HaHus F (4To
onpenensHo TeopeTnyvecky), “Tpebyer” (no JiesnHacy) BaxTuHCKOro
IKCTATUYECKOrO (HE-) BUAEHUA “Bbixoda M3 cebs” [10, pp. 153; 99].
OBpaTtute BHUMaHue H2 TO, kak DOnuaok JleBuHac X aTuM wuaesam
BaxtuHa, wackonbko coBnNagaloT  MX  hOPMYIMPOBKM  NOHATUSA
"pasnune’ camoCO3HaHUIA, KOTOPOE BBIBUrasTCs Ha nepsblid nnaw 3,
pp. 120, 164, 166, 169].

OcHOBLIBAACL Ha 3TOW OYEBWAHON W KAEMHOHR U pETOPUYECKO#
BrnaocTe Mexny nuHvel Jleemkaca v pasmsiwneqHusamn baxtuHa, s
MOTy npeanonOXWTe HanpasfieHue AanbHeRlero CpaBHUTENbHOro
uccneaoBaHua Jleesvwkaca v baxtuda. Jlerko onpegenvTe HexoTopble
cneunhuueckne, yanoesie MOMEHTLI, 0bLWMe ana baxTuHa v JlesuHaca,
KaK 8 ykasana padee, KOTOPBIE KaKYTCA CKpbIThIMM 33 (hopManbHLIM
CXOACTBOM, KOTOPOE, BecbMa NapafoKCansHO, CTAHOBUTCA NPUYKMHON
Bespasnnuus NO OTHOLUEHWIO K KOHKPETHbiM jetanam. [ToHumanve
3TON HEABHON TEMaTU4ECKOR CBA3U MeXLy ABYMsi MblcniuTensimu Synet
HanpasngaTh Haule WCCNeAoBaHue, i H3JeKCb, NOMUMO CMbLICMOBOrG
YPOBHS, KOTOPBIA MOXET OCTaBaTLCA hOPMankEHO UMIPECCUCHUCTCKIAM.
Takce cpasHuTenbHOE WCcnefosBaHre baxTrHCKOo-JIeBMHacUAcKoro
acTeTuko-sTu4eckoro [lpyroro, 8 Hagewcs, yriybaT M oboraTtaT Hawe
noHumawrme ugen atnx  dunocodos, ocobeHHo Ux  “aTUYeckue”
NO3KUMK, KOTOpble OCTAIOTCA  HCHBIM - A0Ka3aTenbCTBOM  NOCT-




FErennaHckod, nocT-HULLIEAHCKOW W NOCT-XalAerrepuaHckon  apel
nocTmoneproro GecnovoiicTsa, rae snacte abconkTa - Hanpumep,
AGcomwoThoro [lyxa unu bora unu Dasein, ¢ ero oHTONOrMYecku
GecnpegensHbiMU - BO3MOXHOCTAMM, - He MoweT Gonee GbiTb
‘nposaenena” {Cm.. 1, 9] Be3 anpuopHoro sonpoca o cefe camoin. Bee
npeanokenHoe  34ece Mo NOBOAY AWANora  Mexay TekcTamu
MblCiMTENERA, MoXeT BblTb passuTo.

A. H.TyHnna
&. ExamepunGypez

NYMAHUCTUYHECKAS 3TUKA. YENOBEK Q17151 CAMOIO
CEBA

Hyxom ropgoctu w ontumnama Obina oOTMeveHa  3anagHas
KyNbTYypa NOCNEAHUX HECKONbKMX BEKOB. OpfIOCTH 32 JYenoBeuyecKui
PA3yM KaK WHCTPYMEHT NO3HaHKA W CBNAEHUA NPYPOAONH: ONTUMK3MA
B CBR3K CO CBepPWEeHWEM HeBepoATHbIX Hagexa YenoBedyecTsa.
braropaps pasymy ueroeek cosnan MarepuarncHbiil MUP, PEansHOCTD
KOTOPOrQ MPeBOCXOAAT Camble CMenble MeuTol ¥ haHTasnn cKasok M
yronuid. Maes nokopeHws npupoasi paau uyerosexka ywe Gonblue He
MeuTa, a peanbHas BO3MOXHOCTL. Pasee He Bnpase, noaTomy
YENoBeYeCcTBO ropaANTLCA COBOR M BepnTb B cebs 1 caoé Byaywee?

Camako cospemeHHsi# 4enoBek YyecTsyeT cebs Bcé Gonee
ofecrnokoexHbiM W 03afaueHHbiM. Cosnasas HoBbie M Gonee
COBEpPLWIEHHbIE CPEeacTBa OBMNAEHUA NPUPOAOH, YeroBeK oKazancs
3anyTaswMMCs B CeTAX 3TUX CPeACTB W yTpaTU/ MOHWMAaHWe Uenw,
€AWHCTBEHHO [AIER WM CMBICTT - CaMoro yvenoseka, Boznuxno
COMHeHWe B YenoBEYECKOH HE3FBUCUMOCTW W CUIle pasyMa, KoTopoe
BbI3BANO  COCTOSHVE  3amellaTtenscTBa. Pe3ynsTatoM  SBMNOCH
MPUHATME PENIATUBUCTCKOW NO3VLMK, KOTopas npeanonaraer, uTo
LUEHHOCTHbBIE CYXKOEHWA W 3THYECKIE HOPMbI ECTb UCKAIOHATENILHO feno
BKyCa 1 nNpeanovTeHud, a oObexTBHbLIE LEHHOCTHBIE CyXaeHds
HEBO3IMOXHEI.

Ho ecte u apyras aneTepHatuBa. O Heit  rosoput
rymanucTudeckas atvka B nuue Apuctotens, B.CnuHosel, [. Obioun, 3.
Gpomma 1 MHOrMx Apyrux. Bce oOHM NMUWYT O TOM, Y4TC 3TUYECKME
HOPMb! MOMYT BbipabaThlBETHCH PA3yMOM uYenoBeKa, M UM OJHUM.
Henoeek Tak xe cnocobeH pasnuuatk ¥ BbIpabaTbiBaTh LEHHOCTHLIE
CYXAEHUA Ha OCHOBE TOMLKO pasyma, kak v nicbble Apyrve. Benukas
TRaAKUNS ryMaHUCTUYeCKoN 3TUYECKON MbICTM 3anoxuna (yHIaMEeHT
CHCTEMBI LUEHHOCTEN, OCHOBaHHLIX Ha YenoBeveckon
CAMOCTOSTENBHOCTU W pasyme. 3TW cucTembl Obinv MOCTpoeHbl Ha

Nnpefnochinke, Y10 Ans Foro, Ytob nosHarte cywHocts AoGpa u 3na,
Hane NosHaTh NpUpcay Yenoseka.

Ho Ha nyTw 3TOr0 NO3HaHUS HAM BCTPEYAETCH MHOXECTBO Pa3HbixX
M CNOXHBLIX npobneM. [pex YenosevecTea 3aKIKYasTCs B TOM, YTO Mb!
NPUHUMAEM, JrOU3M 3@ HOPMY YENOBEYECKOr0 NOBEAEHUS, U CMOTPUM
Ha BTOT rpex CxkBO3b nansLbl. Ecim xe arousm He npobnema, To MOXHO
HaTKHYTBCR HA NOCTOAKHLIA MOWCK YOOBOMARCTBWMA, YTC NPOTHBOPEYAT
APUHLIMNEM 3TWKKW, Ha MNycToe MEeCTO, KOTOPOE JOMKHa 3aHuMmarb
COBECTb WNt Ha OTCYTCTBME BEpb! KaK HEOOXOAKMMOR YepThl Xapakrepa.
A yxe He roBoOplo O TOR NyTaHMUe, B KOTOPOW HAXoOASTCH CErogHs
MOHATUA CBOSOLLI, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH ¥ gonra. Ho mbl CkpuiBaewm oT
ceCsi CBOM MOpanbHble nNpobrembl, NPEKTOHSAACH TEM CaMblM nepej
8HOHUMHOW CUNOK PbIHKA, YCnexa, OBLWEeCTBERHOrO MHEHIS, «3PaBoFo
CMbICAax- UNKW, TouHee, cunomn abcypaa, CnyramMy KOTOPoW Mbl cTanu.

Hawa rnasHas MopanbHast npobnema  3aknwqaeTcs 6
6e3pasnuyHoM OTHOWEeHUM YeroBeka K caMoMy cebe. Mei nepecranu
A0BEPATL CODCTBERHBIM CUNaM, Mbl CTanM BeLlamm.

l'YmMaHucTUYECKan 3TUKa 3aHWMAET Ty NO3VMUMIO, YTO ECNU YenoBeK
KUB, HE MEPTB AYLUIOA, - OH 3HABT YTO MO3BONEHO a BbiTh KUBLIM -
3Ha4uT GbiTh NPOAYKTUBHBIM, UCNLITLIBATS CBOM CUMbI HE ANRA KAKUX-TO
TpaHCUeHAeHTHLIX Yyenceeky Lenen, a gns cebs caMmoro, ons Toro,
4Tob npuaaTte cMbicn COOCTBEHHOMY CYLIECTBOBaHU, 4TOD ObiThb
FYM@HHbiM. MO ecriv KTo-TO BEepWT, YTo &ro Wheank! ¥ Wenv rae-to BHe
€ro €amoro, rae-To 3a obnakamn, To Nu B NPOWNoM, To N1 B SyayLuem,
OH HenpemeHHo BbMAET 3a npefensl camoro cebs M Gymer uckaTb
pelleHue Tam, rae ero He MoXeT Obith. OH ByaeT uckaTb OTBETHI W
BO3MOXHbl& PELSHKS TAe YTOLHO, TONLKD He TaMm rae Hago, - B cebe
camom.

OcHoBaHWA ANS TOPROCTH W Hagemasl Ha cebs y Hac BCE-Takw
€CTb, HO C OfHOW OTOBOPKOWA: HW A0BPO, HU 3N0 He peanuayloTcs
asToMarvyeckn. PelueHne OCTa&TCA 33 YENOBEKOM M 33BUCHT OT ero
FOTOBHOCTHU peliaTb W CBOM coDCTBEHHbIE HPABCTBEHHBbIE 3afaqv, u
HpaBcTBeHHbIe npobnems! seero obwectea. OHO, HakoHel, 3aBUCUT OT
ero myxectea ObiTb camum coboit 1 BeiTs ans cebs.

A.C. TataypoBa
2. Examepunbypea

MONOAEXb B NABUPUHTAX OOUMHOYECTBA

OpuHouecTso ofocHOBanoce B HalWeM [OME W TaK RPO4HO
060CHOBANOCk, 4TO MOPOH Mbl He 3HAEM, Kak C HUM BopoTecs. OHo
Bceraa rae-To paRaoM W, B TO Ke BpeMs, HUKOrAa Henb3a TOMHO
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A.A. OnbuiaHcKkui,
B.B. liunrapéea.

Beenenue.

Hannas knuza Asnsemes emopol yacmbio cOopHUKA Pocculickod
MONIOO0EXHOU Hay4YHO-pakmuyeckol KoHgheperyuu «Monodas Mbicis
Ha nopoze HOBO2O eekas, rnpoxoduswed Ha gunocoghckom
thakynbmeme Ypanbckozo eocysueepcumema 27-28 anpens 2000.
KoHgbeperyuo nocemunu yyacmuuky U3 15 2opodos Poccuu, 3aoyHoe
yyacmue 8 KOHePEeHUUU HPUHARY cMydeHms U acnupanms! u3 6onee
150 zopodos Pocouu.

B nepeol yacmu cGopHuka noMmeuwieHsl okono 100 cmameil no
ucmopuu hunocoguy, Meopuy u uCmopuy Kynsbmyps!, COUuUanbHoL
hunocopuy, mecpuy nosHaHua U Qunocoguy Hayku, cbunocoguu
flonumuku  u npasa. Heckornieko cmameli 6bi10 npedocmasneHc
HawumMu  3apybGexHeiMu  KonneeamMu U3 Yukaeo, Hblo-Hopka,
3dunbypea u Byxapecma.

Opexomumem ydensem 6osbWoe eHuUMaHue compyOxuqecmsy ¢
3apybexHbIMU uccnedosamenamu u MexJyHapodHomy Buanoay Mexdy
unccohaMu pasnbix cmpan. B cessu 3muM, 8 OaHHOM cOOpHUKe Mbl
marke nybnukyeM psad cmameld Hawux Konjea us yHugepcumemos
Toxdona u Hew-Hopxka.

Temamuxa emopoll yacmu c6OpHUKa 3ampasugaem maxue
obnacmu urocouy Kak amuka U UCmopus chunocogpuy. Yposers
Mamepuasnos KoHchepeHyuu omeevaem UHMEPECaM COSPEMEHHOM
hunocoghutl.

OpzkomMumerm  KOH(EPEHUUU BLIDAXEEM CE0K  LICKPEHHIOW
GnazodapHoCmL  eyMaHUmMapHOMy U MOMUMONoeUYeckoMy ueNnmpy
«Cmpameaus» u nu4Ho npezudenmy UeHMpa Bypbynucy 3., a
makke pekmopy Ypanbckozo eocySapCmeeHHoz20 yHusepcumema
um.A.M.  Tlopbkozo, yneH-koppecnondenmy PAH, npoheccopy-
dokmopy Tpemeakosy B.E.; Oekany @unocochckozo ¢haxynemema
Ypry, npedcedamemo Ypansckozo unocoghckozo  ebuyecmea,
dupekmopy  HOY  HYU  «®ond  meopyeckod riedazoaukuy,
npogbeccopy-dokmopy Mepueey A.B. u npogheccopam punocoghckozo
gakynsmema OJuHeopH HK., Kemeposy B.E u JloGosukosy B.O.,
oKasaewur noMolis 8 pabome Had cEOPHUKOM.

D.A. Olshanski,
V.V. Shingaryova.

Introduction

This edition is the second part of the collection of papers of All-
Russia Scientific Conference “Young Thought of the Threshold of New
Century”, which took place at Urals State University on April 27-28,
2000. There were the participants from more than 15 cities of Russia,
the under- and post-graduate from more than 150 cities had stand-
reports.

First part of the collection contains 100 articles on History of
Philosophy, Theory and History of Cuiture, Social Philosophy, Theory of
Cognition and Philosophy of Sciences, Philosophy of Politics and Law.
There were articles written by our foreign colleagues from Chicago,
New York, Edinburgh and Bucharest.

We pay very great attention to interaction between Russian and
Western researchers and dialogue between the philosophers of all over
the world. That is why we include in this edition the papers of our
colleagues from universities of London and New York,

Second part of the collection contains articles on Ethics and
History of Philosophy. We' can note the high quality of the papers and
international interest to our edition. We would like to thank humanitarian
and politological center “Strategia” and centers president Genady E.
Burbulis and rector of Urals State University named after M. Gorky,
doctor of sciences in mathematics and physics, professor,
corresponding member of Russian Academy of Sciences Viadimir
Trefjakov, and the faculty of philosophy dean, professor, doctor
Alexander Pertsev, and to Prof. Nonna K. Einghom, Prof. Viacheslav
E. Kemerov and Prof. Viadimir O. Lobovikov for scientific and moral
assistance.
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