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Dear Farticipants/Contributors,

| welcome you all to the i §th |95 | conference e~Proceeciings in our Lekgtiwos
website and | thank you warmiy for your Participation. Your essays in this
collection make Possible the international and muiti~discipiinar3 vision of the
]SSEI As cieicgates from all over the world, from countries too many to account
here, and as contributors rescarci'iing on various fields, toPics and Persuasions,
you i—iave, with your presence at the conference and your papers for this electronic

edition, instantiated an embodied and non-toxic universalism.

On my part, as editor of the 6~Proceeclings, | am gratei:ul to my co”eague /elia
Gregoriou for her brilliant organizationai ideas and the i‘icavg workload that she
has undertaken. SPeciai thanks are due to the Univcrsitg of Cgprus Tecimical
Serviccs as well as to the Librarg and Ms \/asiiiki Koukounidou and her team who
have made our Lekytiﬁos website a true rcceptacle of the multicultural and
multiciisciPiinarg character of the ]SSE_I A Lekgthos, origina”g, a decorated
ceramic vessel used for storing olive oii, evokes the olive branch as a diachronic
sgmbol of peace aiorxg with the fusion of ePistcme, utiiitg, art, and the quoticiian.
Put Lekgthos being at times a part of Funerary rites also evokes the interPiag of
eternity and finitude, the uncxPectedness of what the future has in store and
writing as a life oPera’cion of kccPing ti'lougi'it in store. We i’!OPC that such



connotations of finitude and inFinitg, and sgmbolisms of rcceptivitg, irenic academic
creativitg, inconclusiveness of human endeavour and openness to Futurity energjze

multiple rcadings of our Lekgthos e~Proceeclings.

As co-organizer of the 13th ISSE], ] am grate]cu] to the organization committee
for their C)C]COFtS, and esPeciany to FrmC Hcinz~Uwe [Haus whose excePtional and
indcwcatigable advice and energy had been a source of constant encouragement
and inspiration throughout the Preparation of the conference. Mang thanks also
to Neophytos Ncophgtou of the CHPrus Theatre Centre, to Marg ]oannidcs—
Koutselini, the [ead of the Dcpar’cment of E&ucation, for her wholehearted
commitment to this Projcct, and to my friends and co”cagucs for their concern,

Par’cicipa’cion and ideas.

| owe spccial thanks to: Prof [ zra T almor, Ms Rachel Ben-David, Prof David
Love”, Eclna and Avita], and all the other members of the ISSE] for their
guidance and cooPeration; as well as to Fro{: Cem Karacleli) the organizer of the
Previous |95 | conference at Ankara for his advice and Friencﬂg concern. Mang
thanks are due to the team of Easycomcerences for their valuable suPPort and
incomparabb efficient Problem~solving. The ]SSEI and Easgcomccrences have
jointlg Providcd the ingrcdients that make such events realizable: aporia and
em/oor/a resPectivelg. Tl’)C Per‘Fectionism inherent in the ]f_jéil vision exposecl us
to an aporia, a claunting wonclcr, e)q:ecting a creative sense of no way and the need
and desire to think 016, and think in, Nnew ways. Easycomccrcnces supplied the
cmPoria, the passages, the way toward the aPProximation of the vision, the
Practical oPening of Paths for the realization of the |95 | Project. Speaking of
the ISSE] vision, vivid images of Sasha Ta]mor come to mincl; her friendliness
and inexhaustible energy had made the ]SSE] a memorable expéricnce for many
of usin the past; and ] dedicate this editorial to her memory. The vision of ISSE]

involves a scientific ethic that can be summed up in the imperativct to the tlﬂinkcr,

the artist and the scientist: “keep going”, “make the humanities endure” and
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persevere .As Sasc a so Pertmenty wrote in her article on “aest e’m(:Ju gement

and its criteria of value” (Ta]mor, i 969), we may have been led to ask questions of

truth in new ways; but the quanclaries of thought and the vision that direct our

efforts, for instance, when we explore the relation between the ethical and the

beauthcul, still urge us to continue our quest for truth.

But, what was cxactlg the 1 §t'L‘ ]55E] framework to which you have so kindly and
ricHy resPonded and contributed? ]n this editoria], ] elaborate, brieﬂy and from the



Point of view of P!’xi]osop}y} my field, on the stakes of mu]tidiscip]inaritg. For, in the
world of toc{ag, art, science and Phi]osophy form a constellation which is suffused
not only with prospects and creative imPetus but also with cha”enges, tensions and

ethical dilemmas.

Marketization exerts enormous pressure on the humanities with detrimental
effects, while new modes of graming resecarch relativize established patterns of
academic activity. Such clﬂa”cnges, and many more along these lines, require
imaginative and bold responses on the part of discip]ines, which are now invited not
just to react or adapt to new global realities but also to intervene in the shaping of
aworld in constant becoming. Yet, apart from the socio—Po]itical stakes, art,
science and Philosophg as modalities of thought confront ethical and
cpistcmologica! quandarics that bear upon the relation tlﬂcg have to one another.
T oindicate some of them that imp!icatc Pl‘lilosophg, we may borrow Alain
PBadiouw’s connection between dangerous realities and the failures of ’chought that

generate such realities.

For Badiou, ‘every emPiricaI disaster originates in a disaster of thought [] every
real and, in Particular, every historic disaster contains a Phi]osopheme that knots
togethcr ecstasy, the sacred and terror (] 999, p- 9] I). Thc glaring
P/I//OSOP/)C/W@S that Padiou singles out comPrise Stalinian Marxism’s New
Frole’carian Man, Nazism’s his’corica“g destined German Peop]e) and the civilized
man of imPcrial Par]iamcntarg democracies. To them Corrcsponds the ecstasy of
the Placc (c.g. the (German Lancl, Socialism ‘s f"]ome]and, the West) and the
sacred of the Name (the Fuhrer, the father of Peoples, the Marketp]acc) (ibiclJ p-
i 52.). We may cmplog this discourse to theorize less blatant disastcrs, some of
which concern an obsessive and dispropor‘tionate encroachment onjust one of the
three narratives at the expense of all others. When art is the case in Poin’c, the
corresponding Phi]osophéme is a sacralised aesthctisization; an assumption that
art contains a mgstical and transcendent qualitg and an exPec’cation that this
qua]ity will unleash hidden redemptive and utopian energjes. The ecstasy of the
P]acc of art (the artefact and its ]ocus) along with the sacred of the Name (the
cxceptionalism of the artist) effect a Pcrnicious self-enclosure where the world of
aesthetic experience c’isp]a\tjs contempt for the world of the quotidian and its
Facticitﬁ.

But, if aesthetisization presents a risk of exaggerated and l—lcgemonic emphasis on

art, scientism and Positivism are no less dramatic in mai(ing the relation among, the



three narratives uneven and lopsided. As FrmC Fetcr Caws (our kegno’ce sPeaker
for whose presence at the conference we have been very gratemcul) has Pu’c it,
“science has suffered from the immoclestg of some of its enthusiasts” (7_005, p-
157). The language of science has been notorious forits Presumed ethical
neutralitg, its arrogant selxc~unclerstancling, and its contempt for the worlds of
subjective exPcrience, normativitg and idealitg. The laboratory, science’s locus of
ecstasy, along with the scientist, who incarnates science’s sacralised name of
soteriological collective subjec’civitgj underlie the g]ori}cication of the quo’cidian

realm of causalitg, scientific data and Facticity.

Forits part, Phi!osophg can also be comp]icit in the terror of ccntripctal hegemong.
The ‘queen of the sciences’ self-declaration has haunted the historical
re]ationship of Phi]osophg with the other two narratives (art and science), often
]cading its sacralised Name, the Plﬂi]osophcr, to the role of the sclﬁappointed
Prophe’c and the clogmatic arbiter of all truth. 53 contrast, Philosophy can and
should serve an interdiscip]inarit3 that respects ePistemologica] boundaries the
very moment that Philosophg strugg]es to learn from other discourscs/disciplincs,
while maintaining a critical stance to their — as well as to Philosophy s own —
oPera’cions. Jijrgen Habermas (1990) describes this Possibi]itg as a shift of
Philosophg from the position of the usher of sciences to that of the stand-in and
interPrcter of sciences. [Tor Jacques Derrida, when the context is that of inter- or
multi~disciplinarit3, Philosophg names both ‘a clisciPline that be]ongs to the
“humanities” and that disciplinc which claims to think, elaborate and criticize the
axiomatic of the “humanities” (Dcrricla, 1994, Pp- ]—2). And, for Bac!iou,
‘scientists, Political theorists, artists and Psychoanalgsts [..] are all of them
crucia”g reliant on Philosophg when it comes to distinguislﬂing knowicdgc from
truth’ (Norris, 2009, p- | i). ‘T}‘IC Pinccrs of truth, which link and subiimatc, have a
clut9 to seize truths. The relation of (Philosophic) Trutlw to (scienthcic, Political,
artistic or amorous} truths is one of serzing. Bg “seizing”, Badiou means ‘caPturc,
holcl, and also seizure, astonishment. Fhi!osophg is the locus of thinking wherein
(non~PhilosoPHic) truths are seized as sucl—r, and seize us’ (1999, p- 1 26).

Howevcr, in rcalitg, unresolved tensions between the language of the humanities
and the language of empirical sciences as well as the old “\Verstehen ~~ rklaren”
controversy continue unabated -~ P]us contestations of Eegcmom’c space among
the humanities themselves. Academia often resembles a batt]eﬁc]&, and its

intellectual warfare seems to be rcgu]atecl, as | see it bg two oPPosing but



comp]cmen’carg Pathologies: the one can be termed “s’crong%olcl fortification” and

the other “frame demolition”.

| define as ‘stronghol& fortification’ the kind of obsession with a discipline,
research iclea, framework or Project that surfaces when one has given up the qucs’c
for truth for the sake of s’crengthening the calibre, resilience and influence of one’s
discip]ine or of the given idea, framework or Projcct within one’s discip!ine. The
rescarcher working under the sPe” of such an obsession looks for, reads, supports,
Prioritizes and disseminates the wor‘(/ideas of like-minded PeoPle with whom she
even’cua”g collaborates and creates a subset of scientific communicative
communitg. When conFronting other discip!ines Or coming across a new
iclea/Project that does not fall easi]y into (discursive) Place, the researcher
dismisses it as irrelevant to existing debates or as unsure of its direction. Ang
argument within such a context needs to be recognizab!c inits alliance, or to be
part of an alliance in the first P]ace. The walls of a Position or of an academic field
are fortified }33 narrowing, the scope of their exPosition (ancl resPonsiveness> to
criticisms. A heavi]g fortified research programme unleashes ‘critical’ energies
toward whatever seems to constitute its suPPosed radical other. Morc gencra”g,
strongholc{ fortification energjzes an obsessive, onward march of increasing]y
narrow-minded academic circles whose cult becomes manifest in research agendas
that perpetuate established Positions at the expense of whatever seems not to be
easilg accommodated within the received Point of view (Fapastcplﬁanou, 2010).
UItimatcly, the Phi]osophémc unclcr]ying stronghold fortification is c!ogmatism.

Now, the second Patho]ogy, that ] have termed frame demolition’, rePresents an
eclectic and Frcc—ﬂoating merging of discourses and disciplincs into new, l’lgbric{
formations that Promisc more academic visibilitg. ]t satisfies the will for power and
assists resecarchers to caPitalize on societal Praise of what can pass for innovative
or 5ocia”9 beneficial research and sexy, new discourses. Thc researcher acts as a
frame demolisher when she aPProaches the discip]ines that offer her the
conceptual means relevant to her research question, not so as to learn from them
and, if nccded, to reorient her research, but so as to spot the kind of discourse
that will advance orjusthcg what she already thinks about the issue. Thc
epis’cemological demands: for more reac}ing and fora deeper understanding of the
targcted ideas; for resPccting the different context within which the ideas operate
and their resistance tojust any kind of aclaPtabilitH; and for a readiness to move in

different directions if necessary are all bypassec] (1bld> x~ﬂ'xe P!—rilosophcme



underlging frame &cmolishing Practices can be described as a soprxistic relativism

and ecclecticism.

When dogmatism is the outcome of the exaggerations of Philosophica] self-
ur\clers’cancling the antidote may be the one that Padiou emphasizes, that is,
soPhisti‘(i. As he puts it, ‘the soPhis’c is required at all times for Philosoplﬂy to
maintain its ethics. | or the sophist is the one who reminds us that the category of
Truthisvoid (1999, p- 1 34). Yet, when relativism gains sway, PBadiou becomes a
sPiri’cecl critic of modern soPhistry, which he associates with some Postmoclern
Practices which displag disrespect for ePistemic claims and frames of the kind that |

have described as the frame demolition that is so dominant todag.

We may gencralize PBadiou’s antidote to cover the cases of hegcmonic
monopolizations of va]iditg and value that Pertain to the other narratives too. [Tor
a“, artists, scientists and Philosophers, are Potentia“g in danger of absolutizing
their share of truth and of trging to Forthcg it, busy as traey often are with Iocating
and combating adversaries, raising walls against them or inc]uding them within the
walls of their own clisciPlines. A soPhis’c’s reminder of the inconclusive character of
’cruth, yet one that is cautious of its own clangers of slicling down to rclativism, might

be the ethical antidote to ccntripctal tendencies of all narratives.

To Ba&iou, ‘the ethics of Phi]osophy is basica”g to maintain the sophist as its
aclvctrsary, to preserve po/emos [war], dialectical strife. Tlﬂc disastrous moment is
the one when Phi]osophﬂ declares the sophist mustnot be, the moment when it
decrees the annihilation of its Other’ (] 999, p- i 54). We must cons’cant]g be
rCminchci, tlﬂen, tlﬂat, as Fcter Caws puts it “the operations of the human sciences
are multipic and Particular and distri})uted, and that all their objccts come into and
are sustained in being }35 seParable and to a clegree independent individuals”
(ZOOﬁ, p- | 67). Such individuals identhcy themselves either as artists or
Philosoplﬂcrs or sophists or scientists, whose “battles over academic turf” or their
intellectual warfare constitute an ongoing, cl—ia”enge to think in complex ways about

cognitive endeavour.

]ntcrcliscipliﬂarg endcavours, exchanges and connections across modalities of
thinking and disciP]ines should not succumb to stror\glﬁo]cl fortification and frame
demolition. T he risk of eventua“g neutralising cross~discip]inary ventures the very
moment that we suPPosecny g]orhcg and celebrate the multiplicity of voices must be
avoided. ]n the metaPr}or evoked by Lckytrtos as receptaclc, rather than bcing at



war with one anotl'ver, discip]incs form a unitg without closure and without losing
their uniqueness. ]nstead of being P]aced in Polemical comqict, instead of
advancing in battle against one another, intellectual ventures within the irenic
framework of controversy are stored togctlﬂer, made available to future research
while attesting to an unknown future. ]nter/multi~disciplinarit3 todag heads
Fumblingly toward the dark Paths of a world future and of a future world whose
viabi!itg depends much on the ]iglﬂt that this scicnti?ic/inte”ectual Progression may
shed on the way and on its own, at times destructive, ways. Tl‘xrougln this PrismJ to
the ques’cion about the 1 §th ]SSE] theme l have rcsPonc{ec{ with a short answer,
aiming on]g to introduce the e~Proceedings; the long answer has been given ]93
your wor‘(shops, Presentations, discussions, and now bg your texts, that is, bg your

ghct of thought to all of us, for which we are gra’ccﬂcul.Z

MArianna anmta}aknnau

Editorial Team:

Marianna Papastephanou, University of Cyprus, Editor
and

Co-editors

Zelia Gregoriou, University of Cyprus,

Mary loannides-Koutselini, University of Cyprus

Michalinos Zembylas, Open University, Cyprus

! ]:rame demolishers overlook that not evergthing can be coPied from one context and
transferred to another without serious consideration of the limits that the attachment to
context may set. Nor do frame demolishers consider the Possibility that the
ePistemologicaI framework of another c{iscipline, rather than bcing aclaPtable to your initial

intentions, it may change your orientation or your way of asking your research qucstions.
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