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Abstract: With ethical deficiency and subjective perplex in Nietzsche’s philosophy of
Superman in view, this paper probes into the necessity and possibility of
re-establishing the subject of ethics in postmodern context, approaching the ethical
identification and generation of contemporary discourse subject from the perspective
of attitude ethics. It transfigures the traditional philosophy of subject and refutes the
idea of ‘abrogating the subject’, and at the same time proposes a conceptual
identification systems of the subject of ethics with six aspects, and discusses
emphatically the multiple ethical connotations of engagement action as the starting
point of generation, thus lays open the values of linguistic construction whose function

is ‘re-configuration of time’ in narrative art and criticism.
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Nowadays, if a kind of criticism wants to find a possibility and a justified effect of
true expression, it requires not only honesty and patience, courage and keen antenna of
thought, but also moral commitment to their own attitude in speech. As far as literature,
art, and all kinds of thoughts and academic discourses are concerned, how to recover a
pristine and bright affective ability, how to resist the temptation of power in discourse,
how to integrate democratic and tolerant spirit into criticism passion , how to establish
a multi-perspective, to form a polyphony of spiritual life under the premise which
unblurs the position, outline and focus, and how to make the subject of criticism
uncentralize and be present appropriately in order to cultivate a organic sense of a
community in various relationships of knowledge exchange, all these have constituted

a series of basic problems of ethical criticism, namely, the problems of attitude ethics.

1. FELESHIFER

Attitude Ethics and Critical Mode
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Attitude ethics is the symbol of the ethical existence of critics. The aesthetics of
Romanticism always regards ‘symbol’ as intuitive, implicit, immediately perceptible,
productive, with all action having seemingly been completed in its interior, indicating

the general by the particular, and expressing the invisible by the visible, etc. And we




find that all the characteristics above can be used to describe ‘attitude’ as well, i.e,
attitude contains similar linguistic characters as symbol. Attitude is itself already a
speech and evaluation, an intuitive and direct signification and expression, and a visible
form of the invisible value ethics. As an action of symbolization out of the language of
our body, attitude relies as well on the nature and moral power of language—the
function of assertion and creation, and accordingly maneuvers the actual
communication in the sense of production and brings us into a surreal value-indicating
world.
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Attitude is the only thing we can determine on our own. It has instantaneous
certainty and marks out the ethical position and orientation of critical subject. This
position and orientation is an ethical resolution due to an understanding of the context
of literary or societal communication. It is neither given by fate nor chosen by ourselves
at will. Attitude, together with position and orientation, is the product of
inter-subjective relationships (such as those between texts, worlds, authors, and
readers) and it arises from the ethical interweaving of varied intentions. Attitude ethics
not only helps critics recognize their present position (subjective position), but also
transcendentally opens up a value dimension for critical activity. It shows that criticism
always tries to understand and create its own communicative targets and its
derivatives, and thereby achieves ‘beneficial reciprocity of inter-civilizations’. As
Emmanuel Levinas put it, transcendence dwells in asymmetric inter-subjectivity; when
subject tries to maintain its subjectivity, it has the possibility of not having to return to
itself, of being prolificc and of bearing a son. That is to say, whether an
inter-relationship is positive, benign and reproductive, is dependent on the critical
subject’s recognition of the real relation between its self and its critical targets, and on
the demand for self-reproduction by discourse subject.
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As for critical mode, attitude ethics reflects dynamically the ‘given-ness’,
‘Vermoglichkeit” (empowerment) and ‘constructivity’ of critical consciousness in
phenomenological sense. Such phrases made up of adjective-noun or adverb-verb like
‘de-mask’, ‘faithful expression’, ‘patient listening’, ‘open-minded’, ‘skilfully discovering’,
‘brave to question and challenge’, ‘justifiable retorting and criticising’, ‘well-prepared
response’, ‘direct or indirect hints’, ‘concrete and orderly statement’, ‘vicarious
comprehension’, ‘bidirectional reflecting’, ‘low-profile language attitude’, ‘shy of
powerful aggression’, ‘adherent to communicative reciprocity’, ‘appropriate silence’,
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‘determined suspension’, ‘substituting “should” for “may”, ‘necessary compromise’, and
‘transferring politeness’ etc., should not be interpreted as discourse strategies, but
should be understood as the freedom of and respect for attitude ethics. Freedom means
the freedom of critical activity and the production of meaning, while respect means the

respect for the infinity of truth and our tininess in front of ‘truth’.

Hereon, ‘promise of attitude’ is involved in ‘entrusting’ to time, and label a sort of
spiritual scale thus make critical activity to form its own body of ethics. This
irreplaceable endeavour gives birth to ‘moments’ of critical ethics one after another. In
these moments, the communicative relationship between criticism and its target is not

only moral but also aesthetic and political.



2. WHIEEARREEERA

Ethical Identification of the Discourse Subject
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Then, what on earth is subject of ethical criticism? In what way does it differ from
a normal discourse subject? To answer these questions, we should pay attention to the
particularity of methodological requirement. The ethics of criticism (narration) is
different from the ethics of social norms, thus it is difficult to give an over-all
conceptual definition on the ethical nature of a critical subject from the perspective of
social norms. The definition might seem objective while is actually empty. Here, we are
trying to furnish a theoretical description of the nature and features of the ‘subject of
critical ethics’, so as to achieve a reflective perceptual reliability.
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In formal ethics, anyone who has established a discourse order and finished a
relatively complete and continuous message deliverance through the selection and
rearrangement of materials can be considered broadly as an ethical subject, despite
that the order and message may be either on the good, right side or on the bad, wrong
side in the eyes of the recipients. In this sense, we can say ‘ethics’, comparing with
other speech activities, is transcendental, i.e. the genetic condition of any discourse
activity must be ‘ethical’ rather than ‘non-ethical’.
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‘Non-ethical narration’ is as unimaginable as piling up building blocks or building a

house without following certain order. According to this formalizing principle, it is

evident that ‘critical ethics’ can never be simply identified as the speaker’s moral
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judgment on what is said, or any kind of notion or value orientation by the speaker,
implicit or explicit.
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Nevertheless, we have to admit that, this broadly-defined and formalist ethical
subject appears inevitably too generalized, too saturated with semiotics, too unisexual
and sterile, lacking in the wholeness of a ‘live person’. For example, narratology focuses
on the relation between formal elements, which ‘automatically’ constitutes certain
connotation of formal ethics and reveals partly the ‘intention’ of the narrator in terms
of unconsciousness, yet we must not ignore the stratified understanding and the
compound-ness of the ethical connotation, not to mention the adjoining, inter-figrating,
and even contradicting relation actually existing in the process of formalization and
internalization of the discourse subject. This is because formal elements cannot fully
demonstrate the ethical nature of discourse subject, but may on the contrary confound

his actual perception due to the mask effect of their rhetoric.
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Though critical discourse may often take on diverse and varied -ethical
appearances just like a subject identity which has normally several possibilities of
self-definition, and in a broad sense, every one of us has factually more than one
‘subject’ identities, namely subject of gender, desire, emotion, class, nation, observation,
participation, competition, legal rights, consumption, and entertainment etc., the
subjectivity of ‘I' is virtually fortuitous, random, mixed, ambiguous, drifting, and
awaiting definition. Therefore, the ethical contemplation on ‘I" cannot and will not

plunge into a certain identity ‘point’.
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However, it is on this uncertainty that the ethical discourse subject can be
established through narration and by finding a language which makes ‘this’ I my self,
and can certify that this ‘" is no replica of any other one person. Here, a valid
identification of the ethical particularities of discourse subject cannot happen without
free ‘choice’ and ‘orientation’ of value, while ‘choice’ and ‘orientation’ means
confinement, a self-confinement imposed on the subject by himself. This is the real
paradox a free ethical subject may encounter. Yet this paradox is a positive guide for
identifying discourse subject. Any attempt to get rid of the perplex of this paradox may
lead to a split, simplified and false self, for the ethical discourse subject presupposes
certain ‘choice’ and ‘orientation’, and is formed by accumulating and tidying the
complicated experience and inner conflicts of observation and reading in the process of
criticism (narration).
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By and large, the establishment of subjectivity is closely related to self-identity.
However, self-identity needs reference. If it lingers on an individual or type, it will fall
into narcissism. According to Hans Robert Jauss, in the tradition of European
self-identity, this reference belongs always to God. It was not until the time of
Enlightenment in the seventeenth Century that Rousseau introduced confession and
praying, which were formerly done toward God, into public sphere, and thus reduced
them to public conversation. The self-identity an individual might expect has thereafter

shifted from vertical axis (God) to horizontal axis (society, the public).
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These derogatory remarks by Jauss confirm the fact that it was Rousseau who
initially shifted the reference of self-identity from God to society and the other. After
Rousseau, there was again a Kantian enlightenment which transformed individual,
personality and subject, meanwhile the ‘reference’ was traced back to transcendental
domain. Habermas once said, since Kant, the transcendental was considered to be a
subject which created its world and had its autonomy; and subsequently, Fichte united
the transcendental ability of cognitive subject and practical subject with the concept
‘independence’, united the construction of the world and self-resolution, thus carried
them to the extreme to make this concept to be the primitive action of self-identity. But
we all know that the primitive Fichtian ‘solipsism’ cannot endure the investigation of
various modern philosophical systems. Particularly after the concept ‘practical subject’
has freed its historical energy, the reference system of self-identity can no longer rely
on any singular and constant object. Therefore, the ‘I’ can only take multi-dimensional
references continuously in historical practice, and in turn it makes self-identity more

and more complex and difficult.
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It is based on this that Western enlightenment culture meets two totally opposite
interpretations of the fate of ‘subject’. One of which is called “subjective”, for it still has
trust and expectation on the strength of humanity of self and thus hopes to create or
construct the world or give the world its meaning, taking subject as the center. The
other is called “non-subjective”, which holds that subject is completely manipulated by
unconsciousness and is an empty signifier, and consecutively proclaims the ‘death of
subject’. The collision between these two poles has no reason to makes us accept either

one.
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In my opinion, this kind of extreme collision, like retaliation between theories, is
the very consequence of having not yet put the ‘subjective’ issue on the ‘ethical agenda’.
Only when subjectivity comes into the view of ethics, can the collision be avoided. This
rational reflection on the history of enlightenment culture helps us realize that
self-identity of subject gained through narration is not unimaginable if we cast a new
light on the nature, position and orientation of the subject.
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Therefore, the problem as to where to locate discourse ethics and subject of
critical ethics will be uncovered in an ethical space-time, which serves as confinement
yet is no confinement at all. 1) Subject as a non-center, i.e. subject must be moved from
the central point of world circle which it assumes to be able to dominate, and tries no
more to construct the world and manipulate things out of the will of the self. 2) Subject
as a witness. Subject cannot constitute meaning on its own. It only experiences and
witnesses the world, while the meaning of his own practice needs historical
confirmation. Hence different discourse subjects always serve as witness for each other
in temporal process. 3) Subject as an interface. No single subject has the right to treat
other subjects as an object for every one of them is subject, thus, the inter-subjective
relationship is in essence only an interface-like connection. They stick together in a

differential co-existing state. 4) Subject leans to other side. Being a non-center, witness,
9



and interface, subject also means leaning to other side to make a passage to ‘let other
pass’. It should not and cannot stay in the way and prevent the influx of things and
meaning. 5) Subject as a vacancy. Due to the limits and frailty subject itself may be
aware of, subject always expects to be extended and fulfilled. Constant vacancy by
subject shows an indispensable openness, which attests to the self-consciousness of its
existence rather than non-existence. 6) Subjective in uncompleteness. It is a long way
for subject to construct itself through narration and assessment, for the construction
involves the evolution of knowledge and experience, the introduction of heterogenic

elements, and the circulation of practice.
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These six aspects mentioned above are aimed at a determined transfiguration on
conventional subject philosophy and a refutation of the ‘abolishment of subject’. They
provide us a conceptual identification system with ethical features of a critical subject
in terms of the nature, the position and orientation of subject. The validity of this
system can not only stand the test from theory of communication, but can also find
support from semiotics. Just as Julia Kristeva said, if there has been as a matter of fact
an unavoidable ‘subject’ of speech since the birth of signification series, this subject
would necessarily be an uncertain ‘subject in process of generation’ so as to accord
with its heterogeneity. But we should bear in mind that the principles of ethical subject
elicited from these six points agree with the ethics of critical subject only from a
rational and practical point of view, and cannot yet safeguard subject against the

non-ethical assailment from actual world.
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In the concrete context of contemporary politics, economy and culture, the main
threats for discourse subject come from various institutional and non-institutional
powers such as 1) the rebellion against the symbol of despotic authority or hegemonic
ideology, which may on the one hand leads to suppression of the subject’s voice, and on
the other hand makes the rebels assimilated by what they rebel against; 2) the solitude
and powerlessness of subject, which usually results not from the fragility of existence,
but from the fact that his expression receives no ethical response from others. Some
writer has moaned that individuals, being exposed in the historical horizon, appear tiny
and weak, and every bit of thinking and voice would promptly be absorbed or
evaporated by the ‘desert’. 3) When the subject is valued as the goal of ‘strugglers and
competitors’, competitive system will become the soul of the society, and then a
two-faced non-ethics or anti-ethics will appear, i.e. discourse subject being kidnapped
by the dominant ethics of industrialism that are practical value and instrumental value,
and lower or powerless people being made to feel repressed and resentful. 4) When the
enthusiasm for action of discourse subject derails from the imaginary symbolic order, a
schizophrenia of Lacanian subject will tear the ‘self’ apart, or a Zizek’s so called mystic
‘acephalous’ phenomenon, meaning’l don’t even know what I have done, it just so
happened’, will come into being instantaneously. 5) In a historical period dominated by
market logic and consumer culture, labor, production, and work gradually become
anonymous and lose their own basic values. The discourse context of subject begins to
intertwine with modernization as well as the labor division and game rules of its
globalized expansion. Therefore, technicalization, utilitarianism, the artificial division

of knowledge, the counterfeiting and manipulation of affection, and the overshadowing
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and leveling by discourses more powerful, will become bitter ethical challenges to the
discourse subject.

3. N ARERHEPPEARHI A R

Engagement: the Generation of Subject of Ethical Criticism
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It can be said that we have deeply plunged into the substantial dilemma that the
subject of contemporary criticism is facing. The dilemma is so objective and real, the
anonymous ‘the Other’ (being personified by the public opinion of enlightenment)
which made the dilemma looks so incredibly powerful, that it has shattered all
obstinate attachment to moral and aesthetics, deformed the values in all experience
fields. Meanwhile it exploits at will the essence of subject, forcing subject into being
‘superficial’, ‘empty’, etc. Confronting with this aesthetic-ethical-political deadlock
which stems from ‘modernity’, there is no hope for us to be liberated by any
expectation from Nietzschean ‘Superman’ or ‘individual autonomy’ or ‘self hiding’.
Except fulfilling oneself in ethical resolution and political undertakings, any critic
suffering from one-fold aesthetic lovesickness has actually nowhere to escape.
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As we all know, the world exists in a temporal way. People usually observe a

classical concept of time which divides time into three dimensions, namely the past, the

present and the future, and accordingly, time also gained its psychological form, i.e. the

7

12



past corresponds to memory, the present to perception, and the future to imagination.
If we look for the possibilities to engage in such a system of metaphysical time, we
could not confirm which time dimension exactly the engagement lies in. More often not
we would link the reason for engagement to one of the two dimensions: the past and
the future, either stubbornly missing the canonized past or imagining subjectively the
vain and intangible future, because ‘the present’ is being questioned or negated.
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Such engagement lacks naturally a sense of reality and validity, which the self may
be conscious of. This is why critics are always hesitant, feeling not ready yet. Of course,
‘not ready yet’ is not necessarily an excuse, it may also be the fact in terms of historical
conditions or opportunities. Due to the uncertainty of historical changes, it is difficult
for us to identify the time spot where we are so-called ‘ready’. Therefore the only thing
we can do is to ‘be ready’ intentionally or psychologically. This is the case, we may
consider ‘not ready yet’ to be an excuse only when one gives up ‘being ready’
intentionally or psychologically. This distinction lies essentially in whether there is
initiative effort of a generative subject. Meanwhile, we all know that, what is called
initiative effort cannot do without ideal and passion. But the problem is that, as a kind
of collective unconsciousness, ‘not ready yet’ often hands the possibilities of
engagement over to rational calculation. This is the typical characteristic of capitalist
accounting. Instrumentalized intellectual elites are quite inclined to favor this
rationality. Thus people are trying very hard to put into effect the mathematical
efficiency which relies on expertise, grading and stratification not only in the field of
economy but also in the field of culture and politics.
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In the past, we incorrectly believed that, only socialism practices planned economy,
while capitalism is necessarily anti-planned because it relies on free market. Yet we
might have overlooked that, capitalism has factually its own plans at a higher level. For
example, it is now expecting to implement its well-intended imperial planning,
arrangement and labor-division of the whole world through a highly scientific
rationality and technological domination and in the way of globalization. The Other, the
global discipline mechanism which ‘applies its power to self-reproduction’ (Foucault),
is actually carrying out a ‘politics of planning’. Whether to submit to or to resist ‘the
Other’, to embrace or to question such a ‘political project’, not only depends on the
weighing of each nation based on long-term interest, but also on the contemplation we
have to make out of the concern for the future of our world and for the story of the

world we are going to narrate and comment on.
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At such moments, critics will have no choice but to listen to the inner call of their
conscience which is shaped in specific living conditions and communicative
relationships, and to thereby make their own resolution of ethics and values. For the
individual, making an ethical resolution has the nature of an event, because this is
rightly the genetic starting point of the subject of critical ethics. Resolution derives not
only from the instantaneous outbreak of aesthetic desire, moral passion and
consciousness of historical responsibility, but also means a helpless self finally getting a
language that breaks this helplessness---a language that engages the world.
Engagement terminates hesitation, wait-and-see, and oscillation. A remarkable spatial
coordinate emerges in this halted or nullified time; a path might as well reappear.
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Project, Nomadic and ‘Configuration of Time’
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Engagement enjoys the present-ness of critical activity, and ‘the present’ breaks up
completely the uniform flow of linear time. The so-called linear time emphasizes on
evolution and continuous development. Degeneration is also a linear succession. The
Present, in this way, has eliminated those illusions about continuous development and
opens up simultaneously a new dimension of time. The non-linearity of this new time is
different from what we used to think of ‘non-linearity’ as. For a deeper understanding
of the temporal ethical meaning of engagement as a category of action, two referential
concepts are worth mentioning, one of which is Martin Heidegger’s Project (Entwurf)
in general ontological sense, the other is Gilles Deleuze’s Nomadic based on his rhizome
theory.
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In Being and Time, Heidegger restores the existential structure of Dasein, which
includes three moments: thrownness (Geworfenheit), projecting (Entwurf), and
fallenness (Verfallenheit). Thrownness shows the passivity of Dasein’s coming into this
world groundlessly. Projecting means the initiative of Dasein to always ‘live ahead of
one’s time’, to always project oneself into future, and to plan itself in accordance with

their anticipations. But Dasein cannot project itself in the world solely by its own
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intention. It would instead be involved in various complicated relationships and its
attention would thus totally occupied by the present. This state is named fallenness, a
dependent state of existence. In the view of Heidegger, this existential structure is also
a temporal structure---thrownness corresponds to the past, projecting to the future
and fallenness to the present. Engagement following ethical resolution is different from
Heideggerian projecting and is meant to break the fallen state. Though engagement
corresponds to the present too, it also takes in the present while extracting the past
and opening up the future. Besides, engagement connects and needs the other, and will
not treat the other as an interfering existence.

XHEFTER R U R IEAE, DUIR-BIAE RS — RIIRZIHEPE . WAR Tt ZOR 2], i
TERK IR, NBIRPE R R AR L B AR, HAERG B ASKED B3
FAAE. MR —FEIFA LS. R ESLFEMA ISR FAERT, 4F2f (IR
FAE. A CANRISEOL) — A5 H, PUARRs BEHAAHREAT T b ik . “BRATTA S BT
ZNiEE SUIANSSES, XA VI BUE AR ki, A IAT2R B AR E
&7 RATRATH SR BRI — RS2 . RADUIAAE ST SRR S 0 SR i T
FATH), AR TARAFE R LT A, g N o i, By
AEEIIANAAT, SRAFAMTHIRE . HE XA WML, FOERsh kA
FATTHE AL I 7 25 I F 10 T o, FRATLA B B B E S EIF I 7 A8 2R 0t R [BI
XA, 24780, fER—REX L, BWEXRQH. EIT, KahdEibd. "
BE U E AT B R BV B A TR A AN AE e s T7, BEASZ A A
M, A SMAIYE, BRI IR AERE 9 AR 8 e L AT S A e R BAT
ZNFE BT, BT WA AT AT ARG, X A A A R AR
AR RER . 710

About this Heideggerian contemplative Dasein, Hannah Arendt has a series of
criticism. She realized quite early that, for Heidegger, human fellowship is nothing
more than a necessary structural element of existence yet blocks (the fulfillment of)
human existence, and that his view is not right, for only in living together in a common
world lies the real existence. In The Human Condition, Arendt continues her discussion
in more details: ‘With word and deed we insert ourselves into the human world, and
this insertion is like a second birth, in which we confirm and take upon ourselves the
naked fact of our original physical appearance. This insertion is not forced upon us by
necessity, like labor, and it is not prompted by utility, like work. It may be stimulated by
the presence of others whose company we may wish to join, but it is never conditioned
by them; its impulse springs from the beginning which came into the world when we
were born and to which we respond by beginning something new on our own initiative.
To act, in its most general sense, means to take an initiative, to begin, to set something

into motion.” And then she continues, ‘this revelatory quality of speech and action
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comes to the fore where people are with others and neither for nor against them—that
is, in sheer human togetherness......Because of its inherent tendency to disclose the
agent together with the act, action needs for its full appearance the shining brightness
we once called glory, and which is possible only in the public realm.’
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The problems Arendt has pointed out do not exist in French postmodern
philosophers Deleuze and Guattari’s thought. Opposite to Heidegger, they have
replaced Dasein’s ‘projecting’ from Here with ‘nomading’ everywhere. In the eyes of
nomads, nomading is most free. There is no boundary, no limitation; one can enter any
suitable place and flee from any unsuitable one. For Deleuze, nomadic politics is
possible because the world, thinking, text, and knowledge are all in an all-round open
state of rhizome. Rhizome (or tuber) means various branches and twigs intertwine and
interweave with each other without any center, grades, criteria, and order. It becomes,
reproduces and thrives on a level ground, and has no fixed roots, without beginning
and ending. It extends randomly to all directions. This well-known ‘nomadic’ and
‘rhizome’ theory is a tough (and partly correct) criticism on the mode of describing
time, history, and human spiritual image with ‘tree form’. It is evident that the theory
has very high interpretative validity over cyber space and digital culture and arts in the
internet era, because ‘rhizome’ embodies the infinite productivity of the desire machine
for its principal characteristics like connectivity, heterogeneity, plurality,

anti-signification fission, cartography, and appliqué.
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However, Badiou, who has close personal relationship with Deleuze for years,
sees Deleuze as a noble intellectual elite which trust totally their own ‘intuition’, and a
‘simple-packaged Platonist’. What Badiou wants to say may be that, though Deleuze’s
thinking constantly breaks the boundaries and the fences of territory, and is
seemingly pluralistic, democratic and revolutionary, yet all this is only a pursuit of
superficial alteration of forms. Deterritorialization has ultimately ontological
reference system---the unique protogenetic existence. So the becoming of Deleuze’s
existent undergoes a double process: on the one hand, it breaks continuously the
existing formal boundaries, which is a kind of fracture and disjunction; on the other
hand, all the existents are synthesized when referring to ontological existence.

T Bh 25 R IX AN T R N W 2 27 A ( systhese disjonctive), Kb, ELHERFIEE—1E
Y, BRI ZEAEAAR E IR — T TR, SRR IR E L S BRI
SO e, LR IR RE AT E ... RO R TR0 e 8 Fnal 5, e 3¢
BEAL, AR IO R AN AR BB — T ZAEAE . 12 IR, 0k 2 MRS (AR
PR, WRACF M B 2R R EAT, FEAS R AR SL i, &
S IE T 22 MR 2 AR P o WA 4 A AL, B ()
B FFRtie t, AR mIGE — A, BB 7 S AnES 24 — T
A7 HILAT L, GRS N NS BRI R G ATIIME . AR, (HE X )
A RLIS EEEEE . VA BRI, T ST T A JE Ik TS 3 2 A
X 7.

Deleuze names this process as systhése disjonctive. Badiou has pertinent
comments on this by saying that there is no contradiction between his insistence in
unique existence and his call for breaking those existing confinements at the level of
form and phenomenon or deterritorialization...because it is after the confinements
and boundaries are broken and deterritorialization is achieved that the ontologically
unique existence can be truly approached. Hence the deconstruct of the notion of
linear time will not result in an essential change of the world but consolidate the
foundation of metaphysics and popularize its order, if it only leads to reproducing
multiple forms on a plane. In the meantime, the future of the nomads is not so
optimistic, as is pointed out by Badiou at the beginning of Logics of Worlds, for they
are facing a new embarrassment that is having nothing except body and language.
From this we can see that, although both Nomadic ethics and Engagement ethics have
the traits of action and generation, they differ not in attitude or in a methodological
way, but in whether to be loyal to the truth or yielding to Pragmatism.
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Engagement is the moment where we re-configurate time. For art and literature
and their criticism, the ‘present-ness’ of engagement has far more profound
significance. Because to find a form that can be experienced for time is one of the
endeavors of literary and artistic narration. Literature and art are not content to
understand time in this linear and one-Dimensional ‘past-present-future’ frame of time.
Neither will it be obsessed with the formalistic planar extension of ‘de-temporalization’
and ‘de-profundity’. It must create various kinds of time and thereby create new life.
This non-Deleuzean, post-Heideggerian time consciousness is way more positive. ‘The
present’ highlights the sporadic tension produced in the polymerization process of time
dimension. This will inevitably change the existential structure and the language form
of Dasein by way of transforming its spatial form and consequently put the lonely
contemplative individual and wandering nomad into an action realm related to other
people. ‘In-the-world’ of Dasein becomes a communicative ‘in-the-world-together’

between subjects rather than unconscious entanglement.
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Contemporary criticism should be fully aware of this. Actually, interactive
inter-subjectivity depends thoroughly on language as media, while history and reality
have supplied to us voluminous languages to be chosen, appropriated, transformed
and multiplied. So we never meet the trouble of ‘having nothing to say’. Language is

neither a foundation nor an object, but a medium and an in-between; it is only within it
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and by it that subject locates itself, and the world reveals itself. The turn of pragmatics
has promoted the decisive transformation of the philosophy of subject. Habermas
cannot agree more with Mead by saying that, individualization is not the self-fulfillment
of an autonomous agent but a process of socialization mediated by language and
conscious construction of life history. When we recognize ourselves non-objectively on
other people, especially on the language forms of our forerunners who are open to
study and criticism, a moment for a subject to name itself comes. This moment is

necessarily carried in an engaging action.
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Engagement is an illocutionary act which aims to ‘create a new self’, to obtain a
pure sense of belonging in the public sphere and to re-configuration time through
‘inserting into the world’---at this moment of the present, the other. time. language and
self are interconnected by the situational action of engagement, hence the
indispensable dimension of Time and Other in the critical subject of ethics is generated,
together with the continuous interlocutory relationship between him and other voices.
In the view of critical ethics, Stephane Mallarme’s ‘changing the language’ and Karl
Marx’s ‘changing the world’ do not contradict, for they can mean the same thing. They

should have been the same.
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Engagement at the present is an extraordinary moment which is necessary for
both the plebs, people at the bottom of the society, and the suppressed and various
rivals of totalitarianism and hegemony (be it political, capital, or ideological) to obtain
their historical subjectivity. Without this emancipating and concentrating moment,
people would not be able to present their own completely new countenance or that of
others. Contrariwise, if people do not have the strength to confront the challenge of the
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present, of this moment, the challenge which has the explosive power and is even
destructive to ‘the self, then nothing will happen. Every possibility—from real
insightfulness to participatory truth, from the overcoming of subject deficiency to the
salvation of moral politics—will die prematurely in blind susceptibility, cowardice and
short-sightedness.
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