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Introducere. Identitatea ca semn

Emilia Parpala

Universitatea din Craiova

Termen hiperteoretizat,' identitate exprima azi un set de caracteristici mai degraba difuz,
fluid, contradictoriu decat semnificatii stabile, omogene si independente. in Introduction:
Who Needs ‘Identity’?, Stuart Hall (1996) nota explozia (post)modernd a conceptului
»identitate”, pozitia lui strategica si posibilitatea de a-i aldtura conceptii despre timp,
discurs ori istorie. Confruntati cu efectele comunicarii globale, sociologii insistd asupra
discontinuitatii, fragmentarii, fracturii si dislocarii (Hall 1995: 598). Interconectarea actuala
a culturilor genereaza o ,,persoand multiculturala”, o modalitate noud de a fi ,,dincolo de
identitatea culturald”, inradacinatd deopotriva in ,universalitatea conditiei umane si in
diversitatea formelor culturale” (Adler 1977). Miscarea de la esentialism la constructionism
a accentuat paradoxul identitatii, impulsul simultan spre ,,similitudine si unicitate” (Joseph
2004: 37) si rolul alteritatii in negocierea identitatilor — colective sau personale. Pentru a
contrabalansa semantica controversatd a acestui concept, preferdam sa identificim, in
diverse tipuri de discurs, semnele identitatii, considerind ca limbajul este resursa semiotica
primar3 utilizata in constructia si performarea identitatilor.

Literatura, obiect semiotic exemplar, expune o subtila retorica a semnului si, cu toate
ca folosim termenul reprezentare, trebuie subliniat ca anumiti scriitori practicd o strategie a
emergentei semnului, a rasturndrii lui — asa cum remarca Michel Butor (cf. Helbo 1975: 11).
Identitatea este semn, functioneaza ca semn si permite scriitorilor sa emfatizeze felul in
care semnele identitatii sunt relationate cu referentii carora le-au fost atribuite. Literatura
fictionalizeaza si ,,intdreste identitatea” (Holden Renning 1998), dramatizandu-i fixitatea si
fluiditatea, puritatea si hibriditatea, deconstructia, autenticitatea, dilemele si interconectarea.
Naratiunile postmoderne ale sinelui aduc in atentie natura imaginara a acestor identitati; in
consecintd, codurile literare pot fi analizate din perspectiva imagologica a binomului
identiate — alteritate, atit la nivel tematic, cit si stilistic. Comunicarea literara necesita
conectarea semnelor si a sensurilor cu actiunea lor discursiva.

Centrat pe discursurile identitatii, acest volum implicd un cadru semiotic si
modalitdti comparative de relevare a similitudinilor si diferentelor. Orizontul semnului ne
conduce spre spatiul fictional construit de literatura, spre semioza infinitd a semnelor
indexicale, iconice si simbolice angrenate in procese de semnificare si de comunicare.
Celebra afirmatie a lui C.S. Peirce: ,,intregul univers este perfuzat cu semne, daca nu este

! Identitate, un termen ontologic dominant, a fost declarat in 2015 “the Word of the Year” (McAfee
2015). Patru dimensiuni dominante au fost retinute de teoreticieni: identitate personald, de rol, sociala
si collectiva (Burke and Stets 2009); acestora li se pot adduga subcategoriile: identitate culturala,
etnica, rasiala, religioasd, de grup si de gen.
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compus exclusiv din semne”, rareori citat in context,' nu se referd la imperialismul
semiotic, ci la indeterminarea semnelor, atit de original exploatata in arte. Pasajul explica
relatia interpretului cu procesul de semiozd si sugereaza ca solutia trebuie cautatd in
pragmatica. Semnele sunt relationate cu lumea interpretului, care joaca un rol in
determinarea si In multiplicarea sensului.’

in timp ce C.S. Peirce a implicat faptul ci toate semnele sunt dialogice si
interpretabile, M.M. Bakhtin a impus principiul antropologic al dialogismului si 1-a aplicat
limbii si literaturii. in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Bakhtin a argumentat ca sinele
,,hu e niciodatd coincident cu sine insusi” (1973: 48). Antropologia sa filosofica a introdus
principiul alteritatii — ,,diferenta” — in definitia identitatii.* In consecintd, din punctul de
vedere al filosofiei moderne, nu ar trebui sa percepem identitatea simplist ca ,,a fi la fel /
acelasi” sau ca ,,mod primordial de a fi” (Descombes 1980: 35-37), deoarece ea ,,coincide
cu principiul alteritatii” (Skulj 2000: 3).

In antitezd cu studiile traditionale despre identitate, Jean Baudrillard, Pierre
Bourdieu, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Jean-Francois Lyotard au impus ideea ca
,.sinele” este deopotrivd un produs al discursului* si al contextului social; retorica lor
antiesentialistd a promovat subiectivitatea, multiplicitatea, hibriditatea si lichiditatea, in
efortul de a explora integral fiinta umana.’ ,,Sinele” postmodern, ,,subiectivitatea” si ,,stilul
de viatd” s-au adaugat clasicelor concepte sociologice de ,,gen”, ,rasd”, ,etnicitate”. Pe
langa deconstructionisti, Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough 1995; Van Dijk 1993) a
postulat ca ,,discursul” este o practica sociald (si nu un vehicol) care modeleaza identitatile
personale si sociale.

Din punctul de vedere al studiilor literare, identitatea literara solicitd o abordare
comparativa relevand interconectarea si actiunea in contextual extensional al culturii.®
Practici actuale precum rescrierea, palimpsestul si intertextualitatea, inspirate de M.M.
Bakhtin, confirma faptul ca identitatea fictionald este si ea configurata prin negociere intre
identitate si alteritate. Existda o legdtura indestructibild intre constructia literara a
subiectivitatii si adresivitatea / tranzitivitatea oricdrui discurs marcat estetic, oricat de

! Contextul este: “It seems a strange thing, when one comes to ponder over it, that a sign should leave
its interpreter to supply a part of its meaning; but the explanation of the phenomenon lies in the fact
that the entire universe—not merely the universe of existents, but all that wider universe, embracing
the universe of existents as a part, the universe which we are all accustomed to refer to as ‘truth’—that
all this universe is perfused with signs, if not composed exclusively of signs. Let us note this in
passing as having a bearing upon the question of pragmaticism” (Peirce 1974: 302).

2 Cf. Joswick (1996: 93-94). Trebuie sd distingem intre sensul abstract al interpretantului si
agentivitatea interpretului. Interpretul este exterior modelului triadic al semnului propus de Peirce:
obiect—interpretant—representamen. Scriind despre ideologia lui Peirce, Augusto Ponzio (2004: 3439)
afirma ca “the relation between signs and interpretants is a dialogic relation.”

3 “I realise myself initially through others [...] From them I receive words, forms, and tonalities for
the formation of my initial idea of myself” (Bakhtin 1986: 138).

40 definitie semiotica: “Discourse to me comprises all forms of meaningful semiotic human activity seen in
connection with social, cultural, and historical patterns and developments of use’” (Blommaert 2005: 3).

3 Pentru semnificatia modurilor de a fi in spatiul literar si cultural cf. Loveday & Parpald (2016);
pentru o perspectivd contextuald si comunicationald asupra identitatii discursive cf. Parpalda &
Loveday (2015).

¢ Argumentatia lui Bakhtin este relevantd pentru problema interactiunilor culturale: “Literature is an
inseparable part of the totality of culture and cannot be studied outside the total cultural context. [...] The
literary process is a part of the cultural process and cannot be torn away from it” (Bakhtin 1986: 140).
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autoreflexiv sau autoreferential se presupune ca ar fi.! Dialogismul limbii se extinde,
previzibil, asupra stilului literar, adica asupra litera(tu)ritatii insasi (Parpala 2012);
abordarea dialogic-comparativda a literaturii ne poate ajuta sd reconceptualizam
specificitatea literaturii ca inferliteraritate (Géalik 2000) produsd la intersectia diferitelor
teorii literare cu traditiile culturale.

Identitatea fiind constituita in si prin discurs, aceasta colectie de articole prezentate
la editia a IX-a conferintei internationale Comparativism, Identity, Communication, Craiova,
14-15 octombrie 2016, este structuratd in trei parti: Partea 1. Identitate si comparatism,
precum si Partea a Il a. Constructia literard a identitdfii oferda perspective critice asupra
reprezentarilor (literare) subsumabile imagologiei si comparatismului; Partea a Ill. Practici
discursive focalizeaza codurile lingvistice, culturale, spatiale si performativitatea lor.

Repozitiondnd comunicarea verbalda si semioza literara in actualul context
imagocentric, cercetatori din Bulgaria, Iraq si Romania propun o constelatie
interdisciplinard care include perspective comparative si comunicationale, semiotice si
antropologice, stilistice si performative. In ciuda polifoniei metodologice si tematice, acest
volum demonstreaza unitatea si coerenta celor trei concepte care se intersecteaza in
emblema conferintei.

Ca tema literara, identitatea este o premiza cu actiune multipla: ghideaza constructia
caracterelor fictionale, strategiile narrative si stilul. Constructia unor caractere sinusoidale
ori stereotipe, subiectivizarea ori perspectivismul, performativitatea linguistica si gestuala —
iata cateva tehnici care relativizeaza imaginea identitatii in spatiul literar. Indeterminarea
semnelor artistice si creativitatea interpretilor confirma incd o datd puterea simbolului si a
reprezentarii, adesea intersectandu-se antagonistic, dar multiplu construite in ceea ce Juri
Lotman a numit semiosferd.
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PARTEA I

Identitate si comparatism






Trajectories of Secularity:
The Influence of Japanese Neo-Confucianism
on the Project of Secularization in Meiji Japan

Andreea Barbu
University of Bucharest

Secularity is one of the most noticeable elements of modernity which has stepped
outside its European formation grounds and is now present in other areas, such as
Japan. Through its spread it has created different trajectories, and at the same time,
generates new debates regarding its link to modernity. The evolution of the secular
order in Japan is linked directly to the process of modernization in the Meiji period
(1868-1912) and to the Western influence, but the specific cultural background
which, as I will argue in this presentation, has led to a reconceptualization of the
meaning of secularity and added some particularities to the process of secularization.
In this paper I will focus on the Neo-Confucian influence on this process, in
particular its impact on the relationship between religion and governance during the
Meiji Period; I will shed light on the particularity of the Japanese secularization
which is seen as a project of elites towards a modern and civilized society.

From the many definitions of secularization, I will use the understanding of the
concept as defined by Charles Taylor in A Secular Age (2007), especially the two
main categories of meanings: one that refers to the process by which the religious
and political spheres are separated from one another, and the other one that regards
the decline of religious faith and practices. Charles Taylor analyses only the Western
context, but I will try to extend his approach to the Japanese background, trace one
of the trajectories of secularity in an East Asian society, and highlight the influence
of Japanese Neo-Confucianism on it.

Keywords: modernity, Meiji period, Neo-Confucianism, secularity, secularization

1. Introduction

Secularity is one of the most noticeable elements of modernity which has stepped outside
its European formation grounds and is now present in other areas and the one I will focus
on is Japan. Through its spread it has created different trajectories, and at the same time,
generates new debates regarding its link to modernity.

Any discussion about secularity and secularization should begin with realizing that it
has first emerged in the Western Christendom, but it turned global through the Western
imperialism and the spread of modernity outside its formation grounds. In the Japanese
context the religion — secular dichotomy was imported around the Meiji period (1868-1912)
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— and it has been inserted initially at certain levels of discourse, most notably the juridical,
the constitutional and the academic ones.

The conditions for this analysis are: first, I will try to define the concepts of
“secularity” and ‘“secularization,” pointing out some critical distinctions between the
Western context and non-Western societies, in this case Japan, taking into account new
approaches in the study of secularization and modernity; secondly, I will concentrate on the
spread of modernity in East Asia under the Western imperialism in the nineteenth century,
and how the secularity was transferred to the Japanese modern society. In this frame, I will
use the Helen Hardacre’s perspective on secularization in Japan as being an elite’s project
(2011: 2); thirdly, I will take into consideration the Confucian formation of the most
important intellectuals who had a contribution on secularization and I will try to point out
how this aspect had an impact on the relationship between religion and state during the
Meiji era. In the end, I will highlight the particularities of the process of secularization
during its first period.

2. Secularity in the Western world

From the many definitions of secularity, I will use the understanding of the concept as
defined by Charles Taylor in 4 Secular Age (2008), since it is one of the most complex
analysis on Western secularity. He uses the concept of “secularity” in three ways: political,
sociological and cultural, and he examines from a historical and philosophical perspective
how the place of religion in societies has changed during centuries in the Western world.
This approach can be extended to the Japanese context in order to see the differences and
particularities of secularity and secularization since the Western secular modernization was
a model that the new emerging Japanese modernization attempted to emulate in the latter
half of the nineteenth century.

The multiple definitions of secularity are organized by Charles Taylor in three main
categories as follows:

“l. One understanding of secularity then is in terms of public spaces. These have
been allegedly emptied of God, or of any reference to ultimate reality [...]. This
emptying of religion from autonomous social spheres is, of course, compatible with
the vast majority of people still believing in God, and practising their religion
vigorously” (Taylor 2007: 2).

This meaning refers to the political framework that makes the state neutral with
regards to religious belief, and the access to it is for both believers and non-believers.

“2. In this second meaning, secularity consists in the falling off of religious belief
and practice, in people turning away from God, and no longer going to Church”
(ibidem: 3).

At this level he analyses the impact of the “disenchantment of the world” in the
sense coined by Max Weber (2002) on the decline of religious belief and practice.

“3. The shift to secularity in this sense consists, among other things, of a move from a
society where belief in God is unchallenged and indeed, unproblematic, to one in which it



