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In my MA—project I tried to develop some thoughts on the difference
between the understanding of logic as we find it in Wittgenstein s
Tractatus Logico—Philosophicus on the one hand and Hegel s The Science of
Logic on the other. My PhD work pursued the topic Anamnesis and
Recognition. The subtitle, Investigations on the Possibility of Philosophy,
describes my research interest since then: If there is anything we may
consider the perennial concern of philosophy, it must be there right in
front of us, a concern we always already have been and are involved with
when dealing with whatever we have to deal with. Doing philosophy depends
upon finding ways and above all a language capable of reformulating and
refigurating its concern in such a way that we are recognizing it as a
concern emerging from and through issues and concerns we are facing in the
middle of events here and now.

In one of his early texts, and we are talking here about the time around
1800, Hegel characterizes the need philosophy is responding to as emerging
from a radicalized and further radicalizing encounter with fragmentation,
disjointedness, strife, in German:  “Zerrissenheit” . Hegel' s The Science
of Logic is an attempt of thinking through the myriad possibilities of
looking at things as a continuum that allows meaningful, traceable and
therefore, although that certainly is not as Hegel would have put it,
negotiable transitions. To a perspective after the catastrophes of the 20th
century, colonization included, various forms and shades of conceptual
violence began shining through some of the procedures Hegel had used in
that project. The earlier Frankfurt School (Adorno) as well as
Poststructuralists later on highlighted the “other” in need of protection
against being reduced to the “same” . In my terminology, an understanding
of continuity in reductionist terms is based upon anamnesis. What I was
after in my dissertation was a non—reductionist procedure of transition

between modes of thought. [ used recognition as a guiding concept for doing



SO .
[ did not get much further than outlining the problem. Looking for ways of
reworking the understanding of recognition as we find it in the early Hegel
for the mentioned purpose, [ tried a detour into comparative philosophy.
Comparing philosophical ideas or even philosophical traditions, however,
tends to make us more inclined towards talking about philosophy rather than
doing philosophy. [ had not quite realized this yet when writing my paper
“Philosophy and Comparative Philosophy” . At the same time, as becomes
obvious when looking back at this paper from the present perspective, it
appears I had moved into another direction without realizing that either.
Within the framing passages of that paper, as part of a reflection on what
philosophy was all about, [ linked that question to human self—
understanding and from there to history. What we as humans are is what
history shows. The more detailed we are looking into history, the less
inspiring the human self—image we are finding there. Exactly that, however,
the fact disappointment, desperation, even horror are emerging when we are
looking at our image in history, is what we are as well. The perennial
concern of philosophy has to do with that. Remaining a mere sketch in the
mentioned paper, that point led into another detour. I wrote a brief book
on Levinas, focusing on the early work Existence and Existents. The
formation of a philosophical language through exposure to what is and has
been happening and returning from there can be studied there sentence by
sentence. It is a philosophical language strong enough to avoid freezing
into a jargon.
In spring 2002 I began offering the course “Historical Background of
Current Events” . The idea of that course is to follow events as they are
happening from week to week by exploring stories as they develop and above
all attempts of making sense as we find them in editorials and elsewhere. I
have been teaching that course since then every spring. In autumn 2010 I
began supplementing it by a course on recent history, putting together
there the most important results of the course on what then had been
current events. The observation of how attempts of making sense tend to

rely on jargons melting away faster and faster from year to year has been a



staggering one. It appears we cannot afford relying on jargons any more,
not in attempts of making sense and because of that even less in
philosophy. The formation of a philosophical language with some resistance
towards freezing into jargon is one of the philosophical problems we are
facing within and through what we are facing, from week to week, here and
NOW.

Since 2003 I tried a few steps into that direction. All except one of the
nine papers belonging to that project have been published in “lablis—
Yearbook for European Processes” . With the final one, “Wisdom of Shame” |,
a point has been reached from where a return to the recognition—project
could be possible. Any understanding of recognition adequate to what we are
facing today and will be facing even more so in the future has to take into
account the new quality of the struggle for resources that just has begun
to emerge. Reframing and rephrasing situations of conflict as win—win
situations will increasingly turn out to be difficult. Meaningful
transitions between conflicting options of looking at matters will be no
less difficult under such circumstances. As I presently see it, recognition
as a basis for making that possible will only work if the guiding
understanding of recognition includes as one of its formative elements a
particular understanding of shame. The final one of the Iablis—Papers

mentioned tries to begin exploring this.






