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In statu nascendi (Latin) 

In the process of creation, emerging, becoming


Editorial

 

Dear Readers, 

 

I hope that this message finds you well: in sound health and good spirits, and if things are not as good as they used to be, I want to send you a lot of positive energy. For I strongly believe that by the time this volume is released, the streets of our cities, pubs, restaurants, libraries, and university halls will be full again with vibrant busy crowds of people who just take pride in going about their everyday business without any fear of the spread of some deadly viruses or diseases.

Surely, the way COVID-19 has spread in recent months has clearly reminded us about our mortality and our responsibilities toward our significant others, our small communities, and our fellow citizens of this world, for whom we care deeply, not only because their health also predetermines our existence, but just because it is the right thing to do. Those of us who have been privileged to work from home these days have been very lucky. Surely at times it was rather inconvenient to be locked 24/7 between just four walls, but this inconvenience cannot be even remotely compared to the disturbing images and exasperating situations that affected the first responders: doctors, nurses, medical staff, law enforcement officers, firefighters, and cleaners: people who provided us with the first line of defense against this deadly virus. I respect their work greatly, and I am immensely grateful for their incredible commitment to our wellbeing. Thanks to you, the rest of us—mortals—could feel much more secure, even during the peak of this pandemic. For this reason I proudly nominate the Covid-19 fighter for In Statu Nascendi’s person of the year of 2020 award.

Surely, all of the combined efforts to fight this dangerous disease have made us more cautious about engaging in what used to be considered a normal human interaction prior to 2020; and surely it presents itself with the potential for redefining our entire existences, our everyday lives through our individual, plural and fascinating processes of creation. But I am also certain that because of these unusual circumstances, we will get much stronger and much more motivated than ever before. To those of you who share the same vision, and to those of you who are still not convinced by it, I have the same message: we will prevail; for sooner or later, we will send this pandemic where it belongs—to the dustbin of history. 

Unfortunately, we have no virologists among us, and we don’t feel comfortable with contributing unnecessarily to overclouding the public space with some unnecessary information that mention coronavirus just for the sake of appearing original, current, or up-to-date, so for that reason, we have decided to show a far-reaching restraint and limit our COVID-19 references in the papers shortlisted for this edition to an absolute minimum, to just one or two random mentions, when it was absolutely essential in one of the papers. That being said, however, this volume’s main message is borrowed from University of Cambridge’s creed “hinc lucem et pocula sacra” that translates to “from this place, we gain enlightenment and precious knowledge”, and in this respect, we are very transparent in hoping to “colonize” this motto, use it repetitively and turn it into one of our principles, for it seems only fair, considering all of the scholars who have decided to publish with us in recent years, both in this edition and all of the previous ones, for they have made number of timely and relevant contributions to philosophy, politics, and international relations theory, in the fields that they feel comfortable with. 

A very quick glimpse into the table of contents of this volume shows that our philosophy section commences with a very powerful and inspirational interview titled “Clarity is what I seek first” with world-class scholar Dr. Tamara Albertini, whose reputation truly precedes her. Dr. Albertini’s work is well recognized in academia, but it will soon be incorporated into diplomacy and international politics, for her respectful ideas, her original methods and countless publications contribute to building bridges of mutual understanding between different nations, cultures, civilizations, epochs, and horizons. Furthermore, this scholar has inspired countless contemporary scholars to look at the Muslim world with a much more open-minded perspective than, for instance, Samuel Paul Huntington. The interview itself was able to be conducted fortuitously when this scholar was still residing in Sofia during her Fulbright Scholarship in 2018–19. Dr. Albertini is otherwise based in Hawai’i and lectures as a Professor of Philosophy at the University of Hawai’i at Mānoa, specializing in Renaissance and Islamic thought.

The first paper in the philosophy section is reserved for Galina Raykova from Sofia University “St. Kliment Ohridski” who goes an extra mile to explain to her readers the interconnection between Hegel’s Recollection and Ricoeur’s Imagination, which accounts for one of the best interpretation of both philosophers that I have ever come across. Raykova’s account of Hegel is more persistent than Alexandre Kojève’s, far less dogmatic than György Lukács’, and equally as interesting as Verene’s, yet her findings are fresher, deeper, more thorough, and much more mature than the combination of the above mentioned. It is my personal belief that Raykova’s insights should be seen as a potential game-changer in the understanding of both of these philosophers, for I was very much speechless for at least a few days after my first reading of her article, and it did not change after the second, third, or fourth.

The next paper in the philosophy section can be of interest to our readers who have had previous exposure to our Habermasian debates on the concept of Deliberative Democracy from the first and second volumes, for as much as it was not intended as such, it can be seen as a continuation. Indeed, Joseph Thomas Milburn invites us to the discussion upon contemporary identity-formation in Zygmunt Bauman which takes place in a society of increasingly globalized culture in which the call for a global public space and individual identity is approached from various perspectives in a globalized planetary cultural dialogue concerning global responsibility and commitment, in which distinct identities function as integral components or nodes. I am sure that both our “continental” and “analytical” readers as well as those who consider themselves as in-betweeners will look at this paper with wonder for it is a real jaw-dropper.

This paper is followed by another marvel by Koumparoudis Evangelos (prepared during his scholarship at Sorbonne University) that can be seen as both a futuristic and forward-thinking philosophic treatise touching upon many important contemporary issues related to new forms of embodiment in our contemporary information society. Consequently, the sophisticated debate launched by this scholar incorporates very timely issues related to the changes in our embodying experience in the context of new information, virtual, and robotic technologies, new forms of sexuality, and recent discoveries in medicine, discussed in the context of various moral dilemmas, and also encompassing issues related to the new forms of bodily governance, such as the personal and biometric data collection techniques used and unfortunately abused by massive surveillance systems used by various intelligence services of very pluralistic regimes in the contemporary world.

The final paper in this section is authored by a still very young but extremely talented young academic from London School of Economics, Andrea Giuseppe Ragno who continues the deliberation on information society through the prism of a pragmatic interpretation of Shannon’s information theory and questions the political and epistemic implications of the global application of the current technologies seen specifically through the prism of the deliberations on the potentialities of unleashing various cognitive informational technologies under capitalist forms of organization. This is a fascinating piece of work that is both intriguing to read and forward-thinking, so I strongly recommend it to everyone.

This subsequently brings us to our Politics & International Relations section that is opened up with a very powerful paper authored by Iga Kleszczyńska who brings to the fore a very comprehensive study of external and internal determinants of Venezuela’s economic turmoil and presidential crisis that have unfolded in recent years. The methods used by this academic from Jagiellonian University are truly impressive and very comprehensive, for Kleszczyńska looks at the current socio-political upheaval in this important Latin American country through the prism of local, as well as external (regional, global) factors that have had a massive impact on the way the internal political and economic choices have been made in the country that has suffered from an overall inflation rate rising to 53,798,500% since 2016. The paper doesn’t only remind us that printing money can never account for a viable solution to meet the augmented social demands of increasingly frustrated masses of populations exposed to economic upheavals, but it also reminds us about the crisis of political leadership everywhere that very often affects local politicians, prone to accept easy solutions, who refuse proper economic counsel. The problem is that too often it will not be those weak, incompetent, and populist politicians who accept the consequences of dragging their fellow citizens into economic black holes. No, it will be always the ordinary man and women who will suffer the most because of these treacherous socio-political choices of their direct representatives, for generations to come.

This article is really an addictive page-turner for its author applies a very sophisticated historical and economic governance model to compare the behaviors of previous governments with the current people in power in Caracas; it compares various differences and similarities in the directions of Chavez and Maduro’s public policies, looks at this crisis through the prism of various statistical methods and reports produced by a number of independent international organizations and think tanks, and for those reasons, I recommend it to our Latin America experts and those people who seek an original and verifiable piece of contemporary academic work that explains the complicated socio-political patterns with refreshing ease.

Naturally, when we speak about the potential consequences of populism on the rise, our attention would normally turn to the countries of the so-called Visegrád Group, especially after 2015, but on this occasion, we will look at the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia from a slightly different perspective for when we reach to the following paper in this section we will come across another robust analysis authored by Bálint László Tóth, associated with Corvinus University of Budapest and employed as an international relations expert at MÁV Hungarian State Railways Co. Tóth brings to our attention the dilemmas related to dealing with various spillovers in the Central East European intergovernmental transport development initiatives related to the North-South Railway Construction Projects in the Visegrád Four Countries (V4). In this respect, I need to admit that for someone who once was very optimistic about the potential of this particular regional initiative, Tóth’s paper is very refreshing, for it shows V4 in a far more positive light than I am used to. Even though most of the intergovernmental initiatives initiated by the V4 are poorly coordinated, as he claims, reading about some reasonable infrastructural plans that could enlarge cooperation between the governments in Bratislava, Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw at one point in the future shows that this pro-V4 type of thinking is still present in Central Europe.

Someone once told me that you cannot be a Visegrád Group critic, for this group no longer exists, and it should be historians or historians of political ideas who should deal with it and they would most probably just look at it from the perspective of the idea that was tried some thirty years ago in February 1991 and attempted as a Visegrád collaboration. This initiative has shown a certain potential to evolve into something of value for the Central European countries that needed to unite for their respective integrations with the North Atlantic Alliance and the European Union, but the last ten years have clearly shown that V4 should be seen as a rather missed opportunity, for both the group itself and the nation states that were meant to compose it have descended toward populism underpinned by nationalism that caused massive reputational damage to the entire opinion about Central Europe and its famous hospitality. Indeed, the only major issues that could bring these countries together in recent years were their skeptical response to the Mediterranean Refugee Crisis of 2015 and their categorical refusal to accept any fixed EU distribution quotas. So the overall overwhelming perception of this group has deteriorated significantly since 2004, for one cannot build anything of value on such a 19th century-type nationalistic foundation.

Having said that, Tóth’s paper shows us that we still can move beyond this type of negativity, restrain from such pessimistic assessments, and that it is still too early to leave the deliberations in this case to the historians, for he virtually reanimates this group with a different type of analysis that goes beyond the current political climate. Indeed, this Hungarian scholar claims that most of the important integration within the V4 countries, in terms of HSR construction projects, materializes as a result of politics-level decision making. Tóth’s paper shows that there is a clear demand for the intergovernmental cooperation within this group on a different level, among the non-political elites in Visegrád countries that do not have enough bargaining power on their own separately, and that is why they are more inclined to come together and coordinate some of the local trans-border initiatives. This paper can be a real perspective-changer, so it is strongly recommended especially for our liberal IR thinkers, for it can equip them with many interesting observations.

Finally, the last academic paper published in this section is dedicated to the concept of Balance of Power that is evaluated by Attila Mezei who acknowledges that this has been one of the most influential theories for studying international relations for centuries, but there are some clear limitations to its functionality that we need to reevaluate. This scholar from the Corvinus University of Budapest suggests that we don’t need to look far for even the school of neorealism, which has been known for utilizing this theory to the biggest extent, in the end failed to predict the end of the Cold War and has been consistently under-delivering ever since when it comes to providing us with a convincing evaluation of the current status of the global architecture of power that would explain why we are still faced with an imbalanced power of the United States as a result. It is fascinating to read, for Mezei enriches his theoretical deliberations with various case studies and comparisons to strengthen the power of his arguments; I strongly recommend it to our IR theory “fanatics”, especially those non-classical ones, for I really hope for that in the next volumes we will read even more fascinating responses to this paper.

Our final section comprising Commentaries & Debates begins with Krzysztof Żęgota’s review of Russian Regionalism in Action: The Case of the North-Western Federal District (1991–2017) by Sergey Sukhankin, published by “Journal of Soviet and Post-Soviet Politics and Society” 2018, vol. 4, no. 1.

This piece is followed by my humble introduction to the Journal of Romanian Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2019) that I had a real pleasure of reviewing, followed by slightly more comprehensive responses to three selected papers from this unbelievably interesting new journal: Paper 1: Katherine Verdery’s “Notes on a century of surveillance” Journal of Romanian Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2019), p. 35–52; Paper 2: Maria Bucur’s “The Queen Is No Sister. Three Faces of Marie of Romania” Journal of Romanian Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2019), p. 77–104; and finally Paper 3: Marius Stan and Vladimir Tismaneanu’s “Stalinism and Anti-Stalinism in Romania: The Case of Alexandru Jar Revisited. Journal of Romanian Studies, Vol. 1, No. 1 (2019), p. 105–122.

As you have perhaps noticed there is no academic paper authored by the editor in this particular volume, just a few article reviews, but don’t worry, I have kept myself quite busy for the last couple of months. I have just channeled my energy differently by initiating various ad hoc initiatives to attract more talent, more academics, and more peer-reviewers to our network, and also by taking some important steps to strengthen our foothold in the academic world. Speaking of which, you too can be part of our great adventure, if you wish. It’s easy—just forward us your proposals via one of our emails that you will find below and our editorial board will be delighted to get back to you with our initial evaluation in a timely fashion.

This statement brings me to the recognition of the efforts of the people who have already responded to our calls for assistance, and I would like to mention: Tamara Albertini, Galina Raykova, Hristiyana Stoyanova, Koumparoudis Evangelos, Joseph Thomas Milburn, Andrea Giuseppe Ragno, Iga Kleszczyńska, Bálint László Tóth, Attila Mezei, Krzysztof Żęgota, Marcin Grabowski, Stavros Panagiotou. Ivan Solakov, Zoran Kojčić, Sami Mehmeti, Rafał Michniuk, Artemis Papachristou, Gunel Shukurova, Marta Bocharnikova, Bekim Nuhija, Joel Patomäki, Yllka Imeri, Prof. Labinot Berisha, Goran Iiik, Saranda Buzhala, Olivia Nantermoz-Benoit-Gonin, Martin Smith, Molly Durkin, Vasselin Dafov, Malwina Hopiej, Magdalena Tomala, Rafał Zajecki, Abiola Bamijoko-Okungbaye, Anak Agung Banyu Perwita, and Ahlam Tarayra. Thanks to their feedback, their recommendations, and their constructive criticism, we are now where we are at the very moment, and we can look very optimistically to the future. So once again thank you very much for your time, your kindness, and your dedication.

My next thank you is reserved for Matthew Gill for his exceptional support with various proofreading jobs over last few years, his professionalism, his honest opinions, and most importantly for the breathtaking speed in which he normally responds. Thanks to Matthew our communication with our readers is becoming much clearer than in 2017 when we embarked on this journey. If you are a writer who needs some support with your papers or dissertations, I strongly recommend you contact him via the email that you will find in the biographical section of this journal.

 

My special gratitude goes to Valerie Lange and Christian Schön from ibidem-Verlag, and the unyielding support of their respective teams, especially Malisa Mahler, for thanks to their kindness, patience, and professionalism, we can reach out to so many readers in so many remote places all over the world.

 

Finally, I would like to dedicate this volume to my wife Delyana Boyadzhieva-Pietrzak, to acknowledge that without her counsel, her everyday warm words of encouragement, her unyielding support, and much appreciated constructive criticism, this volume would not exist.

 

Now, without any further ado, on behalf of our growing network and our editorial board, I would like to thank you for purchasing this volume. It means a lot to us, for we see it as your voice of confidence in this initiative, and we will not let you down. We will continue to do our utmost to raise the bar higher and higher, so every edition of this journal will be stronger than all of the previous editions combined. We hope to achieve this goal by focusing on our organic internal development within this non-profit organization, and by taking pride in being open to various forms of academic collaboration with our colleagues and partners overseas.

 

Yours sincerely,

Piotr Pietrzak

Editor-in-chief

In Statu Nascendi

Journal of Political Philosophy and International Relations

pietrzak_IR@hotmail.com


PART I:
PHILOSOPHY

 


Tamara Albertini & Piotr Pietrzak

“Clarity is what I seek first” 
(Interview with Prof. Tamara Albertini)

Piotr Pietrzak (PP): Good Afternoon. Today, I am a guest at the Bulgarian residence of Dr. Tamara Albertini, whose reputation as a distinguished scholar and philosopher precedes her. Professor Albertini’s work in the fields of Renaissance and Islamic philosophy is known around the world. In Statu Nascendi is deeply grateful that she has granted us an interview. 

Prof. Albertini, could you please tell us more about your “in statu nascendi,” i.e., your academic development from Basel to Munich and eventually Hawai’i where you are to this day. What has led you to your educational choices?

Tamara Albertini (TA): My driving force from a very young age was intellectual curiosity and an insatiable desire for clarity. When I read René Descartes in my first year at the University of Basel, his criteria of clarity and distinction instantly made sense to me. I realized that philosophy would stay with me all my life—with or without a career. To this day, whether I teach or write, clarity is what I seek first. When I ended my studies in Basel with a “Licentiate” (the equivalent of an M.A.), I knew I needed to find another university where I could have exposure to different materials, other schools of thought, and alternative teaching styles. My choice fell on Munich since its Ludwig-Maximilians-University had a large Philosophy Department. I trusted there would be one or two professors whose lectures would impress me enough to want to develop a dissertational project under their guidance. I wasn’t exactly modest, was I?

I will never forget the cold November night on which I arrived. I could tell I was going to face some challenges right from the beginning. Compared to cozy Basel, Munich’s academic culture was quite rough. Intellectually speaking, to win an argument was more important there than getting to the bottom of a philosophical problem. And the professors? Each one of them conducted himself like a prima donna. Ironically, speaking of ‘prima donna,’ there were no women among the tenured professors. On the positive side, I discovered an entire institute dedicated to Renaissance philosophy, a tradition of thought I hadn’t known even existed. The Renaissance is widely acknowledged as an art period connected to the illustrious names of Leonardo da Vinci, Michelangelo, Raphael, and many more. But the Renaissance as a distinct philosophical period like the Middle Ages, Rationalism, or the Enlightenment? Nobody had ever mentioned it in my undergraduate studies. That very few specialists worked in that field added to its appeal. I never followed trends, nor did I think it relevant to know what everybody knew. As a teenager, I even refused to watch movies or read books about which everybody talked. I always waited until the excitement quieted down so that my mind remained unobstructed by other opinions.

The first seminar I enrolled in focused on the aesthetics in the works of Thomas Aquinas and Marsilio Ficino. I had some knowledge of Aquinas, but Ficino? Not a clue. Sure enough, Marsilio Ficino became the philosopher on whose work I focused for my dissertation. Six months before my doctoral exams, I applied for a summer fellowship at UCLA (University of California, Los Angeles), administered by the Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies.1 The director then was Michael J. B. Allen, a most distinguished Ficino specialist I was hoping to get interested in my research. I was thrilled when the award letter arrived, for the experience I was going to gain and because it would prevent me from falling into a deep hole like after my Licentiate. When you work intensively long hours for many years, you cannot just stop from one day to the next. You have to plan a transition before tackling a new project. So, you see, there was always something driving me. While at UCLA, I recognized how easy it was for a young scholar to network in the US. The American system offers extraordinary mentorship. Thus Michael J. B. Allen turned out to be immensely supportive. Then, while I was at UCLA, I also met Jean-Claude Carron, a fellow Swiss who was a specialist in French Renaissance literature. Finally, the opportunity to teach there as a visiting assistant professor presented itself in 1993, and two years later came the job offer from the University of Hawai’i at Manoa. To answer your last two questions, what determined my choices was being true to myself, a dose of risk-taking, and the confidence that I could bring clarity to anything that has some rational foundation. I have every intention to continue working in that vein. 

(PP): Prof. Albertini, I can tell from your CV and publications that foreign languages have been indispensable to your scholarship. What advice can you offer our young researchers? 

(TA): They should definitely learn as many foreign languages as they can. I never tire mentioning this to my students in Hawai’i, especially graduate students. They need to be able to tap into scholarly literature published in different countries. Let’s say you happen to be American, and all you read is the English language. You will miss essential scholarship available in French, German, Italian, Spanish, Russian, and so forth. Not to mention that reading philosophical texts in the original is quintessential to the creation of original work. Naturally, there is a limit as to how many languages one can acquire, one of them being the limitation of time. Ironically, the more you know, the likelier it is that you’ll come across information about materials written in a tongue you don’t master. I recommend if nothing else reading competence in three to four modern European languages and also in one or two ancient languages, i.e., Greek or Latin. Then, of course, if you are interested in non-Western philosophical traditions, you will have to add some more languages. It would thus be futile to research Islamic philosophy without the knowledge of Arabic or Indian philosophy without Sanskrit.

The benefit that foreign languages bring to your scholarly work is immeasurable, especially if at some point you don’t perceive them as “foreign” anymore. The command of many languages also makes traveling abroad more rewarding. To speak the same language as your host helps establish trust and mutual respect. For instance, I was researching the burial place of French Renaissance philosopher Charles de Bovelles (1479–1567) earlier this year, for which I needed to enter uninvited the premises of a chateau in the Picardy. After addressing the owner in her language and with the proper etiquette, I was allowed to inspect the entire terrain.

Everyone speaks of the value of languages for scholarly networking, which is indeed the case. Still, there is something more precious, which is that the mastery of foreign languages generates a sense of connectedness with many communities. At another yet deeper level, you discover that with every language you think in, your train of thought changes—sometimes in most dramatic ways. I don’t mean that you’ll have a different solution or theory depending on the language you use. It is more like looking at the world through different glasses. With some, you’ll see the details better, or particular details, with others the general picture. Translating a philosophical text into another language is an extraordinary experience. You go back and forth between the original wording and the translation to ensure you do not do violence to the author’s intention (this is an ethical requirement). While subtleties of the original text get lost in the process, new ones may manifest themselves in translation. There is something almost ecstatic about how concepts resonate differently according to the language you use; you journey from meaning to meaning, make discoveries, and find the process itself to be highly philosophical. My husband likes to call me a linguistic chameleon. In some ways, I believe that I am also a cultural chameleon. But that’s another topic.

(PP): Amazing. So, we have a language, and we have a location. How about people who were a driving force on your philosophical path? Who was your mentor?
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