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    Preface




    I would like to thank my host, Professor Liu Dong of Beijing University,

      for making it possible for me to share some thoughts about the role that cultural and literary

      analysis can play in an age of globalization. It would not be exaggerating to say that literary

      and cultural studies are now in a crisis in the United States. From the time in the seventies

      and eighties when comparative literature departments were at the cutting edge of the

      humanities, we now see them shutting down. The major reason for this ‘crisis in the

      humanities’ is globalization. These issues should not be unfamiliar to Chinese

      intellectuals whose debates over a similar crisis a decade ago (ren wen jing shen wei

      ji) foreshadowed current developments. That should not be surprising, since China has been a

      place that has most intensely felt the forces of globalization. The goal of these lectures is

      to show how we can use some of the insights of what has been called the ‘linguistic

      turn’ in cultural analysis to analyze and understand the global transformations

      affecting all of us.




    I first visited Beijing in 1987 and have come back regularly over the last

      fifteen years. I'm the product of an earlier generation of global circulations. My father was a

      graduate of Tsinghua and Xinan Lianda, my maternal grandfather the controller for Yenching

      University, now Beida. The house my mother grew up in still stands on campus. When I was a

      child, we traveled regularly to Japan, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, and I watched them transform

      themselves from global backwaters into global leaders. I remember as a child looking for Coca

      Cola to drink because we weren't sure about the local drinking water, and wondering why there

      wasn't any ice cream anywhere. Now when I am in Beijing, I am reminded of these changes, only

      they seem to be much larger and much, much faster. I've been going on long daily walks through

      Beijing and I see neighborhoods transformed not only by new shopping centers with their

      Starbucks and McDonalds but apartment buildings with names like Palm Springs, Manhattan, and

      Windsor Avenue. Local conversations seem very similar to ones I hear in Hong Kong and New York;

      everyone is talking about real estate. Yet most of this did not exist five years ago. Americans

      like to think that they are at the cutting edge of globalization, but I don't think they

      understand at all the transformations gripping China, India and other parts of Asia. So it

      perhaps is not surprising that today I will talk about something that Chinese intellectuals

      first talked about almost a decade ago: the crisis in the humanities and cultural sciences in

      the face of globalization.




    These lectures are drawn from a collaborative research and writing

      project with Professor Edward Lipuma of the Department of Anthropology, University of

      Miami. The introduction has been added to the original lectures given at Beijing University in

      the fall of 2003; Lecture Four has been heavily revised.


  

    Introduction




    At the beginning of the new millennium, everything and nothing has

      changed. The circulations of conversations and currencies, ideologies and images, computer

      technologies and religious fundamentalisms are defining the course of human events. Indeed,

      there is a growing realization that we can grasp the contemporary moment, the moment of

      ascendant globalization, only by articulating a coherent theory of circulation(s)—what I will

      refer to as ‘cultures of circulation’. The term signifies that the most crucial

      forms of culture now circulate globally and that circulation is mutually inseparable from the

      cultural forms that flow through it. The term equally signifies that the most definitive forms

      of capital are those that circulate globally, that are most nomadic, and that are least

      attached to the social reproduction of any national economy or culture.




    The most critical and definitive feature of contemporary globalization is

      the emergence of increasingly powerful cultures of circulation. These circulatory processes

      redefine the production and possibilities of value itself, epitomized by the revolutionary

      design and implications of technologically amplified financial instruments. These forms of

      connectivity are instruments and expressions of the reproduction of global asymmetries on

      terms so new, so different from anything that has gone before, that people, states, and social

      movements the world over are searching for the sites of power and for the identities of those

      who have control. Contemporary cultures of circulation are giving rise to new strains of

      subjective freedom (e.g., a discourse of personal entitlement and rights) even as they heighten

      the forms of objective dependence, in the process reconfiguring the ground rules of governance

      and the parameters of political power. The ascension of circulation as a quasi-autonomous

      sphere, graced with its own organizing principles, technologies of power, and regimes of

      interpretation, is simultaneously the elaboration of a dynamic that begins well before the

      dawn of capital and of a new stage in the history of capitalism.




    Yet it is exactly the rise of circulation that has produced a crisis for

      cultural analysis. Almost all the contemporary forms of cultural analysis such as cultural

      studies, new historicism, and deconstructionism are products of what has become known as the

      ‘linguistic turn’. The term was originally the title of a collection of essays on

      the philosophy of language edited by the American philosopher Richard Rorty in 1967; it became

      the hallmark for the tremendous interdisciplinary interest in language and communication that

      had started with structural anthropology in the sixties, but soon spread into literary,

      linguistic, and philosophical studies and continues to this day in literary and cultural

      studies. The debates between structuralists and post-structuralists, deconstructionists and

      universalists, constructivists and foundationalists, all have at least one thing in common: a

      shared belief in the importance of language for social and cultural analysis.




    The problem is that in the work inspired by the linguistic turn, there is

      a tendency to identify culture with language; culture, like language, is thought of as shared,

      local, and immediate, the site of confrontation and resistance to more generalized and

      abstract global economic processes. This has led to the assumption that what different

      societies now share is that they are all reacting to a global capitalist

      ‘homogenization’ intent on remaking the world in its own image. The cutting edge of

      contemporary transformations appears to be economic forces; they are seen as the real gods

      behind the accelerating circulation of people, ideas, and commodities. Implicit in this picture

      is the presupposition that culture is static whereas the economy is dynamic; culture stays put

      while money and commodities move ever more rapidly across the globe. The present Euro-American

      understanding of globalization assumes that economic processes obey their own laws and that

      economies are self-regulating, as, for example, in free market models; the result is that the

      separation of culture and economy has become a basic presupposition of much of contemporary

      research on globalization.




    Yet it is not surprising that such a tension between cultural and

      economic approaches should arise. Much of the cutting edge of cultural theory in the United

      States revolves around problems of identity and subjectivity, often in the form of what has

      become known as ‘identity politics’. A key concept has been that of

      ‘performativity’, in which an utterance seems to create what it refers. The

      performativity of language became the model for the performativity of culture; for example,

      the assertion of an identity would be the creation of that identity, as might be the case for

      a homosexual ‘coming out of the closet’.




    Performativity was a concept that seemed destined to circulate. The notion

      of performativity was given philosophical prominence by the Oxford philosopher John Austin in

      his John Lock Lectures at Harvard University, but he derived his ideas from the German

      logician Gottlieb Frege, whose work he had translated into English. The French linguist Emile

      Benveniste met Austin at a conference in Royaumont, France and introduced these ideas to

      French intellectual audiences where through the work of Pierre Bourdieu and Jacques Derrida

      they become a crucial part of structuralist and post-structuralist debates. In the United

      States, the philosopher John Searle, who was a student of Austin's at Oxford, would develop a

      theory of speech acts that Jurgen Habermas would use to create his universal pragmatics; at

      the same time, speech act theory would become popular in literary studies and cultural

      studies, inspiring thinkers as different as Paul de Man, Jacques Derrida, Judith Butler, and

      Slavoj Zizek.




    Austin used performativity to criticize the philosophical focus on

      descriptive or ‘constative’ uses of language. Reinforced by developments in

      mathematics and logic such as Gottlieb Frege's development of modern symbolic logic, language

      was seen as expressing propositions whose truth value depended on comparing descriptions with

      an independent reality. Austin analyzed certain linguistic forms that looked like descriptions

      but actually created what they referred to: ‘I promise to be there’ is an act of

      promising, while ‘he promises to be there’ is simply a report. Performatives create

      what they describe, thereby undermining the premise of independent correspondence. Austin

      argued that performativity was not a supplemental feature of language but rather fundamental

      to it. Benveniste tightened up Austin's analysis by pointing out that the personal pronouns

      ‘I’ and ‘we’ were also performative: unlike a common noun such as

      ‘cat’, uttering the word ‘I’ refers to the person who utters the word

      ‘I’ and designates that person as the subject of discourse. Benveniste also

      suggested that performativity was a fundamental structuring principle of language itself.




    But why all the fuss about performativity? Why is it so important that it

      continues to be a fundamental issue for philosophy, literature, linguistics, and cultural

      studies? Performativity seems to cross the boundaries between objectivity and subjectivity; if

      language doesn't merely describe the world, but can create it, then one of the basic

      presuppositions of mathematics, logic, and natural science is violated: the independence of

      language and what language refers to, between words and reality. When words create what they

      refer, you have linguistic magic; in the opening of the Old Testament, God creates the world

      by naming things. It is therefore not surprising that Austin suggested that if his insights

      about performativity were correct, then all of Western philosophy from the Greeks onward would

      have to be rethought. Austin's radicalism was not alone; his contemporary, Ludwig Wittgenstein,

      would reach similar conclusions about the foundations of logic and mathematics. If we pursue

      the analogy between language and culture that has always been at the heart of the linguistic

      turn, the performative and constructivist tendencies in contemporary cultural analysis clash

      with those of many economists who see economic laws as purely objective and similar to those

      in natural science; this should not be surprising, as classical economics was built around

      energy metaphors taken from nineteenth century physics. While the performativity of culture

      might keep economists from being interested in cultural studies, the formal and mathematical

      nature of contemporary economics also kept cultural analysts away from contemporary

      finance. The result has been that while cultural studies has focused on the analysis of

      contemporary cultural phenomena such as the media or popular culture, there has been a

      relative absence of any serious attempts to extend the cultural tools of the linguistic turn

      to the analysis of finance and new forms of capitalism.




    The chief goal of these lectures is to develop forms of cultural analysis

      that can deal with contemporary ‘cultures of circulation’. We will try to overcome

      the separation between the cultural and the economic by applying some of the tools of the

      linguistic turn not to literary texts, the media, or popular culture, but to the analysis of

      cultural formations such as the public sphere, nationalism, the market, and even capital

      itself. The key idea underlying the notion of cultures of circulation is that circulation must

      be conceived of as more than simply the movement of people, ideas and commodities from one

      culture to another. Instead, it is a cultural process with its own forms of abstraction,

      evaluation, and constraint, which are created by the interactions between specific types of

      circulating forms and the interpretative communities built around them. It is these structured

      circulations that we identify as cultures of circulation. The lectures will draw from a variety

      of contemporary sources, including Benedict Anderson's account of nation, narration, and

      imagination; Jurgen Habermas' work on public opinion and the public sphere; Arjun Appadurai's

      conceptualizations of cultural flows; and Charles Taylor's analysis of the performative

      creation of modern ‘social imaginaries’. They will also hark back to classic

      anthropological work on gifts and exchange such as studies by Marcel Mauss, Bronislaw

      Malinowski, and Claude Levi-Strauss and their updatings by Pierre Bourdieu and Jacques

      Derrida, as well as Marxist analyses of money and capital.




    In order to do this, these lectures will use the concept of

      performativity to bring together two lines of research. The first line stretches back to the

      very origins of the linguistic turn, to the anthropological research on gifts and exchange. It

      was this research, particularly in the works of the French sociologist Marcel Mauss on ritual,

      magic, gifts, and exchange that inspired the anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss to write in

      1949 the book that gave birth to structuralism and thus inaugurated the linguistic turn: The

      Elementary Structures of Kinship. And it would also be Marcel Mauss's work on gift giving that

      would continue to inspire French thinkers as intellectually diverse as Emile Benveniste,

      Pierre Bourdieu, Jacques Derrida, and Jean Luc Marion.




    The other line of research is more contemporary and involves a group of

      us who have been working with the philosopher Charles Taylor on developing the notion of

      ‘social imaginaries’. A social imaginary consists of the ‘common

      understanding which enables us to carry out the collective practices which make up our social

      life’. While at first glance the notion of a social imaginary seems almost too simplistic

      to bear the theoretical burden placed on it, when it is extended to include ideas of

      circulation and exchange, it will turn out to be an extraordinarily rich concept. It brings

      together many of the issues with which the linguistic turn has been concerned, and produces a

      framework that will allow us to compare and contrast precapitalist and capitalist

      societies: from magic and ritual to money and capital.




    The broad range of this intellectual legacy suggests that developing a

      critical cultural perspective on circulation requires moving beyond disciplinary boundaries

      and placing it in a conceptual space that encompasses some of the most difficult and troubling

      issues in contemporary cultural and philosophical analysis: performativity touches upon

      fundamental problems in the linguistic representation of objectivity and subjectivity, ritual,

      and ideology. While the post-structuralist discussions of these issues by thinkers such as

      Jacques Derrida, Paul de Man, and Judith Butler have only occasionally crossed over into

      contemporary analytic philosophy and vice versa, one of the unexpected results of an expanded

      notion of circulation will be the discovery that despite disciplinary differences, certain

      issues emerge that are crucial to the construction of social imaginaries of pre-capitalist and

      capitalist societies. The basic assumption is that cultures of circulation are created by the

      semiotic nature of the circulating forms and social groups are constructed through the process

      of exchange and circulation, an idea that underlies much of the anthropology of exchange. We

      use these ideas to analyze three different types of phenomena: (1) ritual and exchange in

      pre-capitalist societies; (2) the commodification of labor in the form of capital that creates

      what we call ‘production-centered’ capitalism; (3) the commodification of risk that

      creates a ‘circulation-centered’ capitalism that is at the core of contemporary

      globalization.




    Ritual, Exchange, and the Origins of the

      Linguistic Turn




    It might seem a bit fantastic to include the exchange of gifts and women

      in pre-capitalist societies and an analysis of the globalization of finance capital. Indeed,

      probably few anthropologists have heard of Fischer Black and Myron Scholes whose Nobel prize

      winning discovery of the equations for pricing options has played a crucial role in the spread

      of a global derivatives market whose total annual value of over one hundred trillion dollars

      now dwarfs global manufacturing and trade. At the same time, few economists would have heard of

      Marcel Mauss whose book The Gift initiated the discussions of exchange and circulation that

      would lead to the ‘linguistic turn’ in the social sciences and humanities. Yet it

      is the thesis of these lectures that understanding the long march from the exchange of women

      to the circulation of finance capital requires connecting these two lines of thought.




    It is our contention that circulation is more than the movements of

      people, commodities and capitals. Instead, the circulating forms, whether they be the armbands

      of the Kula Ring, the novels and newspapers of the imagined communities of nationalism, or the

      currency swaps of global capital, presuppose and create complex ‘cultures of

      circulation’ that interpret and use them. Unpacking these cultures of circulation will

      require creating a complex metalanguage that draws from some of the most difficult issues

      raised by the linguistic turn—such as self-reflexivity, performativity, objectification, and

      self-reference—and applying them to phenomena considered to be primarily the domain of

      economics and finance.




    But why start with Mauss? One reason is that his work inspired a line of

      thought crucial to the development of the linguistic turn in the social sciences and

      humanities: French structuralism and post-structuralism. Claude Levi-Strauss, Pierre Bourdieu,

      Emile Benveniste, and Jacques Derrida all explicitly acknowledge their intellectual debt to

      Mauss. For Levi-Strauss, Mauss provides the starting point for his structural analysis of

      marriage rules in The Elementary Structures of Kinship that inaugurates structuralism. Bourdieu

      combines Mauss's insights about the temporal dimensions of gift giving and Wittgenstein's

      critique of rule-following to begin a deconstruction of Levi-Strauss that will reach its

      apotheosis in Derrida's argument that it is the performative impossibility of gifts that makes

      exchange possible. Benveniste is the key figure who links Mauss's work on the gift to

      continental linguistic and literary theory: the author of a classic article on the concept of

      gift in Indo-European languages and the bridge between linguistic structuralism, pragmatics,

      and the analytic philosophy of language, his importance for structuralism and

      post-structuralism becomes public when in 1968—1969 he becomes president both of the Paris

      Circle of Linguistics founded by himself, Algirdas Greimas, Roland Barthes, and Levi-Strauss

      and the International Association of Semiotic Studies. Benveniste is also the continental link

      to the analytic philosophy of language; after meeting the British philosopher John Austin at a

      conference at Royaumont in 1958, he introduces to French audiences the problem of

      performativity that will play such an important role in post-structuralism. He also saw that

      performativity had its origins in two philosophically vexing areas that would gain great

      prominence in the philosophy of language: self-reference and pragmatics.




    For it is through Austin and the issue of performativity that the French

      line of the linguistic turn meets the Anglo-American philosophy of language. In the hothouse

      atmosphere of the linguistic turn, the circulation and exchange of ideas across disciplines

      and nations created the belief that the study of language could not only link disparate

      approaches in the social sciences and humanities, but also create the ground for a new

      cultural politics. The issue of performativity brought into sometimes uneasy contact American,

      British, French, and German approaches to the philosophy of language. Austin gets some of his

      crucial insights from Gottlieb Frege whom he translated from German into English, while Ludwig

      Wittgenstein's bilingual critiques of the logical reification of language were aimed at

      Gottlieb Frege and Bertrand Russell; the American philosopher Saul Kripke whose semantics for

      modal logics directly addressed technical issues first raised by Russell and Frege, also

      developed Wittgenstein's account of rule-following into a more general skeptical argument

      about meaning in general. Austin never explicitly criticizes Frege, but replaces Frege's

      formalism with a theory of the conventional bases of speech acts, an insight that John Searle

      will develop into a full blown theory of speech acts that Jurgen Habermas will then use to

      develop his ‘universal pragmatics’. The philosopher David Lewis first uses game

      theory to elucidate the concept of convention and then addresses one of Frege's concerns: the

      analysis of the semantic structure of language. Donald Davidson, perhaps the most influential

      philosopher of recent times, then criticizes the seemingly self-evident truth that language

      relies on conventions, while maintaining the usefulness of game theory for analyzing

      meaning. French post-structuralism confronts the analytic philosophy of language around the

      issue of performativity even though many of the principal thinkers claim mutual

      incomprehension. Derrida criticizes Austin's account of performativity and the conventionality

      of speech acts, thereby eliciting a violent counterattack by Searle; but Derrida's skepticism

      about the conventional bases for language surprisingly aligns him with Davidson. It also turns

      out that Derrida's notion of iterability includes quotation, direct and indirect discourse,

      and performativity for which Davidson has given a more general technical analysis; perhaps it

      is not surprising that Richard Rorty will write that Derrida and Davidson overlap in

      fundamental ways.




    Yet tracing these geneologies is more than an intellectual scavenger

      hunt. Instead, the points of overlap provide a set of issues for creating a theoretical

      metalanguage for the analysis of circulation and exchange that is an alternative to those of

      economics and decision theory. With the advantage of hindsight, we can now see that Mauss's

      insistence on starting with gift exchange was to provide an alternative to economic man who

      pursued practical self-interest. In pre-capitalist societies such as the Trobrianders and the

      Kwakiutal, gift exchange constitutes a ‘total social phenomena’ in which

      ‘all kinds of institutions are given expression at one and the same time’ (Mauss

      1990, 3). While not denying the role of economic self-interest in these exchanges, Mauss

      insisted that giving, receiving, and repaying are distinct acts separated not only by temporal

      asymmetries, but also caught up in competitions that create asymmetries of status and prestige

      that are fundamental to all social relations in these societies. The use of money and the rise

      of commodity production make exchange mutual, simultaneous, and egalitarian, and introduces a

      formal and abstract moment to social relations. Mauss emphasizes that giving is socially and

      psychologically primary; economic man is not a presupposition of human evolution, but a

      socio-historically specific development. For Mauss, circulation was not simply the movement of

      people, gifts, and commodities. Instead it was a cultural process created by the social

      institutions built up around the interpretation and use of the circulating forms and

      constituted what we call a ‘culture of circulation’; the most famous

      anthropological example would be the Kula Ring described by the anthropologist Bronislaw

      Malinowski and much discussed by Mauss.
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