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Algumas questões foram suscitadas pela con-vivência da semana na qual estivemos investigando o espaço público na cidade de São Paulo em conjunto com os alunos do MIT.  Uma delas diz respeito à própria noção de espaço público, sua formação enquanto fenômeno e acontecimento e sua extinção na cidade de São Paulo. Perguntas como: O que é o espaço público? O que é ser público? Ser público se opõe ao ser privado? A esfera privada tem substituído a vida pública? Em algum momento de nossa história chegamos a constituir uma esfera pública no Brasil? Em São Paulo? Para quê? Por quê? Como? Estas perguntas pulsaram durante toda a semana, e a presença do grupo de estrangeiros só aumentou este espectro, pois além de buscar uma compreensão destas questões no ambiente imediato de nossa pesquisa, a cidade de São Paulo, nos confrontávamos com a complexidade de um olhar estrangeiro que não era nada facilmente traduzível para o nosso contexto, perguntando-me se a idéia de espaço público dizia respeito ao public space estadunidense, se public space diz respeito à esfera pública, se private se opõe a privado e se public se relaciona a público. Tal abismo semântico se tornava evidente na dificuldade de traduzir as palestras e falas do português para o inglês e vice-versa, na sua intraduzibilidade. Mais do que buscar pontes aflitas para atravessar o abismo semântico, também me coloquei a observá-lo tentando diminuir o medo de contemplá-lo e assumir a diferença que leva muitas vezes a uma opacidade lingüística, cultural e a uma incomunicabilidade. 


Pareceu-me, assim, relevante estudar um texto, em inglês, de uma autora que aborda justamente as questões colocadas pela disciplina, mas de uma forma não literal, abordando a esfera pública não a partir de sua literalidade, como a rápida associação de entender como público aquilo que está na ruas e que está ao alcance de todos. Rosalyn Deutsche analisa, além desta impressão rasa, o entendimento da esfera pública a partir de um ponto de vista filosófico. 


Estudar este texto contempla, portanto, a inquietação manifesta a respeito das definições de arte e esfera pública, ao mesmo tempo que pensa a tradução como o exercício radical de alteridade que justamente funda a esfera pública. Intento assim, também, entender que a questão da alteridade perpassa tanto a tradução como a formação de uma esfera pública, e que portanto, tradução e esfera pública estão um para o outro, são outros entre si, manifestam uma outridade, e nisso constituem sua semelhança e uma possibilidade de aproximação, sua afinidade. 


Diferenças entre a interação na primeira centralidade, na segunda e na terceira. No momento em que a centralidade muda, o que era centralidade passa a ser periférico. A primeira centralidade está na periferia da segunda que por sua vez está na periferia da primeira. A centralidade, como ponto de poder, também restringe o exercício da alteridade pelo exercício do mesmo. De que forma isso ajuda na formação do poder econômico, na sua preservação e proteção? Eh desta exclusão que provém o poder? Qual a relação entre poder econômico e a restrição do exercício de alteridade? 


Tirania da proximidade da qual nos fala Ortega, que seria o exercício do mesmo, que esmaga o espaço público: 


Em um estudo já clássico sobre o declínio do homem público, o sociólogo 
Richard Sennett constatou que a sociedade contemporânea se carateriza pela “tirania 
da intimidade”,
 a qual se exprime numa vida pessoal
desequilibrada e numa esfera 
pública esvaziada... É necessária uma distância entre os indivíduos para poder ser 
sociável. O contato íntimo e a sociabilidade são inversamente proporcionais. Quando 
aumenta um, o outro diminui; quanto mais se aproximam os indivíduos, menos sociáveis, 
mais dolorosas e fratricidas são suas relações. Sennett, que foi aluno de Hannah Arendt 
e reconhece a sua filiação nas suas análises, realça como a filósofa privilegiava uma 
“cálida impessoalidade” frente à debilidade que reside na procura de refúgio em uma 
subjetividade encapsulada e voltada para si. Apostar na impessoalidade é apostar em 
uma vida da exterioridade. Uma vida na exterioridade é uma vida disposta a admitir a 
diferença e aceitar o novo, o aberto, a contingência, o efêmero, o estranho. 

A esfera pública e a tradução enquanto relacionalidade
 

"A tradução implica uma destruição voluntária desse texto anterior

e sua reconstituição, em outro tempo, outra língua,

outra cultura, enfim, em uma situação de alteridade

ou outridade radical."

Jeanne Marie Gagnebin

"Ser público é expor-se à alteridade."

Rosalyn Deutsche

The Art of Witness in the Wartime Public Sphere

A Arte de Testemunhar na Esfera Pública dos Tempos de Guerra

Rosalyn Deutsche

In 1958, Hannah Arendt defined the public sphere, or democratic political community, as “the space of appearance,” of, that is, what phenomenology calls “coming into view.” 

Em 1958, Hannah Arendt definiu a esfera pública, ou a comunidade político-democrática, como "o espaço da aparição, ou o que a fenomenologia chama de "tornar visível". 

In stressing appearance, Arendt connected the public sphere—which she modeled on the ancient Greek polis—to vision and so, without knowing it, opened up the possibility that visual art might play a role in deepening and extending democracy, a role that some contemporary artists are, thankfully, eager to perform. 

Ao enfatizar aparição, Arendt conecta a esfera pública - que ela modelou a partir da antiga polis Grega - à visão e assim, sem saber, abriu a possibilidade para que as artes visuais possam ter um papel no aprofundamento e extensão da democracia, um papel que alguns artistas contemporâneos, felizmente, estão ansiosos para desempenhar.  

Arendt famously wrote:

The polis…is not the city-state in its physical location; it is the organization of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking together, and its true space lies between people living together for this purpose, no matter where they happen to be….It is the space of appearance in the widest sense of the word, namely, the space where I appear to others as others appear to me, where men…make their appearance explicitly.
 [my emphasis]

Aredt reconhecidamente escreveu: 


A polis...não é a cidade-estado no seu lugar físico; é a organização das pessoas à medida em que surge o atuar e falar juntos, e seu verdadeiro espaço está entre as pessoas vivendo juntas para este propósito, não importando o que sejam...é o espaço da aparição no sentido mais amplo da palavra, ou seja, o espaço onde eu apareço para os outros à medida que os outros aparecem para mim, onde a humanidade...faz a sua aparição explicitamente. [grifo meu]. 

Later political philosophers have also connected public space to appearance. Most recently, Jacques Ranciere has defined both democratic practice and radical aesthetics as the disruption of the system of divisions and boundaries that determines which social groups are visible and which invisible. 

Filósofos políticos mais recentes também têm conectado o espaço público à aparição. Mais recentemente, Jacques Ranciere definiu a prática democrática e a estética radical como o rompimento do sistema de divisões e fronteiras que determina quais grupos sociais são visíveis e quais são invisíveis. 

Much earlier, however, in the early 1980s, the French political philosopher Claude Lefort, who was influenced by Arendt, tied the ability to appear to the declaration of rights, introducing ideas that have become key concepts in the discourse of radical democracy. 

Muito antes, no entanto, no início dos anos de 1980, o filósofo político Claude Lefort, que foi influenciado por Arendt, ligou a abilidade de aparecer à declaração dos direitos humanos, introduzindo idéias que se tornaram conceitos chaves no discurso da democracia radical. 

For Lefort, the hallmark of democracy is uncertainty about the foundations of social life. With the democratic revolutions of the eighteenth century, says Lefort, and with the French and American declarations of rights, the location of power shifts. 

Para Lefort, o marco da democracia é a incerteza sobre as fundações da vida social. Com as revoluções democráticas do século XVIII, diz Lefort, e acom a declaração dos direitos francesa e estadunidense, o lugar do poder muda. 

The power of the state is no longer attributed to a transcendent source, such as God, natural law, or self-evident truth. Now power derives from “the people.” 

O poder do estado não é mais atribuído a uma fonte transcendente, como Deus, uma lei natural, ou uma verdade auto-evidente. Agora o poder vem “do povo”. 


Yet with the disappearance of references to a transcendent source of power, an unconditional source of social unity—of the meaning of the people—vanishes as well. The people are now the source of power, but they have no fixed identity. 


Todavia, com o desaparecimento da fonte transcendente do poder, uma fonte incondicional de unidade social – o significado do povo – também desaparece. O povo é agora a fonte do poder, mas não tem uma identidade fixa. 

“Democracy,” says Lefort, “is instituted and sustained by the dissolution of the markers of certainty. It inaugurates a history in which people experience a fundamental indeterminacy as to the basis of power, law and knowledge, and as to the basis of relations between self and other.”
 

“A democracia”, diz Lefort, é instituída e sustentada pela dissolução dos marcos da certitumbre. Inaugura uma história na qual o povo experiencia uma indeterminação relativa à base do poder, da lei e do conhecimento, no que diz respeito à base das relações entre o si mesmo e o outro”. 

The meaning of society becomes a question. It is decided within the social but is not immanent there. Rather, democracy gives rise to public space, a realm of political interaction, which appears, when, in the absence of a proper ground, the meaning and unity of the social order is at once constituted and put at risk.

O significado de sociedade se torna uma questão. Éh decidida pelo social mas não é imanente. Ou melhor, a democracia dá surgimento ao espaço público, o reino da interação política, que aparece, quando, na ausência de uma chão adequado, o significado e a unidadde da ordem social é a um só tempo constituída e colocada em risco. 

Precisely because the social order is uncertain, it is open to contestation, so what is recognized in public space is the legitimacy of debate about what is legitimate and what is illegitimate. 

Precisamente porque a ordem social é incerta, está aberta à contestação, e então o que é reconhecido no espaço público é a legitimidade do debate sobre o que é legítimo e o que é ilegítimo. 

Debate is initiated with the declaration of rights, but the democratic invention deprives rights, just as it has the people, of a solid foundation. 

O debate é iniciado com a declaração do direitos, mas a invenção democrática destitui destitui os direitos, assim como as pessoas, de uma fundação sólida. 

Rights, too, become an enigma. Their source is not nature but the human utterance of right and the social interaction implicit in the act of declaring. Through the interaction, those who hold no position in the political community make an appearance. 

Os direitos, também, tornam-se um enigma. Sua fonte não é a natureza, mas o enunciado do direito e da interação social implícitos ao ato de declarar. Através da interação, aqueles que não tem lugar algum na comunidade política fazem a aparição.  

In the act of declaring new, specific rights, they repeat the original democratic demand for freedom and equality. Thus they also declare what Etienne Balibar calls “a universal right to politics,”
 which, following Lefort, can be regarded as a right to appear as a speaking subject in the public sphere. The space of appearance—the public sphere—appears, then, when social groups declare the right to appear.

No ato de declarar direitos novos, específicos, eles repetem a demanda democrática orginal por liberdade e igualdade. Assim eles também declaram o que Etienne Balibar chama de “o direito universal à política, que, seguindo Lefort, pode ser entendido como o direito a aparecer como um sujeito enunciador na esfera pública. O espaço de aparição – a esfera pública – aparece, então, quando grupos sociais declaram o direito de aparecer. 

Latent in Arendt’s and Lefort’s notions of the public sphere as the space of appearance is the question not only of how we appear but of how we respond to the appearance of others, the question, that is, of the ethics and politics of living together in a heterogeneous space. To be public is to be exposed to alterity.


Latente nas nas noções de esfera pública como o espaço de aparição de Arendt e Lefort está a questão não somente de como aparecer, mas como respondemos à aparição dos outros, questão que é da ética e política do viver juntos num espaço heterorgêneo. Ser público é estar exposto à alteridade. 

Consequently, artists who want to deepen and extend the public sphere have a twofold task: creating works that, one, help those who have been rendered invisible to “make their appearance” and, two, developing the viewer’s capacity for public life by asking her to respond to, rather than react against, that appearance. 

Conseqüentemente, artistas que querem aprofundar e extender a esfera pública têm uma tarefa dupla: criar trabalhos que, um, ajudam aqueles que foram tornados invisíveis a “fazer a sua aparição” e, dois, desenvolver a capacidade do espectador para a vida pública ao solicitar-lhe que responda à, mais do que reaja contra, esta aparição. 

At this point, however, a problem arises, for important strands of contemporary art—in particular, feminist critiques of representation—have analyzed vision as precisely the sense that, instead of welcoming others, tends to meet them in relations of conquest and, in one way or another, make them disappear as other. 

Neste ponto, no entanto, um problema surge, pois correntes importantes da arte contemporânea – em particular, a crítica feminista da representação – analisaram a visão precisamente como o sentido que, ao invés de acolher o outro, tende a se relacionar com ele a partir da conquista e, de uma forma ou de outra, fazê-lo desaparecer enquanto outro.  

Transforming the other into a distanced image or bounded entity set before the self, vision, it has long been argued is a vehicle of the human subject’s desire for mastery and self-possession. 

Transformar o outro numa imagem distante ou numa entidade presa posta perante si, a visão, há muito tem sido discutido, é um veículo do desejo humano pela maestria e domínio. 

Oriented toward triumphalism rather than response, vision can, for example, take the form of a negative hallucination, in which we fail to see something that is present but unknowable, something whose presence we don’t want to know about. 

Orientada na direção do triunfalismo mais do que da resposta, a visão pode, por exemplo, tomar a forma de uma alucinação negativa, na qual falhamos em ver algo que está presente mas irreconhecível, algo cuja presença queremos ignorar. 

If, then, exposure to others lies at the heart of democratic public life, the question of how art can develop the capacity for being in public calls for still others: With what kind of vision shall we meet the appearance of others? Can art help establish ways of seeing that do not seek to reduce the impact of exposure? What kind of vision might overcome apathy and respond to the suffering of others? In short, what is public vision? 

Se, então, a expor-se ao outro está no coração da vida pública democrática, a questão de com a arte pode desenvolver a capacidade de ser em público suscita outras questões mais: Com qual tipo de visão devemos encarar a aparição dos outros? A arte pode estabelecer formas de ver que não buscam reduzir o impacto do expor-se? Que tipo de visão pode superar a apatia e responder ao sofrimento dos outros? Em resumo, o que é a visão pública? 

The philosopher Emmanuel Levinas, in his radical re-evaluation of ethics, offers some answers, a way of thinking about vision and about the space of appearances that challenges triumphalist vision. 

O filósofo Emmanuel Levinas, na sua radical re-avaliação da ética, oferece algumas respostas, uma forma de pensar sobre a visão e espaço de aparição que desafia a visão triunfalista. 

Levinas is concerned with the way that the self or “I” calls itself into question when exposed to the appearance of the other. He conceives of the other not as an object of comprehension but as an enigma. He calls the other person who appears to me “the face,” but the face—or as he also names it, the neighbor—is more than the other person in the world: it is a manifestation of the Other in the sense of that which cannot be made fully visible or knowable. The Other approaches but cannot be reduced to a content; the Other appears but cannot be fully seen. More, when the other appears, it is accompanied by something else, something Levinas calls “the third party.” The approach of the third party is not, like that of the face, an empirical event. It is the emergence of an awareness that, as Colin Davis puts it, “the Other is never simply my other.” Rather, “the Other implies the possibility of others, for whom I am myself an Other….I am made to realize that the Other does not exist merely for my sake, that my neighbor is also a neighbor to the third party, and indeed that to them it is I who am the third party.”

With the notion of the third party, Levinas enters the discourse of the public sphere, for the third party lifts the encounter with the other beyond the space of a dyadic face-to-face encounter and sets it down in public space. The third party is “the whole of humanity that looks at me,”
 and the relation with the face, insofar as it is also always a relation with the third party, “places itself in the full light of the public order.”
 The other’s approach, or appearance, bespeaks the social world but tells me that I cannot meet that world from a position of full understanding, which would make the world “mine.” The world does not belong to me. Levinas writes: “the presence of the other is equivalent to this calling into question of my joyous possession of the world.”


Levinas dispossesses the subject of knowledge, and this dispossession recalls the dissolution of certainty that in Lefort gives rise to public space. Lefort and Levinas are philosophers of the enigma—of that which escapes comprehension and dismantles self-possession, if we understand self-possession as a sense of being undisturbed by the presence of anything one does not know and cannot control. The inhabitant of the Lefortian or Levinsian public sphere [, unlike the inhabitant of a Habermasiam public sphere,] does not aspire to total knowledge of the social world, for such knowledge eliminates otherness.
 By contrast, the disappearance of certainty that in Lefort’s and Levinas’s accounts calls us into public space obliges us to be what Levinas calls “non-indifferent” to the appearance of the other. “Non-indifference” designates an ability to respond to the other, a “response-ability” that Levinas considers the essence of the reasonable being in man. Levinas’s responsibility is part of an ethico-political discourse that differs from traditional meditations on morality. Instead of beginning with the universality of some rational moral law, Levinas “takes off from the idea that ethics arises in the relation to the other.”
 While morality is a discourse of certainty, ethics is incompatible with moral certainty, for responsiveness to the face of the other disrupts narcissism, interferes with idealizations of the self as comprehending the whole. Levinas links responsiveness to vision but also, and more important, to a critique of vision. He puts scare quotes around the word “vision,” placing it under contest and indicating that it harbors dangers: “Ethics is an optics,” writes Levinas. “But,” he continues, “it is a ‘vision’ without image, bereft of the synoptic and totalizing, objectifying virtues of vision, a relation…of a wholly different type.”
 Appearing, on this account, which creates public space, may not be a visual event at all—or it may call for a new kind of vision. 

To encourage the appearance of the public sphere of appearances is, then, to promote “vision without image” or non-indifferent ways of seeing. And since non-indifferent vision obliges us to call ourselves into question, artists who explore its possibilities take part in the psychic, subjective transformation, which, like material transformation, is an essential component—and no mere epiphenomenon—of social change. Furthering non-indifference, however, is not simply a matter of making visible those social groups that have been rendered invisible in the existing public spheres or of making true images of others to counteract false ones. For, as we have seen, Levinas’s face of the Other is precisely that which is lost when caught as an image. Images, Levinas warns, transform faces into “figures which are visible but de-faced.”
 

We have arrived at a final question: How can art aid the appearance of others while at the same time making visible the limits the face places on our representations, limits that are, in a sense, the message of the face? There is, of course, no single answer, but one is found in a work by the artist Krzysztof Wodiczko: Public Projection, Hiroshima of 1999.

Images of Hiroshima Projection

Wodiczko’s Hiroshima Projection was a kind of multi-media performance put on in the city of Hiroshima on the nights of August 7th and 8th, the two days following the anniversary of the dropping of the atomic bomb by the U.S. military on August 6, 1945. The performance is documented in a film made by the artist. Hiroshima Projection has acquired new timeliness during the Iraq War, whose cost in human suffering so clearly echoes that of the Hiroshima bombing. In preparation for the projection, Wodiczko interviewed and recorded testimonies given by a variety of the city’s residents: survivors of the bombing and the radiation, descendants of survivors, young people, and Koreans. As people spoke, the artist videotaped their hands, and during the projection loudspeakers played audiotapes of the testimonies as enlarged images of the speakers’ moving, gesturing hands appeared on the embankment of the portion of the river flowing beneath the city’s Atomic Dome. Reflections of the projected hands materialized on the surface of the water. When the bomb exploded over the Dome, thousands of badly burned residents threw themselves into the river to ease their pain, but the water was irradiated and soon filled with corpses. The Dome, however, survived and, regarded as a witness to the trauma, has since been left in its ruined state, as a memorial. At night it is bathed in light. Wodiczko’s program, which played three times on each night, consisted of fifteen testimonies and lasted for thirty-nine minutes. An audience of more than 4,000 gathered on the opposite side of the river. The projection anthropomorphized the Dome, transformed the building into a “body,” which seemed to be the source of the speakers’ voices.

The hands of one speaker displayed an old lock” “I will keep this lock this way to show to our offspring, just like a treasure,” he explained. “Our father used this lock with the bicycle he always rode. We took this lock from the wreckage of the bicycle found with his bones at the inn where my father died.” A twenty-seven-year-old woman testified to the persistence of symptoms of trauma over three generations, describing how her grandfather cheered the bombing of Iraq on television during the Persian Gulf War and how she cannot stop hurting herself: “I often stab myself with my pen.” A survivor recalled the scene fifty-four years earlier, when people jumped into the river: “They yelled ‘Help me!’ and they moved their hands like this. But they never returned from the river. They sank. But the sound of the water…flowed with the corpses to the sea. The Dome is watching for eternity.” Two speakers remembered the denial of aid to injured Koreans. “Those frightening heat-rays burnt iron and rocks,” said one, “and when the whole city was burnt and burnt to ashes, one thing did not burn—discrimination.” A woman named Kwak Bok Soon recounted a visit she made as part of a delegation of survivors to present a petition against nuclear testing to the United States State Department.

I’ll play this portion of the Hiroshima Projection 

The Hiroshima Projection facilitates the appearance of the face of the other, though it may seem odd to mention the face in connection with a work that shows no faces and, what is more, draws attention to its failure to do so. Yet the lack of faces is precisely the point, for, as we have seen, Levinas’s face is not the literal face but precisely that which eludes the grasp of knowledge and vision. In appearing, the face surpasses what can be “seen.” Rather, says Levinas, “the face speaks,”
 as do the invisible faces in the Hiroshima Projection.  The face exceeds vision insofar as vision is, again in Levinas’s words, a “search for adequation,” a search, that is, to fully know and master the object of knowledge.”
 Indeed, the face cries out for inadequate vision, which is to say, response. 

Insisting on inadequate vision, the Hiroshima Projection belongs within a practice of contemporary art that produces critical images, images that undo the viewing subject’s narcissistic or what I would call masculinist fantasies. Such fantasies blind us to otherness, either rejecting it or assimilating it to the knowing ego or the Same.
 Critical images interrupt self-absorption, promoting answerability to the other, establishing non-indifferent modes of seeing, and developing the experience of being in public. In doing so, they also work against the ways of seeing promoted by the American mass media. 

Judith Butler, writing about media representations of the war on terror, says something similar: If “cultural criticism has a task at the present moment,” writes Butler, “it is no doubt to return us to the human where we do not expect to find it…We would have to interrogate the emergence and vanishing of the human at the limits of what we can know, what we can hear, what we can see, what we can sense.”
 The limits of what we can know, what we can hear, what we can see, what we can sense”—Butler is describing Levinas’s face, understood as both the limit of knowledge and as the cry of human suffering, which demands response. Butler contrasts Levinas’s conception of the face with the dominant media’s use of literal Arab faces. The media presents these faces in both humanizing and dehumanizing ways. The dehumanized faces of Osama bin Laden, Yasser Arafat, and Saddam Hussein, says Butler, have been deployed to encourage dis-identification with the Arab world. At the same time, the unveiled faces of young Afghan women liberated from the burka humanize the war but do so in a manner that symbolizes the successful importation of American culture. Presented as either “the spoils of war or… the targets of war,” faces like these, marshaled in the service of war, silence the suffering over war.
 Butler calls them “triumphalist images,” not just because American triumph is their thematic content or subtext, but because they disavow what she calls the failure—the inadequacy—of representation. As a consequence, triumphalist images blot out the appearance of the face.

By contrast, critical images trouble our visual field, promoting non-indifferent vision and contributing to the transformation not only of the blind eye but also of the deaf ear. Wodiczko’s Hiroshima Projection builds on this transformative potential by engaging viewers in a kind of seeing—and listening—known as witnessing, an activity that is crucial in our time of collective, human-inflicted, traumas, such as war and torture, that call out for witnesses. Giorgio Agamben has theorized the position of the witness as the basis of ethico-political subjectivity because the witness answers to the suffering of others without taking the place of the other.
 Agamben is indebted to Primo Levi, who, writing about himself as a survivor of Auschwitz, defined witnessing as a form of what Levinas calls “being-for-the-other.” A friend once told Levi that he (Levi) was saved for a reason—to bear witness. Levi was horrified because this idea denigrates those who weren’t saved, those who, as Levi puts it, “drowned.” In response, Levi insisted that the survivor of the Nazi concentration camp isn’t a true or complete witness, since he or she didn’t undergo the full experience of the camps, which was an experience of death. Levi says, “We, the survivors, are not the true witnesses” because survivors didn’t “touch bottom”: “The destruction brought to an end, the job completed, was not told by anyone.”
 The survivor witness, then, is a “witness by proxy,” a witness for the other. Since the complete witness cannot speak, Levi makes himself a secondary rather than primary witness, ceding his place to the other. In the Hiroshima Projection, as you saw, Kwak Bok Soon does the same: “I hated talking,” she says, “I absolutely didn’t want to talk….but now I think this way—People who died, died without speaking [a word]. I survived and am alive, on their behalf, so I must dare to talk without feeling embarrassed about hating it.”

Witnessing is a way of seeing and listening that requires an acceptance of inadequacy, a renunciation of the will to mastery, for, as trauma theorist Cathy Caruth argues, to bear witness to the truth of suffering over a traumatic event is to bear witness to that event’s incomprehensibility.
 Starting from Freud’s observation that trauma victims are compelled to repeat the event that caused the trauma, Caruth adds that repetition is not only the victim’s attempt to retroactively prepare oneself for the event. It is also a cry for the suffering to be witnessed. “The history of a trauma can only take place through the listening of another,” writes Caruth.
 But since by definition the event that caused the trauma was so overwhelming that it could not be fully known or experienced at the time it occurred, the victim suffers from incomprehension, and if the witness claims to understand the experience, he claims to understand too much and so betrays the victim. This poses a problem for aesthetic representations that want to respond to the suffering of others. While traumatic suffering calls out for the event to be witnessed, it creates a need for a new kind of witnessing—what Caruth calls the witnessing of an impossibility, the impossibility of comprehending the trauma.
  Witnessing in the ethical sense of responding necessitates a critique of images based on notions of representational adequacy.  

The Hiroshima Projection mounts such a critique. Wodiczko calls it a work of “memorial therapy.” The term has at least two possible meanings: It refers to therapy for troubled societies conducted through memorials. And it refers to therapy for memorials, such as Hiroshima’s Atomic Dome, which in its silent, ruined condition resembles a person silenced by historical trauma and by indifference, a person like Kwak Bok Soon, who was unable to speak when confronted with the coldness of the US State Department official, who refused to bear witness. Transforming the Atomic Dome into a living body, Wodiczko’s projection gave the traumatized building the status of a speaking subject, summoning it out of its mute condition by talking with it, like a psychotherapist. The projection also helped the human victims speak by highlighting the supplemental language of their gesturing hands—the language of the unconscious mind—while withdrawing their faces. This withdrawal protected the speakers from the grasp of vision with image, vision that knows too much. In this way, the projection facilitated the appearance of the face and asked—even obligated—viewers to take up the position of witnesses, whose inadequate vision permits them to respond to suffering. Showing how representation fails in the presence of the face-of-the-other, the Hiroshima Projection facilitated the emergence of a public sphere in which the appearance of others is prized because, questioning the social order, it keeps democracy from disappearing. This activity is crucial at the moment, when the rhetoric of security is threatening to engulf us.

Kwak Bok Soon’s testimony—71 years old

Mr. Hasegawa, I, and an English speaking staff, visited the US State Department, bringing signatures showing our strong stance against nuclear testing and appeal from the then mayor of Hiroshima, as I recall. 

An official of the Department, who was very young and handsome, came out. As one of the victims of the bomb, Mr. Hasegawa appealed to him with all his heart to stop the tests. Otherwise, the Earth would be ruined and all humanity would be destroyed. 

Then the official started discussing the theory of nuclear deterrence. I could tolerate his theory up to a certain point. But he said something at the end. He said that dropping the bomb was absolutely not wrong. He said that it was thanks to that the war could be ended earlier and at least the lives of 200,000 soldiers were saved. …When I heard the official’s voice saying 200,000 lives, my hair bristled with anger, and I remembered that the bomb took 200,000 lives in a single moment when Hiroshima was bombed.

….“Excuse me? Who do you think you’re saying this to?....People who suffered because of the bomb have come to talk to you eagerly about wanting to save the Earth, when they could instead be blaming you for the lives you impaired.” I felt that way, at that time. And I didn’t have the words to protest to him then. In fact, I didn’t say a single word. All I did there was cry my heart out. I couldn’t do anything other cry. 

….I tried to say something. In my mind I was shouting, “How dare you throw such things out at people who are victims!” I truly wished I could have yelled, “What the devil are you thinking?” But I wasn’t able to put it in words, and I left the Department sobbing.

When I returned to Japan, I joined the meeting in which we reported our experiences and actions as victims, and I spoke of my experiences for the first time.

Really, I hated talking. I absolutely didn’t want to talk….but now I think this way: People who died, died without speaking [a word]. I survived and am alive, on their behalf, so I must dare to talk without feeling embarrassed about hating it. I am talking about it now, knowing that it is my mission.”

�	 Cf. Richard Sennett, The Fall of Public Man. New York, W.W. Norton & Company, 1992. 
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