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KIRISH: MADANIYATLARARO O‘QIB TUSHUNISH

ANNOTATSIYA KALIT SO‘ZLAR
Madaniyat hikoyalarni qanday aytib berishimiz, baham ko‘rishimiz va Kitobshunoslik, o‘qish
tushunishimizni shakllantiradigan universal hagigatdir. Hikoyalarning tuzilishi va tadqiqotlari, ragamli
ularning aytilishi va o‘qilishi shart-sharoitlari ular paydo bo‘lgan geografik gumanitar fanlar, tarjima
joylashuvi, davri va madaniyatiga garab juda xilma-xildir. Adabiyotshunoslik jihatlari, o‘ziga xoslik va
uchun dunyoning turli burchaklaridan kelgan turli xil adabiyotlar bilan ishlash uni  stereotiplar, madaniy
o‘qitish va tadqiq qilish uchun ko‘p narsadir. Bu bir necha o‘n yillar davomida mubhitlar, — madaniyatlararo
adabiyotshunoslik faniga unchalik qiziq bo‘lmagan boylikdir. Xususan, turli yondashuvlar, dunyo
madaniyatlararo o‘qishlarga nisbatan sezgirlik adabiyotshunoslikda faqat tizimlari tahlili.

marginallik sifatida qabul qilingan. Masalan, Yevropada Finlyandiyadan
Turkiyagacha bo‘lgan XIX asr romanlari tarixi haqida faqat yozish deyarli
mumkin emas, chunki butun Yevropa uchun umumiy bo‘lgan kitoblarning
bibliografiyasi yo‘q. Shu bilan birga, bizda osiyolik o‘quvchilar bir xil vogealarni
G‘arbliklarga qaraganda qanday va qay darajada boshqacha tushunishlari haqida
cheklangan ma'lumotlarga egamiz. Turli madaniyatlarga mansub kitobxonlar
mavzularni tushunishida farq qiladimi, ular gahramonlar va syujetlarini
tushunishda farq giladimi yoki madaniyatning o‘zini o‘gishni ba’zi o‘lchovlar
bo‘yicha shakllantiradimi, v.k. kabi savollarga ko‘ndalang qo‘yadi.
Madaniyatlararo o‘qish odatlarining mavjudligi haqidagi umumiy savollar
adabiyotshunoslikda keng o‘rganilmagan. “Madaniyatlararo” o‘qish haqidagi
umumiy bayonotlardan tashqari, adabiyotshunoslik o‘qishdagi madaniy farqlar
nimani anglatishini juda kam tushunadi. Shunisi e'tiborga loyigki, adabiyotlar va
ularning o‘quvchilari xilma-xilligiga qaramay, adabiyot o‘qish bo‘yicha tizimli
madaniyatlararo tadgiqotlar juda kam uchraydi. Dunyo tillari va tillardan
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foydalanishdagi farglarni xaritalash DoBeS, HRELP, TLA va WALS kabi
loyihalarda asosiy tadqiqot magqgsadi bo‘lgan tilshunoslikdan farqli o‘laroq,
adabiyotlarning  xilma-xilligini, ~ shuningdek  ularning  o‘quvchilarini
hujjatlashtiradigan jahon adabiyoti atlasi yo‘q. Biroq, boshqa nomlar ostida, turli
yondashuvlar butun dunyo bo‘ylab adabiyotlarni o‘qishdagi farqlar va
o‘xshashliklarni hujjatlashtirishga imkon berdi.
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S3HAKOMCTBO: KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHOE YTEHHUE

AHHOTANUA

OOuienpu3HaHHas NCTHHA 3aKIII0YAETCsl B TOM, YTO KYJIbTypa OPMHUPYET TO, KaK
MBI paccKas3bIBaeM, JAEIMMCA U TNOHMMaeM ucTopuu. CTpyKTypa HCTOpUH U
YCIIOBHSL, B KOTOPBIX OHH IIEPENAIOTCS M YUTAIOTCS, COBEPIICHHO PA3IHYHBI B
3aBHCHUMOCTH OT reorpa)iaecKoro MoJI0KEHHs, IEPHoJia BpeMEHH U KYJIBTYPHIL, B
KOTOpOoH oHH BO3HHKIW. [l nuTepaTypoBeneHHs paboTa C  OTPOMHBIM
pasHOOOpa3ueM JHTEpaTypsl CO BCEro MEpa - 3TO POT H300WIUS IS €ro
MperolaBaHis M HWCCIENAOBaHUHA. DTO OOraTcTBO, KOTOPOE Ha TPOTSHKCHUU
JECSATHICTUH OBLIO JINIIb HE3HAYHTEIEHBIM HHTEPECOM [UIS TNTEPATyPOBEICHHS.
B uwacTHOCTH, UyBCTBUTENIFHOCTE K Pa3HOOOPA3HBIM KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHBIM YTCHUSAM
paccMaTtpuBanachk B JUTEPATypOBEICHUHN JIHIIh KaK MapruHaIsHOCTH. Hampumep,
MIPaKTUYECKH HEBO3MOXXHO MHCATh TOJNBKO 00 ucTtopum pomaHoB XIX Beka B
EBpone or @uunanauu a0 Typrum, motoMmy 4ro O6mbnuorpaduii KHUT, 00IIMX
nns Bcet EBpombl, He cymiectByer. B To ke BpeMsi Mbl pacrojaraem JIMilb
OTPAaHMYEHHBIMH 3HAHMSMHM O TOM, KaK M B KaKOW CTENEHM YHUTATENH W3
a3MaTCKUX CTPaH MMOHUMAIOT OIHHU U T€ )K€ UCTOPUH TI0-Pa3HOMY IO CPaBHEHHIO C
3aMaJHBIMH JIFOJBMHU. Pa3mdaroTcst i YuTaTenl U3 pa3HbBIX KyIbTYPHBIX Cpel B
MMOHUMAaHHUA TEM, Pa3IHYarOTCs I OHW B TIOHMMAaHWH TEPCOHAXKEH M CIOXKETOB,
WIH XK€ KyJIbTypa (OPMHPYET YTCHHE B OJHUX H3MEPCHHSAX, HO HE B JAPYTHX?
Eme Oonee oOmme BOMPOCHI O TOM, CYHIECTBYIOT JIH KYJIbTYPHBIC MPUBBIYKA
YTEHUs, He ObUTH MIMPOKO MCCIIEOBAHBI B TUTEepaTypoBeieHNH. [loMruMo o0mux
YIBEPXKICHUH O dYTEeHHH "MeXAy' KyJIbTypaMH, JIHUTepaTypoBEIEHHE ILIOXO
MTOHUMAET, YTO 03HAYAIOT KyJIbTYpHBIE pa3Inyus B uTeHHH. [IpuMedaTensHo, 4To
CHUCTEMAaTHUYECKHE KPOCC-KYJIbTYPHBIE HCCICIOBAHMSA UTCHHS JIUTEPaTypHl
OCTAlOTCSl JOBOJBHO PEIKMMH, HECMOTpS Ha pa3HooOpa3we JUTepaTtyp W WX
gpTaTeneil. B oTauume OT JMHTBUCTHKH, T/Ie KapTHPOBAHHE SI3BIKOB MHpa M
pa3nu4YMii B MCHOIb30BAHUU SI3BIKOB SBISIETCA OCHOBHOM HCCIIEA0BATEIbCKON
3amavell B Takux npoekrax, kak DoBeS, HRELP, TLA u WALS, ne cymecTtByeT
BCEMHUPHOIO atjiaca JIMTepaTypbl, KOTOPBIA OBl JOKYMEHTHPOBAI Pa3HOOOpasue
JIUTEpaTyp, a Takke UX yurareneil. TeM He MeHee, NOJ APYTUMHU Ha3BaHUSIMU
pa3IMYHBIC MOIXOABI MO3BONWINA 3a)UKCUPOBATH PA3IUYMs U TEPECCUCHUS B
YTEHUH JIUTEPATYPhl [0 BCEMY MUDY.

KJIIOYEBBIE CJIOBA

KuuroBenenmne, wu3ydeHHe
YTEHUS, uQpoBkIe
T'YMaHUTapHBIE HayKH,

TPaHCISALMOHHBIE ACHIEKTHI,
HUJIEHTUYHOCTh u
CTEpPEOTUIHI,
cpenpl,

MOAXObI,

KYJbTYPHBIE
KpPOCC-KYJIbTYPHbBIE

MHUP-CUCTEMHBIN
aHaus.
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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

It is a truth universally acknowledged that culture shapes the way we tell, share,
and understand stories. The structures of stories and the conditions under which
they are transmitted and read are all quite different depending on the geographical
location, time period, and culture in which they originated. For literary studies,
the handling of a vast variety of literature from all around the world is the
cornucopia for its teaching and research. It is a wealth that has been merely a
minor interest for literary studies for decades. In particular, the sensitivity for a
variety of cross-cultural readings has only been treated as a margin in literary
studies. For instance, it is nearly impossible to write only about the history of the
nineteenth century novels in Europe from Finland to Turkey, because the
bibliographies of books shared throughout Europe do not exist. At the same time,
we only have limited knowledge on how and to what extent readers from Asian
backgrounds understand the same stories in different ways compared to
Westerners. Do readers from diverse cultural settings differ in the understanding
of topics, do they differ in understanding the characters and plots, or does culture
shape the reading in some dimensions, but not in others? Even more general
questions on whether cultural reading habits exist have not been extensively
investigated in literary studies. In addition to the general claims on reading
“between” cultures, literary studies have a poor understanding of what cultural
differences in reading means. It is noteworthy that systematic cross-cultural
studies of reading literature remain rather uncommon, despite the diversity of
literatures and their readers. In contrast to linguistics, where the mapping of the
world’s languages and the differences in the use of languages are major research
tasks in projects such as DoBeS, HRELP, TLA and WALS, no world atlas of
literature exists to document the diversity of literatures as well as their readers.
However, under other names, a variety of approaches have mapped the
differences and intersections in the reading of literatures across the globe.

! Republished from “Sonja Stojmenska-Elzeser, "Comparative Literature, (Comparative) Cultural Studies, Aesthetic Education, and the Humanities"

Book  studies, reading
studies, digital humanities,
translationscapes,  identity
and stereotyping, cultural
environments, cross-cultural
approaches, world-systems
analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

A common attempt in literary studies is to explore how literature “reads” other
literatures and other cultural traditions. The interpretation of colonialism in the
literary works of Joseph Conrad, the reception of remote civilization in early modern
travel books, the analysis of topics such as the Irish in America or of the genre in the
vein of Montesquieu’s Lettres persane are all subjects and objects of literary studies.
In this kind of hermeneutical interpretation of literary works, scholars analyze how
authors make use of other literatures and other cultures and to what extent literature
underwent cultural adaptations in the process. In more historically oriented literary
studies, asymmetric historical exchanges between literary texts are taken into focus,
such as the history of the May Fourth Movement and its impact on writing modern
literature in China, or with another focus, Salman Rushdie’s adaptation of Giinter
Grass’ The Tin Drum. Questions of identity and stereotyping are not seldom part of
this kind of historical imagology. In the approaches that have been very briefly
outlined, literary studies scrutinize the cultural tradeoff between literatures. Not the
readers, but the authors as cross-cultural readers are the object of this kind of
research. A great deal in the field of comparative literary studies, which might also
count as cross-cultural reading studies, follows the fundamental insight, which is to
determine how limited the national paradigm of literary history is. In many cases, it is
not literature in the same language that serves as a model for aesthetic innovations,
but the literature from a neighboring country. In the eighteenth century, French
literature taught German authors how to write better dramas. Herder’s aesthetic was
inspired by the aesthetics of Shaftesbury. The list could easily go on. In this sense,
comparative literary studies are cross-cultural studies by definition. Since translation
is a major source for the kind of reading that crosses languages and cultures,
translation (and interpretation) studies are another approach that deals with cross--
cultural reading. Translation studies analyze how one literary text is translated into
another, and it denotes whether a translation is equivalent, purposeful and culturally
adapted, or translator centered. The criticism of translation is strongly connected with
interpretation studies, including the practical and pedagogical aspects of translation;
and it always has the entitlement to better understand how literature crosses from one
language and culture to another. By doing so, comparative literary studies and
translation studies are other names for cross-cultural literary studies. However, this
should focus on authors and translators as readers, and the (re)writing of other
cultural traditions in literature. In a broader sense, many comparative literary studies
are studies in cross-cultural reading. A further attempt to understand the nested
structure of literature across the borders of languages and countries is the study of
world literature. Its main argument is that works thrive as world literature if they
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circulate beyond their place and language of origin. As a consequence, anthologies of
world literature such as The Longman Anthology or The Norton Anthology collect
the canon of the works, being read and rewritten beyond their origin. A rich
theoretical debate integrates models of world-systems analysis, sociological theories
of center and periphery, and theories of untranslatability, to name a few, offering
ways to map literature that is read in other cultures and languages. Critics such as
Franco Moretti, though, have argued that the very scale of world literature makes it
Impossible to be understood by established methods of close reading and advocated a
mode of what he referred to as “distant reading.” According to Moretti, comparative
literature is a means of conducting some sort of cherry-picking, which ignores most
parts of the literature read across the world. The fast-emerging field of digital
humanities tries to offer exactly the new ways of distant reading to handle the vast
amount of literature. However, this type of methodology comes at a price. Computer-
based methods and a strong emphasis on modeling and formalization have forced
scholarship into a methodological revolution. A debate exists as to whether this is
still scholarly research or whether this is either science or neoliberal data-mining
which will undermine the humanities. The position has been made more difficult by
the fact that even the web, with its petabytes of cultural data, is a resource for cross-
cultural studies of unprecedented breadth and depth. Books such as “Harry Potter”
are read and rewritten in fanfiction in nearly every language around the globe. All
these digital fanfiction books might be the object of cross-cultural reading studies
because readers in the present write extensively about their reading experience, and
many of these readers become fanfiction authors. Reading in the Internet age is not
limited to nation and language, to the same extent, compared to the time before
computers and the Internet connected the world. Together with new, computer-based
research methods, scholars can improve their understanding of moving concepts and
of how narratives are reshaped within different cultures. Researchers can evaluate
large text corpora in different languages and determine how narratives adapt with
each other in various cultural environments. In summary, it is a fertile test bed to
understand the variety of reading literature across cultural borders.

Currently, perhaps the most advanced, or ambitious attempt to analyze reading
cross-culturally is cultural evolution. Its fundamental premise is that cultural change
in transmitted beliefs, knowledge and stories, social institutions, and technologies and
languages, follows the very same principles of Darwinian Theory. Cultural
evolutionary approaches have questioned which mechanisms support the
transmission of motifs, topics, or narrative techniques across niches. For example, do
minimal counter-intuitive narratives such as fairy tales have better chances of
survival in changing cultural environments, compared to other types of stories? Can

we explain the dissemination of certain types of literature through specific features
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that make them more attractive to readers across linguistic and cultural boundaries?
As a great, unified theory, cultural evolution claims no less than to synthesize the
social sciences and tell us what kinds of stories attract readers nearly globally, vs.
what kinds of stories remain in their niche of origin. However, in the humanities, and
in literary studies in particular, only a small number of studies can be considered as
having been inspired by Darwin. The scale of approaches that have explored a variety
of cultural evolution theories might be the ultimate point with a commonly performed
interpretation of literary works on the other end of the scale. The extremes indicate
the many approaches possible in cross-cultural studies, but only if the field of cross-
cultural reading is taken in a broad sense. While in anthropology and in psychology,
the studies of cross-cultural issues constitute one of the major fields of research, only
a small part in literary studies have taken a similar direction to try and understand the
extent to which culture shapes the way people from different backgrounds read and
write differently. Studies on differences in reading habits are carried out mostly
between Easterners and Westerners as subjects. The results show how narrative space
is understood differently by readers from culturally different background, how
different concepts of, for example, shame and guilt are differently evaluated or
aesthetic preferences differs according to cultural traditions. Although findings based
on reading behavior and the reaction of real readers can extend classic literary theory,
skepticism against empirical and experimental approaches in the humanities limited
research on cross-cultural reading. In conclusion, cross-cultural approaches have
many names and many methods. None of these approaches and attempts or methods
and methodologies in literary studies briefly mentioned here have clear borders or are
mutually exclusive. Combinations of approaches are often used to understand how
literature is read between cultures. This simply underscores that a rich variety of
literary studies on cross-cultural issues have been conducted in many separate fields.
It is for this reason that we have invited papers for this issue that are focused on the
ways in which cross-cultural reading has come into being and what kinds of problems
have been encountered with regards to cross-cultural reading. Literature from
different cultural areas has affinity rather than differences. The narratives develop
globally in an analogical form. The close association between literatures from
different places of origin is presented in Christine Ivanovic’s article on cross-cultural
reading of animal tales. The genre of animal tales in literary studies has a long history
that has lasted for thousands of years. Animal representations in folk tales are
universal in nature. Using famous examples of animal tales, lvanovic compares
various formats of the same stories, exploring how different meanings are generated
at different times and within different cultural contexts. The study makes a detailed
briefing on the variants of representative animal tales, coming to the point that tales
used talking animals as examples. Animal tales use animal narrations to unveil
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universal truths. In order to systematically find and identify texts with comparable
stories that could be used to analyze the differences in the depiction and function of
animal tales, the author outlines the project in the end, which takes animal tales as a
case study for the development of methods for computational comparative literature.
The comparative analysis on world literature focuses on global performance as well
as on cultural historicization. Literature from different cultures constitutes a
multilingual literary ocean. In light of this viewpoint, C. Ceyhun Arslan articulates
that literary circulation generates multilingual canons. Taking the famous Ottoman
literary anthology Harabat (1876) by Ziya Pasha as a case study, Arslan draws upon
Ziya Pasha’s characterization of the Ottoman culture as an “ocean” that encompasses
Arabic, Persian, and Turkish “streams” and projects this compilation of Arabic,
Turkish, and Persian literatures as a “literary reservoir” that constitutes the
multilingual Ottoman canon. Through reading the historical literary canon, the author
demonstrates that texts which belong to a canon that is affiliated with a particular
linguistic or national tradition can join literary reservoirs through transcultural
circulations, becoming part of another canon that encompasses works of diverse
languages and source cultures. The historical reading substantiates that literary canon
compile texts from diverse geographical and temporal origins. In the realm of world
literature, translation is an important issue in the process of canon formation, which
might occur through cross-cultural reading. Cross-cultural reading requires not just
ideological concern for power equality of international literary prominence, but a
more nuanced reading of literary texts. Jordan A. Y. Smith addresses this issue in his
theory of translationscapes that accounts for the legibility of transnational ideologies
in world literary systems. To date, critiques of world literature studies have focused
mainly on the power inequalities presented in the international prominence of literary
texts. Emily Apter’s critiques against world literature should be taken as a caution
against ignorance of profound local knowledge and cultural character. So far, studies
of world literature have not given enough attention to the role of translation, which
provides visibility to literary texts. Smith argues that translationscapes provide a way
of combining close-reading of texts within larger contexts of systems-level research.
The concept of translation may bring about a new perspective on cross-cultural
literature studies. Translation provides visibility to the literature of “others”. The role
of translators for cross-cultural understanding is explored by Xiaohui Liang, with the
example of Howard Goldblatt’s successful translation of Mo Yan’s Big Breasts and
Wide Hips. The author applies the paradigms used in cognitive poetics to the analysis
of transference of metaphorical expressions in the novel and looks into the process of
blending the source and target domain. The study compares the abundant culturally
loaded metaphors in the original and shows how the author and his translator differ in

manners of conceptual blending. Liang summarizes where the translator has different
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metaphorical blending from the original. In deciphering and representing these
metaphors, Goldblatt provides, in some cases, source domains from his own Western
cultural frames, demonstrating his tendency in conceptual blending which develops
differently from Mo Yan’s Chinese cultural frames. The process of different
conceptual blending traces back to the different cultural frames. Methodologically,
the cognitive poetic analysis adopts paradigms of cognitive linguistics to explain the
potential effect of the text on readers and provides evidence for the generation of the
meaning in the process of comprehension. Since the 1970s, there has been a shift in
literary theory that advocated focus on the reader. The recent growth of empirical
approaches to reader response has been providing support to hermeneutic
interpretations, thus contributing to the understanding of literary reading. Empirical
studies place reader response at the forefront of analysis and offer empirical evidence
on how readers from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds read differently or
similarly. The next three articles in the issue apply all empirical methods to examine
real readers’ reactions to narratives and poetry.

The role of a reader’s knowledge, including cultural beliefs, values, norms, and
others, is under-researched in comparative literary studies, in contrast to cross-
cultural psychology. Jan Auracher and Akiko Hirose empirically investigate the
influence of readers’ stereotypes on the assessment of fictional characters. Their
article explores the issue of how cultural backgrounds influence the way readers
construct mental images of fictional characters. The results suggest that readers of
fictional narratives draw on their stereotypes when evaluating the personality of a
fictional character, and that this tendency to focus on (stereo)typical attributes in the
evaluation of characters increases rather than decreases with knowledge about the
respective culture. Moreover, the authors discuss which cognitive processes
presumably underlie these findings and what conclusions can be drawn for the
reading process from these theoretical considerations on the influence of readers’
cultural beliefs, values, norms, and so on. With the focus of cross-cultural reading,
the study highlights the expected influence of culture on the manner by which readers
handle the inconsistencies within a narrative. In line with the research on the
emotional reaction of real readers, the study by Anna Chesnokova et al. examines
readers’ emotional reaction to poem reading. The study offers evidence-based data
that may clarify whether real readers’ response to poetry is universal or culture-
specific. Students from Brazil and Ukraine were asked to read Poe’s “The Lake” in
the original English or else in a translated version and to report their response to this
poem in a questionnaire. The findings indicate that first-hand responses to poetry are
to a large degree culture-specific, and that the language and the translation in which
the text is written also influence the responses. These results have implications for the
teaching of literatures in English across the world—»both in English and in non-
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English speaking settings—and may bring more awareness to educators about what
happens when students read in their first language or in a translated version. In
general, there is little systematic research on cross-cultural literary reading. In
addition, there is a lack of interdisciplinary support. Evidently, innovations must be
made in methodology in order to provide an empirical basis for the research on cross-
cultural literary comprehension. The final study conducted by Yehong Zhang is an
interdisciplinary approach to cross-cultural reading, which includes empirical
investigation and text analysis. The article explores the common ground and poetic
elements for the cross-cultural reading of poetry. The study adopts psychological
methods to evaluate Chinese and German readers’ mental reaction to and
involvement in classical Chinese and German poems, and combines these with the
assessment of the monitoring of brain function. The study explores semantic
properties that bring poetic function into play, and that are successfully transported
into other cultural contexts. In line with literary theories and evolutionary
psychology, the results obtained from the different measurements and text analyses
indicate that the key to immediate involvement in a cross-cultural poetry reading
might lie in the description, which is closely connected to the embodied experience of
the readers. The results of the interdisciplinary study provide evidence that supports
the assumption of the role of the embodied mind in cross-cultural literary reading,
confirming and advancing classic literary theories. These findings open new
perspectives for future studies in cross-cultural poetic reading and literary
Imagination. The empirical study of cross-cultural literary reading attempts to break
through the difficulties in its methodology. Exploring how a literary text impacts a
reader’s mind and emotion, and determining what kind of impact it would bring,
might be an intriguing point for future cross-cultural research. Furthermore, the
similarities and differences in textual structure and readers’ construction of the
meaning globally need to be more systematically investigated. The empirical findings
presented in this issue can open new perspectives for future studies on cross-cultural
reading. The present global turn in humanities, particularly in the fields of world
literature, translation studies, empirical studies, and digital humanities, analyzes
transcultural circulations and intercultural comparisons to overcome the disciplinary
and cultural limitations of studying literature. Research with scientific methods can
broaden this knowledge and provide a new angle to explore the source of cross-
culture reading. Due to the high demand for multidisciplinary training, an
interdisciplinary study cannot be the mainstream in literary studies. However, we
cannot deny the necessity of interdisciplinary research in offering more enlightening
aspects for the fundamental questions that are underlined in humanities, such as the
origin and function of literature, narrative imagination, cross-cultural thinking
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patterns, and so on. This interdisciplinary study has expanded the field of literary
studies and will continue to play a supportive role.

CONCLUSION

The exploration of the basic questions of cross-cultural literary reading cannot
be replaced by other disciplines. Nevertheless, only scholars in literary studies are
most sensitive to the essential issues of their own field. The risk with a journal issue
of this kind is that despite the determination to treat all parties dealing with cross-
cultural issues with the same sympathy, we still end up making critics on all sides.
Fortunately, we have been blessed with the constructive advice from the editor of
Comparative Literary Studies, Thomas O. Beebee. We would like to thank him for
the open-mindedness to explore this interdisciplinary subject. Lastly, we are grateful
to all the contributors, who have made this issue truly special through their
thoughtfulness and intellectual vividness.
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